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to hembou of. .oeiety. 'rhio htau ‘ot . al'hiﬁ l.uh fto an . S

. \

1nba1ance of property rxghts,awhlch creates. problems fdr the

v, ‘-

conservatxon of w11dlife on,prxvate lands. Resolutxon of the
LS

hunter land0wnqr ‘conflict requlres a set of proqrams that : R

A S
. ‘

adhere to the landowper s‘xnteres{s and encouraqes the produc--.

tlon of w11d11te. The pPesent é%udy has provided. 1n51ght into-

“alternative programs that,qould-be used ta resolve the con—:\\‘_

. ] . . -
. ' - b4
. . - . R
fllCt' ‘ (" o P e L . ., . O
. “

i A Questionnaire survey of the landowners in the; ‘east

| . TP
~central part of Alberta was caqﬁled out to eValuate the effects

of alternative.programé on resolving these t&o'problemﬁgreasé

’

An.evaluatlon of ‘the achss problem revealed that the sxtda ion

1n Alberta is not cr1t1cal, bdt it is lnténs1fy1hg The' pr
sent, sxtuatlon, however, c&n be 1mprovéé’by xnstltutlng p
grans ‘thht reduce the risk of property damages and merove the
general conduct of hunters. A compulsory hunter tralnlng pKo-

gram is of partlcular 1mportance in resolv1ng the problem of °
hunter access to pr1vate lands. Encouraglng lan@owners to

’ ‘ . .

create,.lmprove apd maintain w11dlife“habi§at areas on privaée

- ° .

v

-
«

. 7-‘~T;. ' T . ’ - ;ié_ 7 ?,f%
v R L Ce e T TN A
- The hunter 1andowner conjllct consxt&s of two intcr- )
related problems. (1) hunter access to. gamc populatxons and fi_
(2) the production of wildlife on'.private lands. Ptesent..[;t:iEJJ
: qovernme;t pollcie& do not permxt an euuxtabr dxstrlbution -‘~
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1Hnds could be achieved by one of two proqrama. A qOVernment
e

supsidy for.unxmptoved land or a habitat improvement progrumk"

_could encourage the production of game pOpulatxona. Hdvooer,f’

L]

Ve
the effectlvéness of tbese systems may be 51gnzficant1y en-’
[ ]

-hanced if boqh of these programs were, Lnt??;gtcd inta one

.
L T -

- policy. . . ‘ _
| 1€ public anting. de- w dontinue. m Albotu.«m-‘.

oment agenc1es,must bst aware of the possxble methods of allevi-

ating the hunter landowner confllct. Th1s st‘-y may ‘serve.as a

.

policy guxdellne in gpﬁd!ﬁfhg this objectlve.'

—
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to ) INTRODUCTION U ' y
The Problems and Objectivos of the Study '
v Th‘lldlue of Alporta are a public resource. That
.. * 8 °
o, o is, -!idlito are bcld 1g trult by the Crown w&th ownership

vootod La tho peOple. Howovot. in many inotanccs, the htbltat ‘ ..,

upon ui&ch wxldlito depend fot survival ‘may be privataly j»QT‘

- . . A . ¢ . . . .
- - : . .J.. SRS &

R M‘f 3 . e ‘ ¢ "1 4 -.‘ ap) by
pr E - (3= ~ .
T - !roperty riqhts surrounding wildlite and its habitat, '

N4 .

+ as with al‘ property riqhts.. are cr.eateq, defined and- limited
5y society s sys’em fqr laws.‘PrOperty riqhtl in natural

. ;esourceg arerinstitutional forces that dxrectly effect the

’ . allocation and conservation of 4he resource. Prqperty rights
-irf wi\lc;life.resouriés cons‘isc_‘ of a bundle of different rights.
‘The individwal strands of these rights. are distributed”among
'.thé;usei, the go;erament,éthe.landownet pnd others ip society.

4

Thé interface separating the -juki?;dictio'g vested in each ?roup' .

".df beoéie greaiq"cohflicts oflobjééfi‘fs. Such a caae-afises ® .
w'it‘h wildlife on pr'iVa:e lands. . | g _
| - ‘ This. studf focuses on the hun;;r-landowﬁer conflict w?ic;-

- °cen51sts of twa related problems. One px;oblem is a confllct of ¢

1ngre$&between 8p0rt hunters and- 1nd1v1dual landowners.

" Although w1ldllf.e ‘are a publxc resource, those Lndxvxduals that
control the habitat bear the costs a_s'socia'éed with feeding and

acc,omod'gtirig the gamé; Where hunting takes place; those con-

N . . - Ce - -
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* imbalance of propet;y rthts. That Lo. tho.elememtp of this.

-

. ing" the cost of his d cxsxch‘upon otbe

- ’ . . I‘ T ‘.J".-,' ?o‘./.

. ]
: 4 .. ’ . l. . r '
® + P * > -f—"o é —“w
. . .

trolling tho land mey -utlor addleional Qpato in tha tor- oc

1nconvenicnco. lass ot prlvacy'and proportx ﬂpleU'. thn
‘e * [ 4 .
prlvate lahdo&not otton reboiveo 1ittle’ ‘gr o bonotlt.-iu~ S

roturn. Mose entities in -ocloty other than gho 1andownor.

L4 |
»

but. 1nc1uding the huntar, roqptv.-tho majoritY‘qg‘.ﬁ bonefltl e

acctuing from wildlife resources. Thctototg &n an ot}prt to .

L ...
control public access, landowngro'otton polt th.&r ‘land o Lo
agafhsé trelpaas. whiph m,y 8:;000 -an .xc.rnal cesd on the .".

s - ~u Y e, -t B T
.portun.ﬁ S . . 2 ?'t~ -Fohd e e

This state ot af!attt qivc' risq tov- soeoﬂh problcn o~
which invoives the disappeatnnce of privatcly hola habltlt. ';

Althouqh vxldlxtc are a renewable rolourfo, ulldlifo poputa-,
tions throuqh time are Yimpted by the cartyinq capacity o: the ~

avaxlable habxtat. Private landownets often have.litftb oX' no “Q;

- * LA )

incentive to retaxn.and supyott "wildlife bcéauae the réasulting

e’

.

bene(xts accrue to other entxtxes. The d!si:ibutxon of costs

and beneflts arxsinq from wildl;fe utllxzatxon loAdp to an .

( % L - . °

coh‘ilct effect private 1and-use decisieac 1n 5pch a nannor»; .
that the landowher maz/doottoy habxtat};reas withouc coqudcr~

™ .

] ° ’
socxal groups. R
]

..

This sfudy attempted to determtne -the attttud. of lanqr R

|

»

hd e

Bwners towards public huntinq and. habxtat retehtion .on p;xvat.
lands. “The objective were. . oot ’ T
I Y - ° - - “ . . .

" 1. To outline the elements of, thg; kuqtei-la'ndowﬁt



conflict,_éiving épecial consideration to the
incidence of beneﬁits and costs stemmlng from q;,

life utlllzatlon, S N _ . .

2. To descrlbe dlffcrcnt types Qf p011c1es uied 1n acper

. : countrxes to allevxate similar confllcts,:rvj
3. To ‘exaine and evaluate the feasxbxllty of these alter~
"vm\“ natLVe programs in resolvihg the lmbalanCe problem 4in
p Y . :
7/’ k‘A%berta, T  ‘.'ﬁ ‘f  . . "

. 4. To formulate a set of programs specific to Alberta

v " that will'reatign the incidence of'costs and bénefits
. . ' . . , . . .
derlved from wlldllfe resources.
o

.

R The confllct between landowners and hunters is. the.

esult of the allocatlon of propgrty rlvhts’gn w11d11fe

'rc§55;écs - thc public ownership of yp&dilﬁe versus the ’

: . - w’
pr:yatc-owne:shlp of land and habitat. Resolutlon of thlS

confllct nay bene‘lt all segments of soc1ety without signl-
Q .
ficantly- altering current land use patterns. Moreover, it

may cnhance the flow of" wildlife resources for future

_generations.

-

-

L
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Emp;rloal Settan ?' °

'-Tge central .part of Alberta qaet of Ea\bn;on s et

.'P.

(Fiqure 1) t?prles the Qfoblems Just d scrlbed Vlrtually=

all the 1¢i6\1n ‘this axea is unger prlvqtg.ownqrshlp ahd ix T '4

»2 experlenves modé}ately heav?\buntlng pressure. The area has'
a qood.potent;al for wildllggzﬁfbductlon, but the lcss of
prlme habltat areas. prlmarlly to agrlcultural pu;sults. has
llmlted its w11§}1fe producthe cagpclty. The arEa under ‘{ . "

‘;_study anludes Count;es 20, 25, 30. 9. 22. 21;“27 And 29.,,_ )

vl ol

1~On1y tho$e parts of Countlés 20 and 25 lylng east of quhway -
2. and those parts of Countlés 21 and 27 hying west of and

1nclud1ng Range IT west of Merldlan 4 are 1nc1uded The total o -

7
" area 1s,approx1mately 7,100 square-m11e5(18,320-square

\
' —
\\ kilometers).-

' ' Y
One natlonal park Elk Island Park, and one provin- ///
. o N ;
01a1 park, Mlquelon Lake, are 51tuated within the study area//'

N .

The Rochan Sands and Big Knife prov1nc1a1 parks are»located//

o e
. /
Y

on the area's prescrlbed boundaries. ' o / .
<
N . The population of the study area 1s\{§cqted predﬁﬁi
imantly in the toqu ‘and v111ages,.w1th,a scattered digtri-

butidn throughout the rural afeas. Camrosé'is thé onlY»qfty

found within the régién. Some of the laréer towns include
Leduc, Vegreville, Viking, TwoiHills and Tofield; )

The study area is ‘essentially a d?xed‘farming area.

Approximately 75 percent of the land is classified as
r's
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_ The ”unimproved‘

' warm summers:and co!d ulaters. The mean summer and wintot l»

F&nﬁgdwnd ‘0! !Hti'#tbpottton, erop ptbdhactbn conaﬂ‘}h&et
48 pafcent -Summarfallow and pasturc make up the remaindar.

land conslsts of native pastgre, woodlots,-

.

vderbelcsl”. e e L e

i

© The arot is dralned by the North Saskatchewan and

-
- e

;thg lvea. Small sloughs and marshes are abundant... .“"f :

. The area has a contxnental clxmate, chqracterizod by ’

o

[ *

-averaqe annual precipitatxon is 4¢.6 to 45 7 cm per year.~t'

The frost-free period vatxes w;th locatlon but generally

v
d ‘
. . D

'exceeds lOO .days in length D ‘ ' . N

The area 11es wlth&n the veqetatlon zone known as

parkland or aSpen parkland. The predominant. soxls are "Black

\

and Thln Biack The texraln varies from 1eve1 pra1r1e to
hllly couﬁtrnyde, lntersnersed wlth woodlots, cultiiated

fields and grassland 2 The entlre area has an altltude

between 2,000 and 3,000 feet (600 to 900 meters». In its

‘patural state the aspen parkland 1s a mos;ac of two planta»

3

._communltles, woodland' and grassland The domxnant tree is ”

'the aspen poplar. In typical,areas, aspen grozga alternateh"

° .
, ]

1

Stafistics Canada, 1973) . _
Informatlon on the parklands of Alberta was }aken
from W.G. Hagdy, Alberta. A Natural History (Edmgnton:’ MisMat

. Corporatioen, 1967); Government of Alberta, Atlas of Alberta
(Edmonton: Umiversity of Alberta Press, 1969) . Lo

%
e, ‘

~ - .
- . . -

T Statisfics Canada,*Census g¥ Canada, l97l: Agricul--
tuﬂsg'Alberta, Cat. No. 96-710, Vol.‘TV% Part 3—3 (Ottawd:"
a . ' ;

*Battle R1v¢§ ggptems. uumerOus Iakes and mxno( streams dot _J.j?_

j#teﬁpertturbi%ire Y 36' and -16 7°C re%pectivqu. ﬁh§379’“'“:"”'
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o wa& m-nm’qﬁrw ~xum urwmn ang w.now mnqxi’a i

- unqulat.es I Mule heet oce foumi throuqhont thc ant:lu rogi.on.

. e
i’*‘

"

| conifera mcg,uo- the tanqa ‘of tha woodland.

' along the nver and stream valleys. 'l‘he area's product.!.

¢,

PR e . ‘. : - ]

The aspen parkland foms an ecotcmg between the

prai.rie ;nd conifeto.us. torest. Its ecoxoqigal d nity pxo-

4 ' *.
! eyt - Coe
’ ?tuékp-azfea'. T

m general has a hiqh caéacity for the product

vidos babxtat for a vati,ety of ‘game apecies. T

However, as agrxculturql‘cultiv&tioﬁ i‘ intanlifiod, th.i

“inhe:ent inability, to; adapt h,n- niumaa in. (ucli hg, nukbal
A q . . ‘1-.v .:-‘" x5 v,'l"':\'\"'fw".'.':.;,v"' '\ . ._‘ ‘*‘ ' ‘:” > A & ‘f;b ?"

on mu other ham!,.thév O T CEe rit ,i&

to the preynce of man has dttributed to increasu:q \iumb?rsg

w1thin the area 'rh,e prme wugerinq tanget for tha de%lie

~

capacxty for deer is’ lxmlted by 1ts unxform topogtaphAw

AR
t

: d.oes hot provzde ‘the requxred diversity of. ‘habitat. ﬁ“troper :

-~

manage;nent of the remalm.ng habltat is ess\entxal to maz.nteun

the areas exlstlng capacxty for ungulate.productlon.

A variety of ypland b1rd~qame ;nhablt the parklands. N

' Rlng necked pheasants, Hungarxan partrxdge. ruffed grouse'and '; 

wInformatlon Canada., n.d.).

sharp talled grouse are ‘the most common specxes. These upland

- -

birds are wide}y dlstrxbuted thrbughout thdﬁ%tudy area in

varylng ccncentratlons.

<

Favourable waterfowl habxtat *p prov;ded by the large

« -

“ . . o- ~ B - , ,. ‘e
B N . ot v, - . . @ r
‘ 1 Information on’ the wxldlife\zk\ﬁge study area was g
dbtaxncd from Departmdnt of Regional Economic Expansion, Land

Capacity for Wildlifc = Waterfowl: CAnada Land Inventory :
(Dttawa ‘Queen's Printer, 1970); Agricwltural and Rural Devel-
opment Act, Land Capacity for: -Recreation:. Canada  Land Inventeory
(Ottawa: Queén's Printer, 1968); Environment Canada,. Land .
Capacity for wWildlife - Ungulates- Lands Dlrectorate befawa-

.. ) o



io poeholon not 14uaro lllo. Thc mord connon n-st&p.‘dﬂut‘;f" _
inclnd‘ nllllrds. pintailn. ahovellera,? red—hcaé‘ Ahd:blﬁ‘- ’x?{'
‘.winqed ‘toals. . Geoae fr.qunnt thp a(ea ﬂqx@ng tﬁei:.gnnuax f*ff.gf
itqrhicm. Drainaqi o! ualz'watur hodiea on’ printe lnndn
| rop:ouents éhc major cpnntrain oa che aren s uqqor!qu pr6~ '
duceion capaqity. SQVeral ot‘tht lakcs 1n tnq ardhgngga - .
high ci;;city tor ua:difawl\pxqquctxph Th.y'also-.crvo n- ‘Vf\'

. ";.4 . -: . {
' staqinq and miqration'aroas. Inéludod 1n zhtsécatoqory dtc‘ '

."\

'rhe study trea exﬁ-riences moderately Mavy hununq
activit:y. It wn cstimated t.hat 1n 1971, 1 ruaident and non-

tesxddh; bird game hunbers spent a total of 74, 616 days

3 »

-

.huntqu2 in - the study area. Thls represents apptoxxmattly L L e

15 8 perCent of hhe total “hunter days spent by bxrd qame

Y. -

‘mt‘*s in AIberta The - area a‘IJo prov1ded 12, sdz days ‘of
huntlnq ﬁct;thy for resxdent and non—resxdent b!g qame

»

hunters. The popularlty of tlu.s area. is partly atttxbuted ﬁi]{\

e

SE

\ _i' r-

b

.1ts close. proxlmlty to ﬁdmonton, e S o

°
.o

w . » o

¥ The astxﬁatas ‘of . hunt1ng actxvity im’ the study area .
were . taken - from W.S. Pattison, "We Raisé 'Em-¥ou Shoot ‘Bm: .
A stady of Public- ‘Huh&ing on Private Lands”, Alberta-Depart- - e
" ment of . Agriculture, Resource Economics Branch, Edmonton, 1973.
'~(M1me09rqphed ). These e3timates were Obtained throuqh extra-~’

-Polation of th& tesults obtained by R.J. Miller, "An Economic
Evaluatign of Alberta'a Sport Nunting and Fishihg Resourées”

(unpublilhed M. Sc. The51s, University of Alberta, Bdmonton.; I
1971). A , o

-

_- e’ A déy of huntin or "'hunter» day" is. deflned as a < _
any part of a da spent .in_ game hunting activity. - :
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‘ landom\qro in. the study .ar = ' 0
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. ﬂf SR ';..t'aq a: 1qa. ql&az d tinpd nnhqn éc'raunn
e S . elow whi chad.cm:ltg t?ow oannbt be: mgmq
— m A !f Wt pxonne xommh wn-uu S

&E. i et ot i r- S0 S reieat AP
s N hum mtton. m;&wiﬂ, t.h, breeding ctock -ot a oaxni.n

/‘l

;y caus. the tatg of tlow to

-

A species o,r 1ts nnique hdbttat
becume irreversible.
/ﬁildltﬁw are a va able natnggl thsoutca bocautb of .
the satxsfqgtxon they provide Thexr utility to society lt.n.-‘
\\Efom both non~¢onsumpt1ve and consumptxve uses. Non-consunp- ;}».

tivé uses, where one person s consumpﬁion of wilﬂlifo doc.‘ _ A

- not genetally teduc;ﬁ;r prqvent another 1nd1vidua1's copa;npb' :7;3

_tlon, anlude viewing, phqtographlng\hnd studying wxldfife.'

‘ 2 Although no market system exlsts to- reflect the |
1ntanglble qudues agsocxated with “the. non—conag:ptx;e';ses-'

of w11dlife, they are 1mpor§§nt. People value & existence of

. ) T. ~A_"v.-
_;*ﬁ”‘: r P . .

. T 8.V, \b1r;acy-Want:up. Resource Consetvatxon. Econo- .
‘mics and Policies (3rd ed.; Berkeley. Un1versxty of CaIifornxa

‘.Agnculcural Stat10n,-1968), p. 39.
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t only |

- , zyog‘ active .n':‘ﬁil
7 bak among. gl " alog mgh. r o
o “valuw on e«
N ckip,tma af %d nnd}or fmrpbﬂi cll » ; },i:;’g

-“- v\lrlety 4nd ;n vxanpvud uoﬁ

" m aa-jor conou-ptm nu Jt uuduco u -pon mumu;i\
llunting is a pppular tom of Qnsdoor ncmmn M ?tcld‘
aociql net hbnlfics to nbnA‘ey in qqn'tal. !hotiwbuuattc-\'*" _';

R

mllt of’ both mz}ct and tarmtm nluus m rm :".L“_.:' '

ent of uildlife throughont& t.hc -province. !at th.
AR A .
2. ’lach hunter. for. a l.u\:cnag- nal and doew ot *

B
[ T

. '
. reflect the full valye’ of the activity, g;_‘_» ;,.

‘ ' A large patt of the benefits *t&vcﬁ trom hunt‘iﬂg are
.‘00’

non~priced values. 'rhese extramarket b‘l‘ilt:, although diffi—

4

_cult to evaluate, are real They 'are descrzbed as th& value a. v

sportsman recexves from the anortunlty to pqrt).cipato in t.he

'activxty. Hunt:ers galn ut:llu:y fran many elements of Me .
L . Lo L4

*uience. Escapism, companxonohip ‘with peers, and close

cantact with nature have been cxted as 'he:.nq part;culquy
.. ¢ @

s 3 : Lo . - . . -

1J Krutxlla, “Conservation- Reconsidered', American
Econonuc ‘Review, Vol. 59 5967). pP. 781. _ <

~ .

- ‘—-\ . ) ) ) -, . . R '
L . . v ' .
.t : . A

e
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hmiut« ﬂu uttlchuon a hm‘lur uo.ivg. n-hq not té.

A S 'ﬂm pl«mrc of Bunting comes more, trom the \'»‘mn s
Ve ' than from the pfoduct. The .ploduct iw necessar g,

" - , howevery bcoau‘s 1: ouppues tho loqical and of tbo .
: : K < N
) The oxtrmarkot beno!i:l !or\ Wu in Albcrtl hhv. badbn c‘lcﬁ-

. 1atod by ,uking ’ d"portmnvx \'Approxmtbly how mch '

bf t.he tetal oxtimt

ct bnnofit-wrocexvod Vﬂ“ :

Cm The RUm. ot th.‘licenle fee (matkct benotita) cnd txtr.~

L

rkct bonafits equals the direct social bénetu:s accruing to

2 lociety. For the 1 69 hunting season, Miller’ e;,tj.j._natod ‘that .
. ~ - . '4 -

- ‘these two tanefits ere,  approximately ‘1. l'and 7vi millibn'

P

dollars, respectively.‘_ Subtracting- the admlnxat.ative costs

for wxldlee managemcnt yxolds an estxmate of the socxal net

benefxts.accrugnq_from game,hugting. It‘reprosents ;he net

[y
. .
.

. ; e . -
. - . N o - ‘
:

} : 1 D. Porter, J uendee, and R.. Clarke, 'Hunting
- Satlsfa—cticn. Game, Guna,' or Nature"" 38th North Americ N
wWildlife and -Natural Rescurges conference Transaéflggs ‘, o .
(Washington, 'D.C%: Wildlife. Manaqement Institute, h § | A
- pp. 220-229; o L o

: T.A. More.-"AttLtudes of Massachusatts Hunters,' 38th e
North. Ameq;gan'ledlee-and Natural Regources Conference Trang- .
AQtlOns. (WQshlnqton, D. C..-Wlellfe Management Institute, T§73). .‘
Pe. 534 . . . - . LA .

-~

, The bznef1t$ to both resident and non—re31dent hunters
are. included wh -;calculatxng the extramarket. benef1ts ‘of hunt- -
1nq activity to ,society. - e B

_‘ R.J. Miller, og.Acit;; p. 49.
“ P .,' s 5 RO }
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_ Source: R.J. Miller, "An Economic ‘Evaluation
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ing Resources” (unpublished M. Sc. .

° - thesis, University .of Alberta, e
. Cdmonton, 1971), pp. 74 and 78. oS
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‘ro a.qr&m the w&x mrgq !Qﬂnd-fm wsuucp Fesourcas,
nu W!u mm..\u» nu' [ mu&-i.. —elg
AN to be Gome. .
of the puiqnz val ;,é" the ,oetn nat'
n u an - obj.cuvc o! cdi’-o:vatton x: u
'é.‘; thtﬁd t.d as_ ém.optimn state of conurvauon. ’ﬁn‘ ‘et "f,
ah utopi"ﬁpqq;o. a more. pra"tcul objoctiv. l.l i‘nocgvnttou ~7"L
ponev h to moxouq.. uu:ro-.anny. the. proboae vdu ot. Ny

g 'x'hc pncuu; objccnv. ol cou»mu uxm
- id not the -optimum distributian of use' tes over:
., tila but .a step~by-step direvtional . change of the
. - existing or some hypothetical distribution toward
. the optimum. The optimum state of consormptLOn can
only ‘be apgroxinated step-by~ot.p, thtbugh trial
o and srtqr. , i

- -
. -

»

" In detetn;ning ‘the optimuu stat. ot conservation, all’ eost-
and revenues must be considered, roqaralons ot iucldonco.-
Incidence in this context refexs to the d&‘;tibvt;on 6! eosts

f or benefxts :ecexved .or paid by the diftetent 1nd1'i.h-13 or

- groups. o S - ) . R o S ‘ < -

-Throuqh ‘the. property rlqhts'xnvested .in ownership,
the-landowner controls the land and xts allocation. tecauao

wild&xfe resources ato.a by—prodqsﬁ.of ‘the land, 1ndLVLduA1

_"~‘ landowners. bear tho supply costs. Land reSources are often

L 4

~

' L .1 For the purpose of this d;scussion, revenues nqy be
synonymmxs with profit, utxlxty, satigfaction or incoms .

2 See S.V. Czriacx-Wantrup. op. cxt., p. 81 for.a
dlscusslon of” this concept. : e
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*humud-oo tho Qu‘!luz w«:n the M.clqn. and mt Lo

Ms ut\mw. This is anctpu of -.&eo.umuu S

e e e "“""’M Le ;eng" opoaien - *“M

:m&- ol chu m ndznp’m: tine thet: are Lnuq.nt. uph 3"

o

o ;;}*th Wﬂh ehe -ummmpuk dogs not or’ camnbt | .

il

L ', w '!or tho costs ~o! iu mn@n upoa “b\hcro, "mu ott-a

oqcu;a beeanu thc. cuu hvvivod cn duu t t, mtm -’ ‘a"'

+ Br identifv- T '. SRV '..'.,':'7
s E

_ As pod.nt.d out wuor. \d}dlih valm n‘. ﬁo an '

extent locial valucq, b.mq zocrutiﬂhl and comuc. my EIENRE
, are’ dxqmtket #n charact.r dad atq not rmuy mtutod ,in K
e ) » - I " L g ; .

T account for wudute Values oﬂ:en t.i\lth 1:\ a coafuct Lt
O _bqtmn privato" social ptioritioq 1n land uc.~ Privaeo '
land uce decisions thl()ﬁmve or reduce habitat areas my

'oppose t.he intercscs of the public scctor. The public,

;nterested in delife conse_rvat;on. may prefer that the land LN

be left 1n ;u naturaj st«v.e.A

»

1‘ ’ T.h' r’é‘ultan distrzbutxon of the revenues and, costs

*
s

“cr‘uin;] frof!".xlﬂlee resources leads to an imbalance of .4 e

"ébperty X ;.2 That is, the landowner, who is re:pond.hl. '
-for wildlife

nservatxon decisions, doe§ not account for 1’11 L

. - &

1 See R. Barlowe, Lagd Resource Economic > “—
m1cs of Real PrOOﬂrgk_(an ed.; Engldwood Cllffs, N.J. . A
Prgntlce—nall Inc., "1972), pp. 186 -197. “ '

3 For .a dxscussxon of thxs conCept set S.V. Ciriacy~-
Wantr , c1t., Pp. 147-149. : . " '
W, Op. c1t. , . : .
. . o : "
» : 0
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.

. uﬁm puop.ay u “a bumuq oc uw (ovmmu' »"f\
. :- . us,j.__, v.b’ﬁ. ught *.Q m\‘uﬁs o: n’nm u qlmun

uti&t’ﬂiomn nya mu!ou. mmzq can !n f,nd n '\

N Tl e

1.‘A ‘set .Qr righta to uac pteperty ip cbrtntn"’y.' --‘:

* (and a set of'negative righea, ox ptohibitiolao_ o

-~ " that prevent its use in other ﬁay-): N . .
2. A right ta prevent others froﬁ exctéisinq tﬁqso ol

. rights, or to set the terms Oon which others may - P

: exercise them; and - . o . S ‘: .

‘3. A riqht to sell your property :1th.;fv° o :
[ ° €,

In- the st:xctest leqal sense, it is uset rights that ire

-

.owned, never thc assot xtself : : P Lo

.
-

vlildhfe' re_soutces are a restricted common pf'ope'rty.
- . - ] . -

- e 7\\

o . s ° . <
1 'erébers.lble is used 1n the econemic context. A T

L

! st S. v Clrlacy-Wantrup, og cit., p. 141. . (

: 3~.:l d Dales, "Land, Water, and bwnershxp. _ _Emdiah. o
7 -Jo-.rna]: of. Econom:.cs«, ‘Vol 1 (1968), P‘, 795. = '

. AN
¥ T ;
’ » ¢ J.N, Dales, Pcllution, Proper -and Prxces. ('rotonto-
University of Toronto Press, 1968),. 5; . N

o
-

o . . o
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That.is, thelr use ‘is restrlcted by the. *government, but

‘_v1rtually anybody can use or abuse them at ¢1nost zero cost

©

The. bund o't 1ntFrests or user rlghts 1n wlldllfe are dls- "
("mg the government, t‘,he hunter, the landowner and

tribute

the publlc sector. No pne qroup has the exclus;ve user rthts._

~.

On ‘the other hand landowners control the

4 - R _ .
Béndle of user rlghts 1n land resources qproperty rlghts to

o land have been well. established: .Full ownershxp q1ves the .‘
landowner the right to use, explolt or abuse the resource.‘
Therefore, the entrepreneun:has a legal rlght to destro;
Tu&!xa‘ are . He may alsg legally refuse access to w1ld11fev
on his land. éoc;ety, and especxally the hunter, may feel that

o

" their rights haVe Baen lmpalred but they cwnnot restrlct the

>

S\ing gxtornal coets.
—~—

o .

The dlstrlbutlon and ladk of deflnlte pr0p2§ty rlghts
rn WLIdllfc germlt landowners to abuse the resource at zero

cost. The property rlghts of land ownershlp have Iegal prlon—

..

ity ard the- lanoowner s 1nterest prevgdls.
.The Hunters’-Situatioh( .

) . a7 ’ 5; ’ . ;

The general’ trend towargﬁvincreaséa.leisure time,
higher inCOmes; improved mobility and urbanization has con-

’

tributed to the lncteased demand fér ‘Sport huntlng Huntinq
is a QO\ular form ot rocreatron ahat proxloes thg opportunlty

to Joxlod1c1lly come into contact with nature.  The csthetlc

. ', "
. ~
- .

landowner's acflvwries. Ner—arc tney comoensated for the result-
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<va1ue of the sport is derived from the bursuit ef the game,.

the applicatlon of skllls and xnteraction thh wlldf’fe. .
In 1969, Alberta prov1deqr§§6 000, days ef huntxng

. v‘l"
act1v1ty.1 Of this total. 56 percent*was attrlbuted to bxq
ame huntlng and the remaxning 44 perdﬁnt was accounted for

: ".by Bird game hunting. meuaeut hm&fu«auocaw

7.1 days' to the sport and.Spent on theraver%ge, .17 dollars

]
per day. Non- resident hunters spent an average of - 6 9 days v
hunting w1th an expendltupe-Or 51.43 dollars per day.? The !

market and extramarket beneflts from huntlng act1v1ty were

dlscussed earller. It wxll sufflce to note that the

beneflts derlved from the sport are meortant to Al

and to the provancxal economy ~\‘
v \

_/....' .

-bellef that huntlng adversely affects the abundanée of wlld-.

llfc. Wlldllfe are a fugatlve resource. This means that own-
e,

ershlp in Wlldllfe is aQQulred only bi reduc1ng them to
<F AP B

possession. Slnce huntlng act1v1ty reduces numbers. lt is
*commonly assumed that it results in the depletlon of the

I'ESQUICQ .

t

ﬁodern game management programs are based on ‘the B
¥ , .

prlncaple that populations - should not exceed the carrylng'
capacity of the avallable habltat. Over populatlon may lead

to stgrvation; dlsease ‘and the destructlon of habltat for

14

3

1 Miller; ’NE 01t p. 36 .y . . :» =
Ibid., pp. 72 and 77. ' C '
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.

future generations of wildlite. If propefly managed, huntan ‘.‘a

_ actxvxty assxsts'xn keeplng p0pulations of some species

'healthy and ‘in balance with thexr habltat. If frequpptly re-‘

,tazn number af anxmals and if ‘the surplus.1s not' harveeted,

°

places other forms'éf mortality An area can support a cer-‘.

] -

L e
o EEE - .- Ve
S e L NP o FEE LA

.Therefore, the annual hargest of game may be necessary

to ensure the conservatxon‘of w;ldlee. 8cott deflnes conserva-

« ®

tzon as "a’ publlc Jpolicy which seeks to increase future use~

e

..

\ o c > nl

\\able supplles of natural resources by present actlon. Sport

“huntlng can be used to preserve the desxrable balance between

I .

wlldllfe and the available habltat This ' balance maxntains

present game populatlons which ensures future rates of flow - .

” < . . - N —

of the same oF greater magnltude.l

3

,*. The hunters of Alberta-also contr;bute flnancxally
M
to’ the conservatéon of Wlldllfe. Although wildllfe are a,

°

_ puhllc resouf?e hunters help finance their manaqement Huntv_s'

"ing fees are the major SOurce of revenue for government expen-

. dxtures on the conservatlon and-management of game and non-

. charge whlch qoes'to-flnance the Wlldlgfe Habltat Program.

@

game species throughout the provlnce. ‘In additibon to the

regular llcense fee, each hunter is assessed a one dollar

e ‘ Y p

1

- A Scott, Natural ResOurces The Econoﬁlcs.of Con-
seryation (Toronto " Toronto Unlver51ty6Press, 1955), P. 30

- 2 Alberta Depnxtmont of Lands and Forests, Agnuél .;
Report (Edmonton Queen's Printer, '1972-73), p. ‘67. -

~
Y
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Initiated 1n 1972 73, this progtm 1s direcrcd towatds thb
_ devel@pment, improvement 1ed protgtixoh of wildlife habitab

e a;eaa. An ;ndividual 8- decilion to hunt,\Via bhe 1lecthon ( 4
\ of hunti ng

e
>

Vtﬁéiklbef ,“<sh and Game Assocxatan 15 recognizad.hih
spokesman for the orga&ized hunters. in the provihce. Bascd on _“,l

the recommendabxdns from thxs,associatlon, ‘the Governuent of
‘0

Alberta 1nst1tuted the W1 Llfe:Damage Fund.l This tgnd com-'

1ncur costs from damages

RIS

. g,s flnanced from a three

pensates lndlv;QMal lanéé

caused by w11d11fe. The pre

¥ed ‘hunter in Alberta.f—

dqllar fee assassea eaéh
. N

.

for-.crop’damage payments, the relationship . °
" between landowners and hunters would be - 1mproved )
-"and that better access would be obtalned to L e
. private lands:? . _ BT

t was deﬁeldpedffor_tne laﬁadﬁner's-

. e . ., . P - . v

- rhe Wildlifé Damage

T . .
N \,
o . .- N

-benefit, L

'lon p‘rlnc_xples anci hu&ng ethuette. Thr ugh

v . . . . 3 . I

- - - e . ,1.

'iation~was obtaxned'through"personal~corre§pondenc

/- 32nd ederal Prov1nc1a1 Wlldllfe Conference Transact-ons /‘
o (Ot¥awa': Infornatfon Canada, 1968). P~ 43. /:,/4‘

Sy : . . o / -,
1 : - . s/ -t
i ‘ oo : : - / ,/
o - / -




A uea::en the. pm:« N a?.;,a ot dgradig ane suatiey ot |

\n(m: a WRich could signtﬂcamly. .r«ud- the corit “"" "““""‘

',,'f_“k.laanthl anq hunt&tla ‘rho hnoctauéu u\romh 1"3 ‘f“n"‘“
‘ clubl alsb p:omot.p'andofininngq gpcal‘prqjccﬁy tq bnhunch

.;‘\ si*plare populatiénss Thc lhqizﬁ Ffth anNQﬂﬂﬂ«BI‘béﬁlti°R f'”\

. e .‘_

.cnc‘b,neg the riqbt' 0’?“

e
NSRS

6@p3ses any sy$tém orf#§f§f,h

e -;t

b1i¢ ownergg:ip-;ot wmnu- "qm _a.e..

oy . {
o \ L i v“ "-t. o F S
3 ar .

. t I R §
‘., c . N Lo a . . By AR PR ) "

- Principle. . I - "~j'  !gb o _,’V.u “";“;fff

e, we, howo.ver, ‘endore a Ve:ticai pian tomnv D ‘ .é

o * sate 1andown§; farmers-who effegtively create or - - . .k
reétain wildlffe habitat on their lands. We believe ..

.~ v~t,that most fArmer-landowners would ‘fayor a. -yst.uz :
of payment Eor hab;ﬁat than a'direct hunter fee. BN

<
. 2

LA Y

Thxs organ;zatxon also quppqrts the rlght ‘of 1andownets to

> . . DR
LI ; R

"-control who may entet thext kgnd._ LR T T

of landownerg, as well as themselves and for the conserV»

of w11611fe resources. Socxety undoubtedly recexves Sog;,‘

thehresultlng external benefxts. ; : ! K/V

o
-

The purchase of a hunting license leqaxly pornxts A_-iij:

‘the harvest of certaln waldllfe Bpecaes; It does noe. howpver,
N P b".:

permlt the rxght'to enter privativlands. anry to prxvate lands

N

is not a rlght but, q pr1v11ege.v T ;J-_fdﬁ’\- o f‘.K

o -

C e Ve -

o on ’ M ) . - o ) -, L ) e . . ’ "
1 nlberta Fish and Game Assocxatxon, "Habitat Reten-
. tiaqn Compensation -to Parmers ‘and Rancher Landowners, Qualmfled
Hunter;" Policy Stdtement No. 4.3° (Edmonton: Alberta FlSh and
Game Associatiomn, n.d.), (Mlmeographed ) k . .
. : .2 Ibid. pr L. . . - - o | . S .o

) IR



ol.andownebt myeyod ,m 19;9-, 57 parcent. roporm t.hht. M .

incurred crOp dnmages from waterfoula? nowever, oaly 7 pbrcqpt

ﬁiliuud for cowyonsation Two reasons are pﬁt futth tof tﬁ%

;ow percentﬂge ‘of claim&: _' ) " = L, “pi.wﬁ‘ e
'l;,. . 1 Damage is consideted by many landowners to be &n 5$lc,iQ
B occupd&ibng; :1gk. =‘ ..}jfg.‘l 1L ‘fu'" :

ZJ Some Iandownets do not know, that,a Jngensaéiéhﬁﬁros'

grm exlsts' . . ' T . .'o

_,The th:bshold of tolerance to wlldleé depredation was . deter-' :
' '~mmed to ‘b a'ppx'oxmtely soo dollars “qhe r:apoxt nstimated s

. tha€ § mnnon dollars were the dlract costs of wqcerfowl

"depfedaxxon to Alberta tarmers in 1968.3 o .'_;i_;.,;_"\

. .
SN r e

: ) 1 Prqflts xn th;s cantext may tefen to ineome,A S .
utllity or welfare. ‘ _ _ o _‘:' . )
R Renewable R&sources COnsultlng Ltd., A Study of
Waterfowl Damage  td Commercial Grain Crops in Alberta
{Edmonton: Renewable Resources. Consulting Ltd:, 1963), p. 51
- {A report prepared for the Alberta Department of Lands ar
_Forest,s )

n_aid., PP. 57- 58. L %

o b e . L : v



' annually. Thns, 56 perCQnt u! thé total damages resulted f:ou3:

.on ;helr operatxon The cost 1nposed by recreatxonlsts and by

.'"',A.;g-ahchup in Southern A{ba'af g.u m"m dmw o e on- e
“*‘”“”" “‘d been eﬂﬁtod*hv tﬂo!qationltﬁé.x"iﬁtl annaqb uni”

evaluated at approulnately 187 ddilurs petoranch over lll {V ﬁ; ‘
ranches or alternatively. !27 do}larl per ranch that expdki- o

! Ve , 1~_xxhpercon£ ot the ranchors_l
indic&ted that they felt wildlif‘e mpona an’ aaditional cost = -

‘. [

wudnte oombined vere estimated mlbe 336 doll* p.t\tanch Y s

l

2.

the actzwity of’ recreation;lts..rha entrepteneur is not fully

compensahed«‘~ S 2»'{ﬁW,,*. . *_1; .-  o .

Traditionally,,landowners accepted hunhinq on thear

" >~ o . (‘ . I v
- S I ~\(' : SRR  . :
v o1 Reqreatxonists in“this context refers to huntets, '“f”
anglerq, campers and picnicers in the agqreqate.- . L
y _
2

R. ﬁ Moncrxeff “Alternative Lind .Uses ip S.W, - o
Alberta- A Study in Natural Resg@urce Economics® (unpub»llshed ST
M. Sc. thesis, Unlverslty of - Alberta, Edmonton, 1972).

pp. 79- 82 i 3 ; . ) :

- .

<
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ing is ve:g.d in th- titln.o! land ownetshiﬁ hou-vet, ilgnn
. \ Y N

are often ineffectual in thq absencn.of hctivo plﬁkol. &dﬁe- F_d

b . - e, . L
Py - 3 =

disreqard the £orﬂhlity of: teCeiving pcrnisnion. ?:ﬂwﬂa,.':ﬁ..
The posting of 1and meoses a technoloqxqal external

.‘-

‘cost on the sport hunter.,- . _ ‘ }' o S

-

A technologxcal externalxty exzsts"vhan sohg Y T
;actxvxty of party A 1mpoaea a’ cost or benefit ‘on
.. party B. for which A 1; not charqed or compen-= .
.sated bz.the price system of a-market econouy.2 ,{ e

Ao .

The hunter $ ut;lity is dependent upon the,amonnt of wi;d-

. lee produced by the landowner and on otkaim.ng ac¢ens to

- " e

©oa

1 To be pr0perly postéh s;gns‘must contaithhe
“né trespa351ng G et
2

D.K. »hxtcomb Externalxtles and Welfate (New Y»”
Columbia Unxversxty Press, 1972), P. G- -




P‘“"“‘v “wﬁ' vate Ptmt? mutcu ‘ocdd 5:" .
; .‘ m ' Wato tn *wmw m‘m m\
I i a d’”"" a qilpc 9“‘ “1‘*in¢ ‘ﬁnt Qm a rnanonabl. :

G ‘v;','/’? S :

.
. “ HEY

m-w argag: mmuum.. ne i‘i_‘ ,

i'a'tr'mp:iuomww»n »du; ‘

The“deteriorating lt&l _
- resulting from dimiixi N
: _ g'also carried over .into. ilti. .
' owner's righté and helped to trigger
‘ velopment of &the existing 1tuatioo. iee

4 - Suc:h attxgudes, coupled ui‘t.h thc .tnctnaed pres;ute on
"unrcstricted areas, will undoubtedly 1nduce further poséinq .

.

L at an QXponentxal rata. This cyclic process will continub to -

Ny e

ity theqq\ntst-landpwnet coﬁfiict and may severely

-
-
-

..onstraxn future unnting on. ptivate lanﬂa. ) S y !
. . The posting of land does not always result from d;rect

v : D

»*confllct thh hunters or a.pqraOnal dlslike of the sport."'

- -
Pattzson foun_d t,h'at 42 percent of the landowners surveyed s

‘approved of Sport huntxng.z Thxrty-five pereent ‘were opposgd

the remalnan 23 percent were. exthér neutral or non-

.._SPew ,_t,' f_

~ 1 -Howard Paish and Assocrates Lxmzted Paley and” L

. Actlon for Huynting in the Lower Mainland (Vancouver: Howard T

. ‘Paish and Assoclates Limited, 1974), pp. 75-76. (A report e
- prepared for ‘the British- Columbxa Fish and Wlelee Branch.)

2‘.“."u /j/patplson, op. cit., p, 11, _:” ' ‘

. ’
. .
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Wm:g Woyod by mua‘;“ . a&o lz‘mﬁ’ ‘b |

:'“f'éh; nnxn :enuonl why thoy yote oppolod < hnntiﬁﬂ ‘?j];«
mum on emu umd rmne 2). -rm:cg-bm p.:com. of t.w

, eru’ conchrn that huutlng po-eq 1

huntinq actiVity citod. actounting tor 30 p‘rcont ot thg

r&égtep, was 'uildlite 9teservat£on'¢ Lnndowncrl -ay rhtulo

access to huntets because they believe huatiaq 1. dotriuental o le

i
LN

o wildlee populations. Landowners show: a definite intetelt

_in the conservatxon'of wildlife om thexr land qﬁspite ‘the _

’ g:;un ‘iil:.ty or some personal satxsfact;on from 'seeinq w:.ld— "

depredatlon damages tﬁey may 1ncur.‘ﬁindoﬁHETSfapptreutla =

-

o
lee on thelr property and they are Ihterested in pteserving

-

,thxs Opportunity. HowevaQy, as dzscussed earlxer, huntinq«can

Y

répresent an 1mportant management tool for conservan wildlzfe

resources. . : - -8 et

Ironically, landowners are generally unsware°o£ the; .

deleterxous effects of farming operatxons oq wildlife. While

agxbcultural ‘production .is not the\Only cause of habitat

destruction, 1t represents a ma;of threat As farming effort
1s 1ntensxf1ed, ‘i€ may result in a consolxdatlon of fields,

draxnage of potholes, e11m1nat10n of woodlots, hnd less édge _ 7

LQ.‘
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! 1lbr wtlditgp”tngpaseoo. !o thc lqubnnbr
- mmm«g m:- .‘!M Wv qowe

of returns .and/or satisfacti
¢ of utilization. The amount wt.
satisfactions tccur:d provtdcs

tive tao-eapueigy. .

A protit naximiztsgi;nttcpreneur will genetally allbccto 1and
resOurces to the al rnaei‘o use that otto:- the highost rent

cq;nxng capacity. ‘As tbchnology. pzico lt!!tt—:pd the demand :

. for agrxcultgral products incrha-e. it becon.s moro econonical
to shift unxmproved land into productxeu As thia shi&tﬁgowards

agrlcultural productxon Qoccurs, it results in the destructian

'ot essent1a1 wildlife habitat. § ’ .

° ‘ : .

The criteria for the allocation of land netqugges is
th’ stream of expected costs.and reve’)ues that are inéident .
‘upon ;he planning agent. The gngrepreneur dqe;‘not or sonn-)\,f

timés'cgnhot»account for his decisions upon the public sector..

This occurs partly because wildlife resources_ are to a great

»

" . extent soc¢ial values’;-'being' ree_feat‘ional, and esthetic. .i"rh'_eyu

e e S . ) .
*a

) - 1 pariowe, op. cit., p. 13.. : - . e
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pzobm ny itw

T . .3:"” -a;n almux or Lnauocely nn. ot K
- ' tk or barter or offer for sale, accCess ta any, 1
" lands for . the pnrpou o!‘ huqung and tupplnq.... .

S v
l

-

'

'Q 1hotb£or-. at pr.sont there ar- no inccntivoo, .on.tnry“
or: oth.rwiq.. to cnanu:.qc landoun.ra to-maintain uildltto

e

.

habint or to pomu ncc‘n. A landownu \I\o oacou:mn wild-

 § : ]
@‘ 'i_‘l b ‘ta p:oam% m%&. M’ LN

efforts. A landouner who-. pernitl'luntar accoi. runs th"rilk

‘o property damaqes for whieh he -ay ‘not be !ully conponoatod.-
. The landovner'l sltuatiop was summarized in a report " -
ptepqréd for: ‘the westqén Stock Growers' Assqc;ation, It out~
Iined various elements thit should be c'onsid.ered..jin wildlife
management policies. The Assoéiation fgelsffhellhhdbﬁﬁét'

. should be §93ured‘1hat:_ BN ' ' o i - T

1. His costs df'suppl&ing game will beé covefed'

2. There is ‘a procedure that glves him full knowledqe .
: of every hunter that has accesS\to his prOpetty. and N

3. He has control as to who _comes dnto the prOperty and, .
: as a consequsnce, has some conttél of °the game kxll
p - on his land. .

The xndxvzdual farmer 1; .the key element inﬁthe hunter-

landowner confllct. ance the..-landownet contrels the land. his

° B, . ~ . . ;’. .. '{'.»‘, . N
! Government of Alberta, Statues of Alberta, 1970,
Part 1, Chapter 113.

2 J.P. Hudlxn and R. Hedlln, Game PollchNeeds in S
Alggrta (Torornito: Hedlin, Menzies and Associates Ltd., 1971),
p. 41. (A study preparod for the Western Stock Growers _ -
. " Associliation.) 'y




oy SR . LEw .
‘W*W—‘ 'u.“,,f.',m,.& T E T Y .!t.~ . g S .
cuoporitlon is cubnual. mu!on» eM Mr'u ohu_a@ul
poruintn to -npply eo-t-, propu:ty dougn. aaeoon eoht;'el ,
Y and. wlt\lll!c preservation must. be fully i‘.cognuod. Public o

ponclol must accoqnt for thel. concerns !h ordor to cbutnd

- the lrdomnx:'s coopcratiou._ L .'.j.‘,” . ) .., '
| ‘l'ho Government's suu.uon € _
L . Al- indlcaud ntfiot, tlhip. trust and \ho adusn- .

L. - . R . . . » ‘ -3
 managing wildlife for the bendfit of all’ segments-of sodlety. .
The over-au objectivo oL, wudua. conl.ﬂrlt‘en pqlicias is: > °

b )
. ) . ..t,he maintenance and inpr Q ot wildlit.
- pépulations and their ha t for the esthetic, 1 . .
! recreational and econoqk\'well being of Albertans.”

__.» Thercvfore, the Government

oping wildlife pbl}cies, guidglines, andlprograms:that conform

- to society's nceds, wants and expectations.

: - For critical-zone resources, a safe minimum standq‘d Pr
] , ' : .

of conservation is often a relevant and ‘valid firat objective

for public policies. ‘a )

A .safe minimum standard of conservatxon is achxevedu

by avoiding the critical .zone --. that is, those

physical conditions, brougAt about by human actions,

which wduié_make xt uncconomical to halt or reverse

depletion. .

* -
o ~ = ' . =
. .
- o . . .

1 Alberta Department of Lands and Forests, Fishand o
wildlife Careers (Edmonton erta Department of Lanas and
Foregsts;, n.a.), p. l._ (Fanphlét.)

2 Ciriacy-Wantrup, M, P 235..
‘ L e . rs . .
J & : ° o
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habitat. The economzc ratlonaae employed by this concept is’

’ e

‘that tﬁe"costs‘of-maintaining a mlnlnum standard are generally

small relatlve to the coSts lrcurred if the- resource is

o

0

31

'deoletsd After such a btandard 15 guaranteed publlc p011c1es

can be lnltlﬁtod to move towafﬁ tﬁe Optlmum state of conser-

vation. Tnerefore, a safe min:mun standard of conservatlon

y

can serve as a base level fo

conservation p011c1es;

The gowgrnmgnt s resp nsibilities toward w11ﬂllfe» 3

resources sten elrectly from thc 1nd1v1dual lnterest of three

distinct:® partlos -—"the hunt r, the landowner and~soc1ety~l

L)

-t

v

The huntor'cxuccts the GO\ ernment of Albﬁrta to produce a

l

surplu: of WlellfL for the ourpose of public huntlng, and

B ) -

to maintain thc,quathy of fthe sport.

point of view, his propert

objectives for society mus
o8 .
life resources for the enjf

)

Regulations, havy
policy tools uscd to achie

. ) ‘

I3

closng seasons, roher J?tihq techniques and. equipment are:.

,

LN

yment of future generatioms.

ve these objectives.

A

From the,landOWner's

rights must be protected. .The

«

ir~lude the conservation of. wild-.

3 the effect ofllaw,'are the direc\

'Bag limits,?

-

'hﬁntlnq'ruguldtions that *rotoct against the‘%conomic'irIGVQr-

.
B
g




b111ty of depletion Other Iaws and requlatxonc have'been .
i t:.tuted tb pmide an ordex-l.y hqrvest to protem: ltnd- L 6;: :

I .lf " An essentlal element for any regulatory system is ..

enforcement or pollce power“ e
Enforcement f% crucial to the success of any
regulatory scheme. If,regulations are 1qnored o
by hymlrs,. other resource usexs, landowners = = -
.Or gasmgp managers, game and wildlife programs e .
‘will Fail no matter how- basically correct, well
funded and well acmlnxstered This is partlcularly
lmportant as regards access .controls,

As huntlng pressures 1ntensxfy, the benefits to-be gained

from regulatlnq use, lncrease and the costs of enforcement _ o

become more economlcally Justlﬁled. .

v

-The lack of enforcement of hnntinq reeulations in

" Alberta has been cr1t1c1zed by 1nd1v1dua1 .hunters.2 It hes

been suégested that lnadequate enforcement gas contrlbuted

to the preSent conflict be%ween landowners and hunters. In

one study, 1andowners were askaed if they had any suggestions '\S\

for 1mprov1ng huntlng laws and ro:zgulat:.ons.'3 A major sugdes-

-

tlon glv n was "step up enforcement of present regulations”

1 A.R. Thompson and A.R. Lucas, "Landowner-wildlife
"Relationshipbs: A Preliminary. Legal Study“ 37th Kederal- e
Provincial Wildlife Conference Transact!ons (Ottayd: Informa-
tion Landea, 1973), p. 41. ' .

2 See M. Nielsen, Enforcement", Defending All gut-
doors, Vol. 8, No. 5, r©.2. (Publication of tho Alberta FPish
and Game Assoclation) .

3 . . .

W.S. Pattison, op. cit.
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(Table 3). Less ﬁhan 2 percent of the landow ers were satis- f”

L fied with-"the Preaent requntoﬂ( ’G{'tm ’59! hunﬁinq- Yhe .

; enforecement of hunting requlaﬁ#ons hal not danpeoad the

contrxbuted to further deveiopuent of. the problqt -A : !
The Prov1nc1al Government has the responsxbllpty of

developlnq and malntainlng the full potentlal o£ wxldllfe

resources They are also, 1nd1rectly responszble for lnstitut-. “

- s - ‘.

°1ng broad socials economlc and’ legal p011c1es to conserve

.

wlldllfe, xts habxtat anad to enhance the benefits derlved '.

ijrom the resource. To achleve such an ob]ectlve requlres the

.
» o

- coordlnatlon of government agencxes in developxng a total'

-

1amd use pollcy -£0r Alberta whlch incorpotates a posxt;ve‘

w1ld11fe management program The success of - such a progfam

o

wiisilndlrectly depend upon the formulatlon and .eXecqution of

a

//“' socxal pOlLCLQS that wxll allevnnte the conflict between '

landowners ang resource users.
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: 77“; ".L  Lf] w,.:‘; "-//"T TABLE 3 _

-?:"f7 SUGGES?IOFS B¥ LANDOHNERS FOR Tﬁé IMPRDVEMENT OF uuurxuc

Laus AND Raannxxxous, 1971 L

= g 4.»..1 “ ’ . '~ .‘.v
SuggestiOns Cited S
e Present Sltuation Satxsfactory © 11 I ﬁub:q N o
S Step Up anorcement of Ptesent ~  5 _‘ &
Regulatjons . - 126 - 2.6 oo
Make ‘Penalty Stiffer for nunting . g 3‘0 e S ,v‘
. Wlthout Permlsslon 72 o 12.9 ) °
. . B . » o i I . g
SN Ralse Minimum Age Requirement o T A e
e for. Hunters _ 4 L 0.7 o 'r
L. ) e - . . L oo v .
Restrlct Huntxng to. Local People : 5. o . D.9 soe o
Ban All Huntlng.on Prxvate Lands,.-  9 -9 '_;1.6 C *.‘f;: |
, N ; . _ » _ o
' Ban- All Huntlng Near Farm Buxldans 16. E 2.9
T Ban All Huntlng ‘Near POpulatlon B ' ' .
ot Ccnters . - ' 19' 4 o
Make'Hunting T;aining Compulsory 43 t ' 7
e . : . ,'“k\_'¢ . e
‘-Shorten dg\glose'Season -« L? ' 22.1
Allow Farmers to Hunt Unllcensed 32g?ﬁ;ﬂ 5,2 °
o - o N . o . . . -
T quccllaneou%,_ 100 & - ‘~ 18.0
- X R . . :
" Source: W.S. Pattison, Ldndowner Survey ﬁ/pponse- We - . .
) - Raise. 'Em - You Shopt 'Em (Edmonton: Alberta '
» Degartment of Agriculture, Resgource Economics
. o - Branch, 1973), p. 1l1. .
o
¢ . ° T
. ? ¢ [} < ey



. 39 and maxntaxn the “higheat and best' alternatxve paén

N
4 xldlee resourcesa iny then can the benefits derxved .
from wildllfe ut&llzatlon be enhanced and pos-ibly max1m1zed
B ﬂﬁfaﬁfi To achleve thls overall obaeceive. private Iandowners
‘km'st ‘be encouraged to produce and Bo make qvazlable w;ldlife
;;gy*"for society s consumptxve and nonvconsumptive uses. Produc-'J ;"; f
" tion of , -and acce451blllky to, w1ldlife are, two dlstinct |
problems yet they are 1ntricataly xnterwoven. Nelther problem-f
can be solved unlquely w1thout dlrectly effect;ng the other.
The hunter landowner confllct artses and persxsts.'
‘decause the’ exterﬁa{”aconomxes and dlSeconomles of the sxtua-

-
tion prevent an eﬂhitable dlstrlbutlon of the costs and

>

benéflts derived. from Wlldllfe resources A landowner, for . e
:eXample, ‘may L;e&r costs stemmlng from wlldllfe predata;n or R
,;huntlng actlvrty By the same token, a hunter may lncut
'extqrnal costs lmposed by prlvate-land use decxsxons;.The re-
‘)sultlng externalltles are recxprocal in nature and at present

no effective means of lnternallzlnq the effects exist.
@ Rcsolutlon of thozproblem requires aApublchpolicy‘chat
s . o i ' I .

- >y
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.;uay area. Correspondan quartttd;verc sclectcd tron ev&hrjy¢
townuhip and the landawne: s naue was obtai .

bacqu 'nd intorm#tzon tor the.present qud& The origingl

data f;om thxs sufbey waa obtained by the author for quther
analysxs. The reaulta from th1a xeport.wiil be uaed th:ouqh-.
out tﬁe present study as a basxs'for comparisoa and contrast.A
To provide mbte comprehensiVe resulta and analysit,

the same sample of. 1andowner: selected by Pattiton were*u:od

for the author s, questionnaire su:Vey. In. other words, the

<\
samplc of 1andowners and the study area were the same fox
both Surveys. The sample eensisted of 1 146 landownets.’rhic

mepresents approximately 14 percent of all the landowners L
: - . : S

- . - . . s N

°

“The survey was conducted by W. s Pattxsog, E cxt.

A copy o“Pattlson s questlonnaxre is contained in
-Appendix B. . AN



individudls no longer awned land within the study area.

M ralpon‘“ho.tho qwstinnaai\rn 13 ?tmx;goafin g
Table ‘. Of en¢A '

' tionnaires sent, 28 votn rcturn-d unopened

and 20 we:e xe&prnod unanswgred 3 This reduced tho bttactivo
mailout saqpla to 1, 098 The,tota number of quostgonnaitc.
373 were sufficientl? coupl‘t‘d

rqxurn-d uaa 384, of wh'}

ror anatyais. The ;otal ‘ sponse was 34 pe&cent. c ;}; Lo )
‘ QUESTIONNRIRE RESPONSE * - . .
a4 — S
. f h§FP5?. °.
. rotat Qntstxonnaixes Naiiqd - 1,148 -
QueStiomaires Returned Uno W' O 1 :
. Questionpaires Returned ‘Unan 20
Queéstionnaires Returned Answex 384 .. : Y
' Toﬁai Usable Questzcnnazres 311

. . . o .

« 1 rhe total nuimber of landowhers in the study area
was - estlmated from- .the ' number of census-farms reported by°

S;atlsexcs Canada, op. cit.,' £ - v

2 A copy .of the author's.questionnaife is' contained-in
Appendlx B. : : » :
T -3

. N . o

e 4 -, - - o ’
uestionnaires were returned unanswered because the

Sgrto



B

rewond gb the quuuomue dufex fmd those who do not

rospond A compq:f.ﬁn of :eapon-e- fton tbe tirst and second
m.ilinq was used to detcct noh-response b1§s in this survny.‘
i € - wqg hypothesized thae.if non-reiponaegbias existed. there "

| TR

\wbmld be ‘a significant diftetence m the characteris,ticn m :

attitudes of the respondents in the two naxlings. B 'j
. » : i

e A ch1 squared test was used to~comPare the two relq\' y
poases 1n respeét to several variqblcs. The variables cested ?1;

for nOn-response bias werex' s

a. The nunber of landowncrs qho a110u deer huntinQ. o ~'f; fx

dpland bixd hunting

[P

their permissxon.

*b. Qhe landowners' response to a proposed o “ulsgy“*

1Y

hunter tra;nxng program, to a law forclng hunhers

. a>t° hunt on foot..to a government subsxdy for un-

1mproved land; " and " to a habltat improvement prqgran. e

At the 95 ercené level of gonfldence, non-reSponse blas was




L J

vgltyﬁﬁl vf hnn;inq accivity with pormission ew ﬂaor.
- or wa;at!bwl hwn&inq that La, a landaﬂner wasuine_ dod in this

~1n$1 *hq firab g:pup of landowncrs, crnup'&- conaiited ot

alﬁ“ﬁhh rbqponaents.ﬁho a!lowod at’ least ohe of th. f‘liqﬂing
' -/
land bird

?fqroup-if he u;loued onn type of huntlng.'r«gaxale s ot his ’

Oity. Gggng A COnsxsued of 287 lgndownets. Thb econd q:oup

© dnswerd! "'Aﬂ* m'yect to th ot!. two - types ot n nti.nq acti-

- of landawnersA Group B. consxsted of 68 indbv 'nakl. Gtoup B

o P B _".*;‘,

forms of huntxng dn their 1auﬂ 3 ,:«*
*ﬁ&t“ _

)  f Thts cla381f1catxon wal c;rtxgd out becaudu ft

hypOthesized that tbe response of the t gfbu d“Jtul.d.d.i.f.‘.eu'.

8. R

See Appendix C, 2hb1e_c 1, gbg.the_chigﬁqhaged“

lues calculated for each Agiable. | : _ .

) / L I ‘ » )
? This is- 4uest10n nuﬁbet Sfbf the author S wildlife
questxonnaf*e. i . ﬁ" ,

R ; Elghteen lanHQWnprs were, exclhded from Ehls cla531-
flcatzon because they dld not respond to the questlon. Y

© e
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A ' T L '~'— et f -‘ o - . . ' u‘l': “l’f‘l". ’
A e : '. "- [ * . : M i
xt ﬂil ttqnq.ﬂ euae Gznupa ld roipond’more f“orably ta

Mo nmcud mu-q. b 'meiomu.n.. That s, it wbuld :
T‘i ’p uqro di!ﬁtpql; §° ‘h."f"‘ﬁ‘ lhﬁ&t“ﬂ‘ﬁ ot thoso landowner- ‘fﬁfifg
g m do noc. '*Nm w huncim mivu, on. their lang. o~ 0 0T

«“
RO AR N h ‘,Z‘nw

o *dittorently u- ﬁmﬂn-hod m.:. v'-cht--quam mz D
could not in every oaoo -taginticclly pxovo that thn rcaponto

‘~" to, the questions ‘was, dependent on the classitication ot tho

a :-'lanaowners. L N T o .

.~

. wxldlee Eopulatxons of Study Area

. b

. -.;f Landowners .were given a list of dlfferent wxldlife

' species‘!’d\asked to 1nd1cate which Spec1es they ‘had seen on’

°
\their land durinq the past year and durlng the past winter.2

K] s Ve -

The resultssare summar;zed in Table S. The petcentage of

"landOWners 1n the study area. who sxghted wildlee species in

I d

1971 are also prefghted 1n the table.' “ _;d

' ‘Results from this author s questionnaare 1ndicate ‘that
ducks were sxghted by 9s. 4 percent of the landowners- 39.2 .

"percent 51ghted geese. whxtet31led deer were reported by 63 3

° ipercent of the landowners while the sxghtlnqs for mule 3ger

.

’ - . t \ .

lSee Append1X°C Table’ C- 2, for the specific questions
for which the regponse to the ‘question was dependent upon- the
ciasslflcatlon of the landowners.

°

+
° L

' ? Since the nuestxonnalre was mailed -out in June-July
-\ of 1974, the sightings reported he lahdowners covered the
3 pregeding 12 months. Sightings duting the winter months were
. for 1973, C e ) - g o
- .« . e
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S - ' : » o %, .
. WILDLIPE SPECIES SIGHTED BY. LANDOWNERP:Y. &
' T B ST . U S
. . . . . R . e
. oy . o - o 'y
L '~ Percentage of Sam .
A o - . o . "_.ﬁ ‘ ‘ 9
-Bpecien : :
g o B Y.

Litie, e

‘Whitetailed Deer - 63.3 - 42.% . & =
Shabptgfl'Q}éuse_. ' 38.6 27.3. l;246 I

'Akugcea]grgucch;.‘ c 44.0. °  31.4 .89 "
Phéasants S 49.9 31;67"_ 85

‘ uux;garia‘n Pa;tridge ‘- 67.6 53,4 - ° 8_2 |
Geese - 4._ - s9.2 - 49_'
_Duck‘_' - . 95.4 . T 96

*. The results reported tér 1971 wexe obt
W.S. Pattison, "We Raise 'Em - You Shoot: A
Study of Public Hunting_on Private Lands" ‘(Edmonton:
.  Alberta Department of Aqric(xlt.:ure, Resource Econoniics
.~ Branch, 1973), Table 9, p. 20. (Mimeogyaphed.)

. S ’ .
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wur. appraxinatcly‘hul ls fxoquout.;' thn)updand.birda... .
ly sighted by e
landawnars. Phoannu woro ropotm by apptoatmtoly 50 .

the Hunqarian parlridq. Vas th. most c¢

percent of tho landowners. Thc ilqhtingg of Oharptail,and

tuttad qrou-e were 38 6 and 44.0 pOtcont, respectively..h!

atudy pctiod Th. ralultt?tndiciic that.che atudy area hac
a.wide varxety of game ¢pec19¢£!lhc area also possess good
potent1a1 for public hunting otdinq to. the - landownors'

responae, hunterl &pent an avqraqe df 3.4 hours hunting Qn -

- an 1nd1v1dua1 s land. Landowners were then asked to escxmate

0

the number Qf hunters their land could support, based on the .

a}t was found tbat the

average landowner S property cbuld support approxxmately

txme hunters spent on their property

5.2 hunters per week, Only 9~1 percent of the reSpondents

1nd1cated that thelr land could not support any huntlng acti-

L] . [ i o

vity. _ - . . L i.;

.«

By comparing the frequency of sightinqs'tb those ob-

'1tained Egrjthé study area inh1971, it is -apparent that both duck —

‘and deeﬁnpopulatiqns have remaxued stable over the two- year

2

period. However,. the populations qf all the uplﬁﬂd bird species
. (G ' .

.may have decreased. The comparison of the two'suryeys showed -

" that pheasant, Hungatian partridge and ruffed grouse populations

" all.decreased by appseximately 15 per’cen’t.%r sharpﬁa'iled"_

L
Al

-

L 4 -



e :“‘4 R "'_'-.' B - VI o
( . " grouse, the a-cun, in populaum vqn only 7. porccqt. The

, docum in the bépulatioh of’ uplm bi:dn cduld be pa:t.ly
} M:t.:ibutod td a rcdnot.ton of habitat in the study. nrn. J~
) .+ ‘the »tolloying quear.ion wis “asked to dotptahw the

lanqwmn' atutude: toward- wuauu: ~w you m« ho m

ovudlue on., your land mlut-ly 71 S p.i'cdne ol cho o
e . . . . _b“ . . ) ) 1 .
imncat-d thﬂ: they -xupd to see vtldllfc -nd 5.8 poum .

we!.',n indifterent Only 2.2 percent of thg tcspoh‘entl dis- . = 2
w 1iKed wilddife on their -land. Therefore the majority of the

landowriers seen'to reoéiVe‘lone extramatket benafits, larqol&.

3

nonconsumptxve in nature, fron tae ptesence of wildlife

- i",'-‘w.l;' -

- populatxons. Landowners show a positive 1nterest in wildlife,

despite the risks - of wild damages. ‘ (t:}- v . .

‘ . Ac&:essibi'li

~

"1vate Lands for.

nting

" vPhe extent of the cr-landowner conflict 6vu<\acc.qp

: _ o . -~

to private.lands in -the study area_was evaluated so that publfc
vl

pr%agrams for its resolutron coul?xobe recommended Landowa

were aqked 1f thny allowed huntxng with thexr perm1ssxOn.
’
the respondents, 80 3 percent indicated that they would ;
v’ e
: waterfowl huntxﬁ% (Table 6) . Only 39.6 percent 3110w deer hunt-

s ®

lqg, and for upland-biyd huntlng, the percentage was foumd to ,\”

v - \‘)‘
—— et et . -

o . . . -

1 See Appendix C, Table C-3. . e ’ .
- : ) $®%

° N A .
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e LANDOWNER§IWHOAALLO?;rﬂNTING-Q}TH PERMISSION L

( Petecnt of,

s - . . < . R

Deer .Hunting . o D R S

«: Allow o - ' 103 - 27.6 C 39.6
.Da Net .Al'low 157 : 42.1 60.4
‘No* Answer -113 * 30.3‘ -

Up‘land Bird Huntlnq
~ Allow 1
Do Not Allow : <1
No. Answer, L .1

hmt# w], Hunting ’ S .
SAllow . o273 - 13 :
DS Not Allow 67 . 18,
© o No i\rr swer . -0 . 33 - .8

©.0O N
h ]
H
Yo
~J

‘o

Tf\e total numbcx: of }nndownbrs in the questlonnaxre sample

“Category . - . Number. Sample (373)* Réspondents

i




be 44.6. - R R
' For the same-atudy area in 1971, the percentage ot

the respondents who allqwed huntlng with perm;ssion was 58 6.314

TN

- percent for deer huntxng. 65. 1 petcent ﬂ!g;upland bifd hunt-?ﬁ'.

. . \\
~'ng and 85 9 petcent for waterfowl huntinq.}

The percentagu
' _of thc landowners who al!ow deer,aad~uplahd bird huntxqg had ‘7f‘
decradl ;'f,:»wwm uesnmem. Avpective
,huntxng; the percentaqe decreased Ey qply S G percent.ﬁ:

W
.%A,'

SV
small change 1n th& case of wate!fowl-xs probably due” to thé//

_hrgh frequency of sightings of ducks and the assoc1ated rxsk

e

~of predatxon damages.. : ' ;. “ ::‘“g~ SRRCEEE R

- o

ThL landowncrs were classlfled 1nLo two major groups

to ﬂntcrmlne the - oercentage ‘of° prlvate 1ands open  to ppbllc,'
Cod

. hunting. Group A "as dlscussed earlxer. consrsts of all the
laﬁdowners'who Lndlgatcd they a%&pwcd ag leabt one type pf

}Hﬁntlng agtlvxt) on’ thglr property with pcr51551on; Group B :
.'$,
;~"J con;xsﬁwﬁﬁf all the Lcspondents who would not allow any hunt—

‘yg .on thcyrtland even if hunters asked for permlSSlON. o

e ) ’K?ﬁzs study s.results for the two groups of landowners' _
. 8 I
arg presented 1n Table 7. The- percentage of the respond nts Ln
N /7 '
- Group.: A andEB wefe~g? 3 an&‘}ﬂ 2 percent respectrVely Thus,' e

25' cﬁﬁ!ﬂ“1)or1ty'of the laQAOWnan allowed Scme huntlng actxvxty

-y

on thoxr i&nd 1f huntcrs asked +hem for perm1;sxon. Forty per— ’

y o

cent of the nospondent ;ndlcated that they permlt waterfow}
. 3

————— e e s

/ : : l'See Appgx}dix C, Table C-15. , T : o L
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S THE TYPES OF nunrxna ACTIV\}!ES LAhoowusas e;f';,.:i NER
— R ALLow wxrﬂ PERMIﬁSIQN A Ny e

_»‘. g . ... 7—4:’. ; ‘.J- ‘.:“.
o IA o J?Onpgut aof ?mré :
al ' ReéﬁdndenE (353)* A

TYpes of Huntxng Allowed (Group §z7

* Deer, Upland erds and
"Haterfowl - : 71
Waterfowl and Upland Birds ‘. 40
, Waterfowl and Deer . ) )
¢ Deer and Upland Birgds, = 3
ha&srfqﬁ Only ! <142
Deer Qh ‘ S 9.
Upland Birds Only T 2.

N

LB,
ONDODOWVM~O

¢« o o ¢ o e 9

o

SNnoowe

v

N\

_Do Not Allow Any Huntxng S B L ‘“i- . T "~ oL
(hroup B). o o _ 68 e . _,}9‘2? - e

P - . — ot — .
: <, - L - . . Y . .
. TOTAL =~ - . -t T 388y - 100
. I A M . . ° [ -
. - . a . s - N . ,‘ .. .
' S ,l ‘j. T ‘,;*'-"x' - '
* i .
O0f the total number of- landomners 1h bhé questxonnalre o
aample (373), 35) rcSpoqged to the quastton.l PO T
, . @ e e e R
. .. T - .S t e .
. . f :: ) ’- ) . 0
' o . s
‘ - . o . - R A .
A WA X2 4 e



",‘ﬁj<ﬂ ( The landqwnefs surveyed by Pattison were also cl.sui#
De fx.ea- ‘i.nto the \:wo major groups ('rable 8) o .Oi th.a uﬁdwmn .

oL Ty .

A 1n this earl&ex surveg, only 13 5 perdent‘of xequndenep ﬁtd E{%} 

-refusal of hunters ls~gradua1. The ndmber of laggawners whb

o did not alﬂow any huptxng with permLSSLOh 1ncreased by onlx,'
S 7 percent over the .two year period._Therefore, landowaers .

ate apparently‘roluctant to cohpletely close their Qands to

iy
7

ub11c »huntlng On the ,\ther hand lax“ldowners are apparently m

re aﬂfoctlve of the types of huntlng gpey w111 allow w;th

. pLxmlsbLQn. The; trcﬂd is towards refu!gag access for daer and L

(Y 4

upland bxrd huntlng but not waterfowltspntxng. Reqafﬂless of .

14

* the actuql tand in attltudes, xt is beodmxng mo;e dxffxcult

L7

for qamo huntcrs tOJrecelve perm1331on to hunt on pr;bato lada {

o

Patthon scated that f...the.moat concrete evidpnce of

‘s

faﬂhers oppOsxtLOn to huntxng is the postzng of. fatm land _
agalnst huutan He reported that 1n 197;, 139 of thg.land*/v%‘

owners surveyed posted thexr land aqalnit hungers. This nbpre-f*' _
bented approx1mately 30 patcent otathe prxvate 1and surve?ed ”’u.f:
(\. ' .t (’_ 0. I‘... P . ’-."‘ '_ . . ) s : Aq’_ - : ’

_..D' . “7' - " ]"W'Q.'SV‘..’p‘at;tiSén'.,f - '1'. .ci't'.“ p,..‘ .9._ ) o ) o o .
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Pe:cent of
31 o

“a" Deer, Upland nm:u tma S AL D L T
R -~ Waterfowl' - M2 R EERRY 1 0 B I SOLTRE ey
$;»~‘,/ hatezfow pa . 0piaaa 'irds '70] . 12.9 RN 2
f/f,// ‘Water fowl? S R 1 . Y I ¢
~7.¢- | Deer and Upland erds T A # SRS 0 B Lo
L waterfowl Only T e R OET s T T 24,5 0

. ..  'Dedr Only e T R 3 S L 1.8 - . s

- Upland Birds Only 4 ,#r~ 9 A, 1.3 )

- Do Not . Allow Any uunt;ng,~
o (Group B) ~

: - PorAL, ’ o 100 SR S
> .. e . - 8 N i . ) . A
) . . A . * . . . ) ‘q' . . . oi, . .
. ‘ . e s ) - . . N f;y--e., . M ‘ 1:'*" . L e ..
_ ~4* Thc regults for 1971 ‘were calculated ?rodﬁ!he data collectqd
: by W.Se Pattxson, "We Rajse 'Em = You Shoot 'Em: A Study
.~ of Public Humting on Private-.Lands* (Edmonton: Alberta . % .
Departmcnt of Agrlculture, Resdurce Edbnom;cs Branch, 1973)
. Of the total number of landowners Ln<thxs qugstxonnaire
i Sample (732). 673 responded to.the quéstxon. ' Yy
. S . ;Sn~‘° .
- - ’ o A E T ol -
T . [ . s . - . > . . ; .
w l " . - ] 1-’ j ' » . ‘ " -~ - R
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‘;Thasofciqna allow the
1ar~adm3‘,"'s to°list his name. telephone number. and place of
| I dir«:uy cn' the nign. This aiﬁ.ats the hunteg in
| t'l locatlng a landowqpt so thah he can ask fopeﬁermission to .
L hunt on has land.n* ' '

. In the present studY; those landowners who allow soqe _
'huntxng thh permxssxon uute aﬁked if they would be wllling to
-pOSt thls type of szqn Portybone percent of the respondents N
»aqreed thh the squesnon.1 ADptOleately fﬁ pcrcent disagreed
~and the- temainxng 24 percent were “undecxded". Therefore. 30. =-~-
L vi@erccnt of all the 1andowners respOndLng to the questxonnairQA\“
’i : were W llngwto post s19ns 1nd1cat:ng ho trespassinnglthouh

peréxss1an As duscussed eatller, the post;ng of 1and again&t
. spass restrlcts the hunter s actxvmty. It was suggested

o
that .this state of affaxrs could lead to a dlsrespect for f#’
. . L. L . . g . » . v oL ' o .

a0l Appendxx c. Table c~4 R

Coeag et

°
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hijattiqonJLl a poor ndicftdéf £ the extent q£ the cdnflbceu'

I The poqtinq of prapetty is ptobably a tqol used by landownqrq

R

to control hunter access. It ia a means of galnlnq knowledqn'
abbut who enters theit land. In aany caees, the’ key element

’
for gaxninq access to prxvate lands 13 the courtesy . of asking

N »
‘e N .

pnrmissxon.‘  N : o . e

. - . - . 3 .

. - %
. .o . . -

.

e Programs to Alleviate the Huntet-Landowner
' Lonflict and to Encowrage the Production of
‘e . . .7 'Wildlife on. Prxvate Lands .

ca
h .
. . a

As dxacussed earlxer,.bha hunter—landowner conflict

con31sts of :wo 1nteqrated prblens o~ productlon of, and

accessibxlxty to, w;ldllfe populations. If publlc hun&ing on

przvahe lahds is to contxnue, lando‘pers must be enconraqed s

to produc wxlalee for the huntar. In this section of the

study th effocts of several pﬁhlxc programs on tﬂ% two
. » . T
b:oblems are detnrmxned. B '

.

3 .




fﬁ in Quebec E -‘.'. ".f CE
=3

T e T

aof a hu’nt«.r trainzng probram are xllustrated by the - aituation '

of thene prdgrams conc;htrate on encouraging landotmers to

maxnbaxn and mexove wxldllre habu:at areas on thexr land. - ,,A#

.

A Com;)ulsov& Hunter Tralning: Program

l L L -

One proqram that could rnduce tha conflxcts between

hunterb and 1andowners xs t edueptio:: of the sportsm

"foould u\ptovc the quality, and -

v.-.

tnvrg.fon. the c;onduct. of the spo,rt ﬂunter ‘Phe advantages

v . .

. . -
.

In Quebec, hunters are r‘cqulted to complete the Firu-_‘

"arms Safety Tralning Program b'efore they -can obt:lut a hunting

.(.UttM' Inf ation Canada. IF‘%). Pp. 79 83

'hcense 'he ptoqram beca.me mandatory as of Augusr. 30, 1972.'

. ) - 3
« - . - : . : s

. -

ATt g, Corbe;l. "Fxrearms ‘rralnlng - Beneflts and Short:
uns"*" 38¢th federal-Provincial Wildlife Confapee Tranadctiods

.- ° R . . - . - N . —_— a



hunbers Aﬁd hunt.inq via;awxs. o
. This’ study attempeod to det" _
butee of hunter ttaininq programs,fran Ehe&Labdownors‘ poxnt L.

o .
[

of view.;The landowners who allov 50Me h&ﬂtxng«with permis- .

. PN

_sicn (Group A) wbrg asked to rane theit pgggemence for game ‘”sf'

{i hunters who had complegad*the prélent votnntatf hUnter‘ttaino 1_'éi

R § Igid.fh‘ | f N

,ﬂ' 'u : _’? 2 AIberta Fssh and Game Aa&bélatxon: 62¥?gi§;;;fﬁ :1:; 1 §5;
' 3 See Appand;x c. %able C-S..'“’:o }'f‘f’?:f;,'-:7‘ j"”t:?;
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o

t'n’ pemu: huptnu“bn thcit umd mld.incrcau Lt an h\mters

me tox:ced to couplet.e, an- cxtannivd Ahuntet training -proqram. -
Forty—ning pareeht~af the resPthents g Group ‘A indicated
that thq}proqram would not change accossxbility to their pro-

perty. ror Group B, 59 3 percent of the respondents indxcated
the program would not chanqe thelr attltudes..ﬁﬁuever. 35. 6

porCLnt would 1ncrease access for hunters. For both groups.6£
landowners, less than 6 percent indxcated that a compulsory )

N "

traxnlng program woyld hav; a negatxve meact on hunter access. !

-

As expected,»landowners how a- defxnxte pzefezencc ﬁur
trazned’hunters. Tho.educatxon of hunters on qun handlinq dhd
huntxng etxquottc would undoubtedly reduce the rxsk of pro—

perty: damages and 1mprove ‘the behaviqr of the hunter,&n tho

fx;ld.‘Accordxng to. the 1andowners'.response, a compqlsorx



N w&vh & ‘“ l»,¢

"‘ -..

,~.;; ,.1 '“f . - ,.a.‘3?ﬂ_ lerceh!“af

L Porcon: ot' N Rcigondon#' Tf
fg.ugnbbg. . Total’ (207) U?“‘,‘j -
s
e Gtonp A cohsiated of'287 laﬂdowners.”, A . f : -"; -
s 'R ..
of thc landowne{s i'n Group A," 276 rcsponded to th& question.«
, , - | ) .
.- TABLE 10
. EFFECT OF A COMPULSORY HUNTER. TRAINING: )
PROQRAM ON ACCESS TO PRIVATE LANDS FOR GROUP B
—— - N o )
. Percent of
. . Bercent of Respondents
category Number - Total (68)* N (59)**
" Increase Strongly 9 3.2 \( 1.3 - .
- *. Inerease 12 e 17,7 20.3 : S}
* . No Change. ’ 35. 51.5 - 59.3 ' u
* 7 Decrease ‘ 0 N ‘ -0 ‘
C Décrease Strongly 3 4.4 . 5.1
~ No- Answer .9 13.2 ; . :
TOTAL - ] - .68 b0 o 100
. * Group B consisted 06468.1adapﬁﬁerk. > -

7{‘f"0f éhe~lahdowners in Group B, 59 reséonded.to the quéstibn:

~ @,



lénds i ‘to tarcef’pr cncpurhqo huntors g hunt on £ oy

reatricnian eoulé rnduoc the riak o! pmop.:ty dannqal. whtch
u &'ﬁo;{ot probla hndownoto MVQ,\dt.h l\mms. l'ottlm é

: taund t.hat mroxiutoly 65 puccne 9! chc actul contucu

by

. thz‘ee upuq.u.tc bxoblems- gates left opqﬁ fenco- cut o: du'-
| . aqed and crops traxqpf‘ed ('rable 11). Restrictinq hunterl tQ |
‘hunt on foot (..ould decrcasc the uu,idence of ‘these typbt of
. éonflxcts. 'l'ﬁ"l’s/apptoach is a key clement of the' cooper‘ti.ve

'pro'qram used in chhxqam.-2 Under th‘xs proqrcug, ? wf’llxamston

[ 2

h Plah-' “the hun;er must park hzs vchxore in the _‘uyard and

r .

»progebd from-the.re on foob. oot f." )

-
.

'ro determi.ne the effect of hxs approach in l\lberta.

S

; See Appendlx c, Table C-S_;.. .
* : 2 Yor a comploto, discussion of ‘the cooperatxve pro-
gram used. in Mlchlgan see Appnndlx A,

[N
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. P . - ¢ . o .
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R . oo v.v; 'v.‘f ‘e o
. . | o . . .‘. K s, .
: N | , T R P e, 'Q. o
'.‘V\ ) . ' ". . -“" 1'. . W
- ' . . Tn“ 11 . * . ¢
' 'l'YPl:B OF PROBLEMS LANDOWN!‘:RS \iA‘D"WIl‘F .'/; . ..
- HUNTERS IN THE FALL OF 197}, * .
‘ , .
- —y—— — — » 1 ;
Y . w7 “Number of - Percentage of )
?ypa ot‘- Prob!.q o Times Cited ‘Total
'caw LeTt Open 25 P ey 1304 . R
or Rpmaged oo 3 . oaRae Lo Tl
S 'MQ& Loft Around ;". ‘ s 4.3 o
¢ * - - - . * 0‘ . y -
‘ Opcn Pits Left - ., 5 2.7
Crops Trampled N 64 34,2
Buxldxng or Machxnary ; .
Damaqed v 20 10.7
Livestock Injured. or. Killed, 20 ‘5-7 10.7
. 14 '
. .Miscellaneous 13 : 6.9
s - —_ -
.« TOTAL 187 xdo- '
L -
: : - — —
Suurce: W, Pattison, "We Raise 'Em - You Shoot.'JEm.
- Study of Public Hunting on .Private TLands" {
y Albgrta Department of Agrxculture, Resouté‘gg‘
. mics Branch, 1973) . Table 6, p. 15 . :
‘@ ‘o °



0 ‘ * " "’ ? v." '/". S [ o ;',.- . : "‘ ‘ ' ‘ A . ' A . . "‘ ‘\ '
v N R SR T 3 _,-;. m"
would !nctoa,lbv"‘ hppmximatcly 39.3 porcont mu&d not chal\dﬂ vt ‘ ',
- N LN oL ad e d} \s.;li."‘f,‘r..., E ] ...u..“«n,_,w R v",,ﬂ""..‘ ‘'
: thcir -wiulnqmn. . . - \ L ) ', Py “"ﬂ

EEE vrm eucct of -uch & Proq"" on ¢he: “’° ‘3"""' S
. ").andownors ar. lumarized in ‘rablel 12 and 1‘3. ’ ;

'T'Gkoup A resrx)nded more tavourab&y to the proqrm thu\ Gro&p l.
" For tho landowriers in Group A, 62.7 pereent of" the, reapondoat.o h’
1ndicat.ed that thoir wulingmess would iancrea-e. Only 25.%

- percem; ot the landowm.rs in Group B would, be et‘tected fnvor-

.

ably bv t”? Proqram. e ‘ .' o

o .:‘:__:; mdq.?.xg gugqr‘t.ha; mm;j.ng on privat- 1¢mdc b.
" '. res;;i'éta to h\mtera ;m ioot. 'rhe ac}option of th&l systen . o
could.inore'ase acce‘ss to.’proxunapely 56 percent of the -t

/ * total- landown:rsJ The prﬂm wou,ld have a greéter posu:xvc g -

.effx\vt on aC‘oss than a co'npylsory huntenr tra;n{ng program. ¢

loweler, 1f both ‘& tthQ proglans were u&atltuted. they

coul(ll" increase ‘accoss to \60 'percent of the prugatc \landq’\%(s

in tohc'.stud_y ared. These results ixidicate thdt’the landowx}ers"

'.qttitudes on access can'b:c“siqnifi-cc’mtly changed by, institu~ .

Llng proqramo that reduce the llbk of propcr“ty damac;es. | ., ‘

User FOO SYGtOm Y ‘ﬁ a o S ) “ : ‘
s s :

Ono._ m_}nod otf compengating landowners that allow hﬁnt~

1ng is to ddopt a user f-vc system. Undcr this sy st;._m, hunters

oo would pay the farmer: for t,he privxleqe of huntan on his land.
‘3"«' Forty flVL percent of the rQSpondents felt that lgldowners
" should be comp'«\ns,gtcd ’.\'Ln some fofm if they .allow public ‘hunting -
. ' K ‘ R R . o
—————— {'.f.n' . , o -

Y-

_— 1 bce Appendix C, Table(&-?. ‘ ' R -

4 - N -



SR 3 TABLE 12 T
& . F . " . S T
- - EFFECT OF FORCING ‘JTERS ‘o HUNT ON FOOT
e MR «QN THE LANDO LRS IN GROUP A o
LY C e o v o ’ N - .
’ B ~ . PR é.:I: S T R A
W v : . . T “percent of
e P S Percent of Respondents
Category- 30 ., Numbep Total (287)* (276) **
_ . : . PR : - - - . - . - - F -
. qut;asc Strongly - .15 26.1 27.2
Increase : 98 2 34.2 35,5
'No Change e 92 M - 32.1 . 33y
-7 < Decrease 3 1.0 ) 1.1
Docroavovotxongly 8 | 2.8 ' 02,9
AJO l\nwel. ? ll i 3 . 8 - R h -
. "’._ £ - ;_. i E 4 .
S0 totan, - 287 160 100
. . . ‘ :
P S S J
”*Wfdfou; A eonsistad of 287 landowne;s. P - ,:

I

R OL the llndowncrs in Group A 276 replied to the question.

&g 0 :
. o o v s - ) R
.Y s FTABLE 13 -~ . = . o .
S :
: < I‘FI"I‘C’I" -FORCINKG HUNTERS TO HUNT ON FOOT -
- 0\ 'n{r LANDOWNERS - 1¥ GROUP B
. - <
T i 4
T - Percent of
T ¢ . . Percent of Respondents
- Category | . . “Humber Total (68)* (53) **
- ";_:“il_ ' : T - - - — ~
['1(L ase .utwn;ql}‘ 4 - 5.9 ) 7:3
[ncreasy - - .10 14.7 18,2
No Change - i8 55.9. 69.1
Dogrowge |2 2.9 3.6
Dutrease Strongly i1 ) 1.5 1.8 -
. No Answer }3 19.1
Tl oAl 8 100 ¥ 100
B U S O ;

N o - L
ogroup Booconsisted of 68 la mlownors..

. ’ N N | ’ . ’ - . N '

0f the lahdowners in 'roup B, 535 replied to the .question.

- ’ °
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.

on thex! damd.. only 23 percent disqgteed and the remainxng

132 percent of . the respondents indicated "no, qpihlcn;“ whe :§ “;;;
B percentage of the respondents who aqreed‘

.gxm toz M,'g‘

38 i and 29.1 é.ncent.

' usér Eee pro&

§45 - TR & S 2. 3T

tespeaMy (Table. 14) Fewet‘ land- e

:owncrs favored a user charge for waterfowl huntlng than fbt
the' other two types of huntxng actlv;ty Thxs\qugater reludL
tance on the part of the landowners may Ln pq;t ref}ect the .

fact:that huntlnq is an e ffeCtLVe method of preventlng crop

. . e oo . o
amagos causcd by ducks and gaese. S . ) ot

Q&' .Upon aqgrcgotlon_of the data, ;he authof found that o' °

®

/4L ﬁ leuLnt of the laﬁdowners respondlng to the question

>
were in favor of ‘a user uharge fo: at léast ane of - the three
’ -2 .

typcs of huntlnq 9ct1v1ty.2 Therefore. the majority of. the

g\"nund“ntsf 58.4 penccut, wetre OppOaCd to a user charqe for

: i 3 N E iﬁ
any ot the\:hrog types of hunting.” . - ' {,,: E u?‘

Earlier in th¢ study, lqndowngrs were classxf;ed

~

JCLOLdlnq ‘to the types of huhtan ‘they -allowed with permlssxqg

(Tqblo 6y . ror oach fogm:of hunting, there were three poss;ble
. . ' ~
classes:. (1) allow hunting with permissign, (2) do not allow
. . . , . : - . i ~
.t - 4 .

. e ———

. l'SQo Appendix C, Tablo‘C—Q. o 3

. 2 & was found Lhat 13“.landouncrs fﬁvorgd a used-
foe syslem for at least oene type of hunting. This represents

S 5. porcent of all the landowners in the sample.

. . , - ‘

B . } The avrerage usnu gouvp.x hnnter per day expected by
thoco, landowners in Ltayos of the system was. as tollows: $13.67
Lop Jdoer huntina; $59.47 for g gﬂkuﬂl¢mld huntlng, and $9.14.
tor waterrowl hunting. For cach- type of.h ntang actxvlty,
the tree ranged trom ql to $50 er hUnpg:‘per day. S ’ -
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» - : S . . .
. . v g .o TS .‘.,'. .
. * e : '-“ y "“““ et a
'f;fVﬁgi"' GE L AR
ATTITUDES Ql‘ LANDOWNERS(&UWARD A USER PEE L
. SXSTEM ‘FOR H Qxc R .
. ° A
, . - Percgpt of é. Percent bf
Category. * Number 'sample (373)'” Respondents
EQr Decr Hunting , _ - ) e, ‘i,
* . Aqree 1L 29.7 ¢ 40.4
Disagree $ ,].64‘ 44.0 9 59.6
No Answer. 98 26.3 .

For Upland Blrd Huntlng i .
Njree 104 27.9 . 38.1
Disagree - 169 45.3 61.9
"No. Answér 100 26 .8 . ) g
T, . : N
For haterfowl !funtlnq
Ayross . 86 23.1 29,7
« Disagrea 210" . 56.3 _ 70.9
. Ne.answoer 77 - "0.6 , s s
‘@ o - | e T
o ~ o™

.en

wlo

a

‘373

> anteny

,* ’I’pu total: n’unb(ﬂ?of 1

..

»

1

andowncers in the qqle's-t‘i'cﬂniii;c sample
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_' ‘\.‘. s “, . ‘_'-“ '_:..- ‘_‘ ._' * ,' :,.L ’ :
.}bunting with pe'xmmuon, (3)- no answer. ‘l!o decem_il’nia }:ho
-";effect ot tzhm sen _charge ty;tem ‘oa acoess. t.he nnuba "bt*“
S SHREER S Do ’

o 'ownets m tavor of thq progun m wach of ath@ mv: clnnc

cent were in favor of chhtqutg for

t;hat prunqga . bfthe lnnd--"‘; |
'f‘owneyé' who QQ-not amow &eer huntﬁ\g vfiuh p?tu‘!.asion. 39 5 '

o

perc z.nt favored a u.ser fea fct deer h.untthq. !'or’ the "no '&n-

’swer" g,roup. 22 1 pé:sc:.—:nt aqreea t:hat dear hunte‘rs should

..'_

N4
» bay a user fee» to the langowner. Por each of the three foms

4

“-‘ of huntlng, the same tn,nd xn attltudes Qccurs. 'rhosq land- ‘

-

o ownors that allow huntzng w:.th permlsblton are more relucbant
L, 2
to charge a. Ub(_r Eee t:han those Jandon,rs who do not;, allow

"+« 7 hunting with ‘Lmlb51%n. A user fee s'ysten "ou;t'! encourage .  \

e & -

RN . e
; .

£ la.ndowners who QOuld allow publlc huntl ’. on their

1

nunsbar
. -

.L;nd was alculated It was found that 27. 6 perqje t ot, alz
‘the 1dnd¢*wncrs surveyed allowx_d dez,r h!mt:.nb wzth Permissi. ."{ N
e / Lt L‘“‘dm”“c“‘ “’C’ft'. Qurcn the option of charg1ng for doer h\mt:- : ~~__
- / ln“' 1t Cm‘m ingrease tJns pelcentagc to 50. 9. Th!,S ass)u“‘?';*' BN

N ’V / -
'7/... that the om.glnal gxoups of landowm,rs -who, a].low deer lnyu:inq‘

J “? with pe rmission would not reverbe thLlr attxtud'e A user fw‘%’

Plo‘ytol\ could increase the numbur -m' *.\ndownc.rs w,ho would allow

« . 3
e . : i . .. ’ - - » , . : . i
. ) RS & . g . " S e

S . . T
N s : » s . :
. e Sec' Table .6! L - . 5

<

o ' ' ?
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Cauagoty

Tl Deer'ﬂhntinq . . ;2‘} T
ALLGW . S r103 Y 2k
; Dosiot A;low- T 187 .. 62"
No Anaweif e g 113 ;S
Uplandos}rd uu ing. .- PR R
ALY . 116 Fe l) S T
. DO Nox ’AIle l«M 51 . -
' .No Arﬁwer 3 ., 113 26 L
) ! S e i
Water fow) Hunting S . - S
“ o Allewf | o0 <273 . 55.. 20,1
- po et Allow - 67« - - 19 28.4
No'Ansﬁver ' 33 .1l ‘ 33.3
o c}; . .. : . . ‘ .. I. ) “N g
R o ‘ o
. * . \* - ) 3 o
P {‘ .- . ) v . /v
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The bgsults indicate-that a user‘fo. ayztem eould 1n-

créasg qcuebs bo prlvate lands Accerding to thé“average user 7r,g
T, ‘

£ee vxpected by ;andown‘rs,»it is. questxonable whechet ehis

B2

program wauld ba successfuJ

Qevalopment of'habttat on pgavqﬁe lands. a user fee systeu A
could only havg a. marglnal effect.v : ", : 4fi"l‘ 'f» f?, *
_Leasing »of Huntxng Rig'h;:;i R ’. . o \ RS -_ ' -'._..:' / , -
;ﬁ_-' Another method of compensat;nq landowners is-to pcr- f . ﬂf
~-m1; ‘the lvasrng of huntxng rights.-Under this poliqy. huntera o
paf_Zhéalandowner an- annual* fee ‘for the exclusxve r;qﬁi to d
hunt on his land The 1easxng fee would depend on the acteaqe
and thd huntxng potentxdl of tge farmet’s land This pollcy S jﬂp
. . N ) R SRR
1,803' Aé)pqn(?ipt C,\'ﬁ!‘;ih-!e Ce9, S = .°. C




LY

; i : :
'-fqrﬁiébt huntinqﬁactivitr,

.”"

shaﬁ’s percent Qf thr reanondents aqrned.lsfhu-:e{plts axe éon-' ;g
clnsive, The léapznqzof huntlng xightd §a privabe'lands 13 not ;
genarally accepuable uo Alberta'; xandnwncr'.- ;1W_,. .;.v’, §§
uovptnmgnt Subsfﬂy‘fgx Uqﬁgp;oved Land 3 f<"3-fi”‘ '” _.‘,_ 1f;‘u¥‘

to the Prbviuutal Cove:nMunt that landowners who effectxvcly

gvotgct, retaxnzox creato wildlife habitat areas shouxd be ?»» “;;

compensated They proposed that the compensatxonﬁprogram 'f7f~mf‘

b DT e g R
See Appendxx A for a QOMplete discussiqn ?_V‘ﬁe ‘ “
a qng of huntlnq rxghts in West Gcrmany. - .
) . o
‘k} , See Apgendlx C. Table C-IO ,1 , *',1‘ P
(Edmonton- Albgrté . ‘ :

_AA. réport presented
raphed ) .

S
4 $ e . i
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.;j sbondents, 36 9 pevcf' agraed strongly and an additional

W 31 1 pg:cent agreed',&  : the .Z-Nlngteen',J
L percent were‘”undo;id&d‘ and’ only 13 ‘

) 1]

4 ;
‘owners expccted to rbceive 3:‘

0? the 1andqunexs who favored.t vernment subaidYaJ"

40 9 1 rcodt jldxgated bhat the proqram would increase thc%i

«
o

. N
4 H. b Johnson.'“a Stndy of. Organxzed tfforts to Im- "~ .-
prova Landuscrd Sportsmen Relations for the Purpose of Main- - o
‘taining Public. tpland .Game Hunting" (unpublished M, sc. Thesis,
Utah State Un1varsity,‘ho§an, 1966), p. 48, .
/. . . »
O ’_«2 See Appéndxx C. Table C-12 ' .

J*V} In’ thu questlonnazre, the unlt of timL for t‘g pro-
posed qgovernmgnt subsidy ‘was not specifiecd. Therefore, it was
not POnbLbk‘ to. hgtetnine the amount of subsidy landowners

expected to receive for naintaxnlng unlmproved lahd used by
wxldlee..l" R - ™~




H haa thxee disﬁxnct effecta}‘all o@}ﬂhish eould”cnntributa t

”P;owlucxal Govcrnment provides sone technical advﬁce for the - T%

'development and xmpmovement ot habitat on prhvate 1ands.urnf‘

‘A._ 5

Iandawners ey 1nérease thoii wi}&lngpon& eo pg!nLt

hnnter3°on their property. -fp;

The subsidy could encoqrage p to 23 9 potcenh

< “
qf :he 1andoaners to craate new habxtat on thcl:,.

negolvxng bhe:bunter-landawner conflicu.‘;_fif;, V%-A_J’f ‘

jHaxggtab‘ Improvement Progtam 'ﬁ ‘;,=ﬂ',-“f; 5;7‘47.=; ‘f,j‘ﬁif” .-
:%" ;? ﬂabitat xmprovement pzograms attempt to enhance tho ’"4§ﬂ;”f
qual::ty and quantit_y of wildlife habuah xﬁ uberta, the *_"

~ - ° 3
e 2 o .~

3 . . . . ,)‘ i n . " ».." . . . .
e o 1 Al . ‘ ,. K - -
VR - See Ap)undlx C, Table €-13. . : =
2 $ee Appendﬂx C. Tabla c~14 ‘.?‘_3 .- .
e T Coo '
. G s
: 13 Daw e e * . L)
- g [P 4
IR - )r< A s : ~J* . . —o‘%“: , . ° -




o~

e

mareace @écen t:o pt.tvau nds. Landam‘iau ny °bc mro” wui-
iug to petmieﬂhunters on th 1r land 1: they xnow that gamn '

popu&atmgs ,aﬁ."‘ . not" scargi. !rhj.a auunption La bauc en tha

Advity be'-ause they beiieve it‘ rgduceq wimnfe pupulation. "

. ) [ .
AW P S
| L R K‘ '

(sue ?able 3).

To dutexmine tue effectivonenss of thia approach. land-:

ow ens were asked if they, would ‘be” wxllan to work with.thé

: Dopartment of szh and Wildlife to develop their unimproved

Lpnd for wildlee. ?orty-nine percent of the rbspondents

'ﬂ agreed with the proposal (Table 16) Approxxmately 29 gercent

were "undgc1dod’ and 22 ‘percent of tht respondents “disagreod'

»

e f},i‘SInCe tmuplura11tyof the landuwners favor a habxtat

-

1mprOVumcnt program. ths pxoqram could skgnlfxcantly enhance

the populatxons of. wildlee on prxvate lands. Howevet. unlxke
a_permanent easement system. a habxtat improvement p:oqram
) E . L L . .- . ) N ' » . .

,‘:1 Pey Onal Comnuwyiatxon with Dave Ngave of the Alberta
sh and Wic fg Dleszon, Ldmonioh, August 22, 1975

-

Ibid.
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: .. PROGRAM-ON PRIVATR' LANDS
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N
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’urccnt ot‘

.

S T _5b6féoﬂt”df: na.pondcntg
Category . Number, '. Sample (373)’ (309{*‘ :

#‘ N ’ t N - . . - . - b
Aqree Sbronqu $3 -16.9 . 20.4

hqree
- Undecidel

« Pisagree

Digpgreq%itrongly.

Na Answer #
[

TOTAL

N

64"
—.
373.

]

23.6 . 28.%.

2401 2901
14.5 17.5
3.7, : 4.5
17.2° .

100 . 100

Y

* The total number of 1l

was 373

o

]** Of the total number of landowners, 309 responded to the
Questxon., : '

.

andowners in the questionnaire sample
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~ One sd‘rce of distortion of rcsults may -arise from
;he fact that landowner's holdings may vary in size -and that

there may be an increasing number of non-resident landowners.

“Aliowance fqQr) thObC problems is difficult and may not in any-
way alter the ‘results of LhLb study.
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. 'l‘he hunur-landovher contnct conutatl of

'

" ‘ro"_lai;éd pxobleml: (1) huntdr accon to game pop at/ano tM

'(21'tﬁe production of wildlitc on: privahe lands. One 0"4"‘ ;:\‘
o . L] v N

¥1ng pnamuo o! "this -r.udy is that p:‘esant governmcﬁt‘iﬁl“&.a*{‘
not por-mit an equitablc d&ut‘:mupn of the qon;o Uld( Ll .

‘_,'".,“ ,., A _"‘ ‘,w Ty 4‘, &v‘\. \‘ ,' a\ - ~. .

benai'ltq from wilaut‘e resoureqs kbat accrue to members of

\ A society. ‘rhis state of affaira Adeads to an, imbalance of
.. ptoperty rlghts. vhich cteatej problems for the~c¢nservatlon,
o of wlldlee on private lands. Rcsolutlon of the hunter-u

'~landownor couflict LequxreSa set. of. progtams that adhere to

L
- I

thc landowners' 1ntcre°tb and encouragcs the productxon of

v - S

wxldleo GEL prcscht study his proxxdud 1nsxght into alter-
-! -
\2_ n@txvn programs thSt could be used. ‘to’ rcqolve the coﬂfllct. -_
' “‘The zesults ;f this atudy 1ndacatc that the problen ) w.
of hunter access to’ pq‘rate land in Alberta’ is not as settous
. as_ has bgen reported in some: ateas ln EuYope or Unxted States,
'Howewox,.thu problem is lntOHSLfYLRQ and it will undouptedly
contlnuu to do se 1n thL future it thg sxtuatlon 18 net reé;i-
;flud Publzc,grOgrnms should be xnstttutgd as soon as possxble"
to prevent ftxther clqsulc of private. lqnds to sport hunters.
,PrGScnt’actlon will be méxe offcctxv and economical because
at ngqont landownurs can be encouraqed to increase access to

4*§unterﬁ, 'Y the decistion to act is prolonged intensification

‘_;bf-the,problom may scvercly limit hunting on private land in
- . R - p

S
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t.h} uturdu 'l‘ho problen Qi hnnter at:ceu may tc“h tho

1rrov¢rlihinty. . T e .

- * T e recults of this otudy dndicate i't sovaral. pro-

¢ grams could'bh instf%ted to c«ountora:ta th, problem, Of fore-
’ * mast_impoutance is a cdhpulaory huﬂ!;r traininq pcoqram. Thil o

<

proqram shoula be instxtutcd in Alborta. The trainlng proqram

should ccmcentr‘e on’ 1mproving the conduct ot thq iport huntpr..
T ! '

L -','5Mueat! nterc on consereation pt!hciplec. qihahd;(nq ’hnt{
l 1 romét*bﬂ:ter

. sportsmanshxp amoRg hunters and may ngnxfxcantly reduce
. -
property damaqeb 1ncurr¢_d by landownqrs. 0.~
. [ 4
‘A hurter training program !ﬁould also stress the.pri-

-

“yaté landowners' problems and interests, In this respect, the.

E2E

proper hunting etiqpette is essentlal This’ wi

o

» Proyram J\ﬁ%d promot‘. two concepts brought forth by thls study.

e 1. llun::érp bhould hunt on foot. lHiunting on Foot n.duces'

s ¢ ,

- R tho t;sh'of property damages as well as the landowners )
-v(§'ﬁ ! v ?é%osltxon to huntxng actlvity. -‘ .
g..‘ff;_ ‘? ? SHunters ahould always ask permission to hhnéfﬁh private |
‘ ';ia-. ‘ )ands. Thxs 1, a Lommon.COurtesy that wlll pormlt the

- \:? ) laqdownv.\x };o k now mLo is cntex ing his land. .

'ﬁ.

k.- ' .A hUrtt:':t‘ :&1nz\ng proqram nﬂgt encour aqc huntcz b‘ to repsect

-.» :cf."" : '

K wlanﬂShnOrs propeLty tﬂvhts. This nxogram will serve as the )
11\13)" !\)ﬁmo‘nt for” resol.\;.xlhg the prc)blem of access to private lands.,

Y .
- A%

For.ifhxh rex.gon, th huntex ttauunq program should be com-.
PR R
a 4 :
e T ‘m}»bry‘ fox .111 ‘\t{nl‘(‘l‘w in ,\lberta. ) ’ : ¢

‘v A}
- -



. i f:' To rexmforce xnd qompleMent the ef cts of a.hunter f
-0_ . w jL' .-.
ﬁrainxug program. thp *ollowinq programs ‘re recommendbd., y i
,(‘ .'\"
‘,13 ro Cnuograqe;h ntats to ask permiseion tp hunt oni'. ‘

=;; 4 ?,pfivdpg,iinds, governmant agenq‘cs should promote

S”A o the .distributidn of’the prqposed.“No Trespassxng .j];ﬁ'
R T | . R =

,Wythout PerNLSSLOn"‘Slan. These signs w111 asaist

the huncer ;n locqtlng th.

B C L e . R

';Qz; The Provxncxal hovernmupt should aISOﬁdistribute

&L

afety signs to thc lééﬁowner at uo charge. These"‘
- A"olgns would—bb crqg;ed by the landowner aroundaqll

;xxLunLd bu11d¢ngs to,gnsurc gteater safety. - .'gvf~

o

3. Thc ontorccment'of gpntxng rLguLgeions should be'

>
&

e .merQVﬂd. Incrcascd enforccment“of huntlng

o

actLVLtne° wo&ld prowobe beteer condUCt among; 

<

huntors agd at the same tlme, it wpuld Aassist land-'

. Oknﬂlg<MFLQuLiﬂllLﬂg~h&H%ef&—ﬂﬂ“thCTT‘pTUpEftV—1-

. 4 ‘Thc’Provxnc1a1 chernmcnt ahould encqurage the deve1~

’ Opmont of~pub11c bhootlnq preserveS._ﬂuhting preq Qf

‘SLnVOb nLar urBan caners would assist 1n reducan
I

-

J _'1 huthnq'pfcssures 1n opon areas (SQe~Append1x A) .
Tha ‘bovh rpcomnendatxonﬁ wxll not comp}etely resolve the pno-..é
'blem of acce to ptxvaf( lands, but thoy may prevcnt tho pto-. .

"blcm tram:zgakhznq the ptlnt of irre verslbxllty The success -

" of ‘thése programs cannot bo determined because thexr tot?h

gffect;will'&opoﬁd upnn'ihc rvﬂolutlon of thd*jecond problem :

[~

"f“*?ffj‘“ o : ) ’ ,.0

- This ‘issuc was ot dlqcu sod in the text of thlS study ‘
””OM(OGY, thdé advanLaqes 4t shootlng pxoserVes werc outlxnod Ln )
) AP&mnd ix A S . - '




on privatb L&nds

’ . %o re561Ve this problem. private 1andowaeru iu;t be ;
: encouraged to create. meintain and imprQVQ habftat on theit ;ffﬁ'i
. property. '!’he results of, this study i.ndicate that. i~n gemexal.vff-'
'landowners are wxllinq to conserve wildlife on. theit lnnd._Theg
v.vmajorxty of the landowners favoured a subcldy IQIB;T': -t
”fland and a habltat impmevement program. Both of tbqke%

ecould enhance the pxoduction of
A permanent easement or
»onlmg;oyed-land cqulq gocourgge

argas.” This program could also

habxtat aBqu. A bub51dy program, howcver. ﬁﬁ’ not encopxaqe

lo .

y iy .
«an~ ;
an

b ,'.'-1\".-: . -

wlldlee On ptivaqpyltf_

[ S

? G el
other incentzve sdﬂhﬁc-.
landowners to maxntazn habitat

&

result in the creatxon of new

~ .
landownors to .improve habitat areas to make them more suitnble -

for. wnlﬂlxﬁe. A hahitat merovement program,

on the other hand..

ls desxgno& to lmpxove the quality o( exxstlng’habitat. Thxl»

_ program, iR tulna\dOLS not

ownox to %axnt‘a‘wﬂ Qas *h ‘

'program by ltself can’ guaranon

.
.

a ;overnment subsidy and a habitat 1mprovement program. b

\

Lt is thez fore recommended that both of these progr

Lde an anentlve for tHE land-- ';-f:

1]

success. St ¢ .‘~_,_ .y

adoptcd That xs,_these two proqrams should be used together to ."'

formulate one pol;cy for the enhancement of wxldlife °

ands. Undor thtt polxcy,

B e — P . ow

1 ohe may argue

- hunters and landewners, {iay for.

» surate with- tho proport ij n of the bvnofitq feceived by aa
"fulfill this ©hjective ‘is mgst ldjca
a program to s
incidence of’ benefits and costg as

benefjciary. A
“not feasible,

jprogram t
However,

aPPvQPtiﬁte.
. .
ThasL ol PR

landowhers ma ‘receive a sups4d for
\ . g Y Ve Y -

-haf 1doa11y benefactgrs, incluﬂlng

ivate - -

A ) -a;

4

the -cqost of hagbitat cOMmeggxt

s)bsidy that ‘recoghizes ghwe -,
ch as possible _may bé nqsﬁ#

. ¥ Loy v e



o‘l’he type M‘assxstance that: thin agrlicy w,j.lJ. p, ovide to the

landowner ﬁill be bn-;ed on assedsm‘nt of these variables. 'nun;

xs. t.he .rolau.ve p!’oductive capacity of bhe famer s land t'or

0

l?.wxldlee wi!&-xdetermlnc whepe: ot” nbt he will recelve assist-

.

: ance and‘ the actua’. form of. the assistance vpder thxs mpproach:.,

the xnce.nt,tvc for merovxng, creating or *a.i.ntauung habitat;
,artas wlll Vary wth ;he elcments of ‘the sicuation. Thzs policy”f p
"attgmpta to xmprove and/or maintaih hablta€ areas Ln ordgghof .

thﬁ_xr rclatwe xmportance. what is desired is a flex.tble polz.cy

tl,} can’ cffxcxently enhance t‘he production of uildlee.,“'l‘_‘.&' ;
. I} N e
"5'duct,mn of wxldlee per unit of cost; 'rhe pohcy outli.ncd above;'

.xent, the polxcy must ntte _pt to «achieve lhe maxxmum

may oncouragpv lmdowners to prod "ce wz.ldlife resour&s on theit'
_ -t ' ) . S . .

ands.'

c

@.%mpleg it 1nvolves many inte reln!lorships anc obstacles. A

L\orciore, ro"olution of the problom requu‘es a Sct of well



. $o on'mw M‘.t-itudes and
landoynar; ;n ehe oaat éenhral pq;t of ALQ&:

A SRnharts
Pl
LR

P Y

ta v,

. -

,f\ R It 13 also quoutinndsle whether tha
rq&elve ’the approval o} &l},’ the )oax’ties x.nvq}.

adid not d;tormxnc the G £

tOWdfds the Proposed by st Tﬁe adOpcioneof these "SOm-*}:¢"

mendat;ons by society,w; depend on.several factors which

1uc" dan and the method of institutxng

the prcgramc. It is bey ;nd the wopc of tbiﬂ amy to evaluate

: i:f:c ffuCtb :af these factors becausa. by ‘and, larqe, t:hey a
dorermxncd by the polxucal decxsibn makxng, proqess. 'l‘hit ‘
s!ucly\only provxdes 1nsiqht —on the elen\ents of the hunthr-‘-"‘;;.l.:-'-

lmdowncr Lonfllct and on pcssible methods of allevxating the‘ o
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) Jlabitat' lmprovemcnt Proqrams
On Private Lands.
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. 5 . . . ’ N . .
- ) ’s.public,programs have becon instxtuted to-‘
* R . -d E t . - . ) v
. meLOVQ wil '£c~ﬁﬂbftat on private lands. For example. most
. .-
| stato agencies provide technxcal bd!hcg*ns and informatlon to

dn\quexs 1eqai:§ng the prqper dcvelogment of suxtable wxld-

A : ©
life. habitat areas“ SOme agrxcultural conservatxon H(OQtama M

.provxde plantxng matcrzalalto enhance habxtat withoub»coct to-
N, »

- the ldndowners. Kentucky. bon}siand, Knnsas, Miasxssippl and

Idaho hava*adopted habitat impmovcment programs but. the rerdlts

.
> . -
. s, i -

qenorally unsu;cuastul T . ‘o
:‘é;*-—-‘- _ R .
A S ’i_x_g_x__q., P.-159. . .. SN |
’\. ~
b # 3.p. tediin and Ru “edlm. ?.P cie. Bo. 13-30. .

S _ . .;.. : L

R ,
e .,-‘, v . N -~ "” . . . _‘ . - .
L w‘:-’.’ Co . : L. . - T
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, Evaluatlon of vartous plantinq proqtaml in Kdntucky A
"“ thbntod chat u\ora ‘was, Yery little cvid\mco :hén: wndllfe ..
°"“/"*§“‘°M q°al" vere botnq achtuvocf Roaoltl »rdmled that

only 30 pereont*.of the plants up ahrubq prov,m.mj wcro evor
1

. s
- -

planud. lpacial nr.udy or\\ando\merl' accopvncefof‘ wi td- .

’nfa hal‘itat hnprmmmenb prat.t Lin ltoq}ucky ehumatod that
O\ .
tt t.ook 1,.1“ com'.d'?.l t:o aecuro one landovmar fqr ha.bltgt
improvdhent‘ annq.z. !"urt:hermorc. n” luch coopetatorn

" wére raquimd "to pbduce ono. lucceuful 1mpto\gemont plan.

gtq me - obgidus that providinq tedhnical
7 [ Ving awdy plant matorials and ‘the. agri-
. cﬁltural wildlife -programs Ay now applicd do not
" provide suffigient incentive tq landowners to
thep _to practise habitat improvement. .We
havée becn t gh the various prowrans and find
¢ _“that they actua acumplxsh very ut.t;le in the
: 5 way of wildlee bene~t{s :

t

For. thxs rcason, many qtates. xncLJ\an.honrucky. haVe dxa-a
r

contlnucd thxs type of proq;am.o j o © ‘iz —_—
. 9 A .

¢ The .results of state habxtat 1mprnVonen* programs in_,

the Unxtud Sgat.s ware cvaluated ah followsa

T -~

. ' 1.A1buﬁpa Depa;tment of qudl and ro:ost. Fith and Wild-
1¢fp Divison, Wildlife ‘Mana Lment Systems on Private Lands ih. o
Alber ta, Technical® ’E“e';}‘o;t N It%'mon"ton"'.' ‘Is‘zn. "tanJ Use_

wﬁﬁ. 1974), p. 10. L y ’

AN 3 “Ra nommby. J Bruna. ‘R Ew:rsole. qnd R. Kasllor,.
“wxldlee in Rentucky Aqriculturax ogramsg,* 27th’§§£ h g
L Maetican Wimlife Cnnterence tions (Washingd®on, D. C.:
M. Lletfw \nnaqcm‘.},xt tn'; N pp. 202-212. -
, : 4 . - L. » )

hidy,, bp., 210+ 211-.

P »

N
o
e




»
N | - -\ | .
_ our {5 oA trond away from ohassive Car-f€lung

‘ Rlanting crosrams beoiaise Cf e Choessive cost
' &nd the drnabilisy bt bow cleysly trat the ro-
Sults were wary beneficial FOo“gama. [t is not
“ chat- cover an!-Teod L lanting cAn't b brrrr‘rf.ici&
at orhat thoy o hovo Lo op rw e piorhit loca=
trons Gad o In o r oot Lo oy s covsloegieal Featuresg
. GU otheearon Ll s Jtorxy s owe Ul s Lo prevalling
‘ T AN U - I E L (O ST haq the
: . Tnieres Lo care for the Pletiouurs aloor they
‘- ot in, and there was not sach relicf From post-
. . ing.l . .o
. ng.t ‘ . .
- " : .
Altha oyt the stave conteol s wivdlife oooalations, the:
. . S ’ o { .
Jevllepnent andd puainten onees of h€Litar on nrivate landd is con-
. ) . .
Prolle Dby i lantown rsL fabiear Innroverent Poarans will
. . . | .
ERRESISTETAN S AN LA AR bl BTSN P e doetvelotns an iWmtorcst 1n owi ledd (e
el e r s {n v e, thagertont. The lack of shcoess of ‘past
R S S B IR I SV riboeted b the Gpotence . of Jutonatic
e : R ST B S O T N TP S SPRTRS Sugesstexd that a -
- e T A LTI R DU 0L BTE S S UIF RO fJust that habi-
-~ * ,
- : ‘ .- . . o2
U e ol e oo ley ot ary to the Jrlmary land Hge.
’ * M ’
L, LV s Yo ol ek nro grads ottt be Lenoficial to -
: 4 . . . v .
: eT il oreration and ocontriPuteo directly to the landowner's
L) -.
b T ire sotential e TU is safe to assume that if sound ad-
. .

Crolded, tho landonner's Cooperation will bee obtained.,

] —
T, [ D) SRS SR | Natural .
! , 1 TSy A . s et Statos-
PR : e - S e - T Cre< T
. ' L Ehington,
T O s e, 162, p. 15. , ~
) & '
B T TP S Tity A0 State Agencies
. . . PR . " e

riLen
7 B oldIife
U G P B l) L2 2070 (in [;u:(*u.(stm.)

. P
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. Cocrerative Landowner Prograns . *>
- - . -
. ] ' ] . .' . .
“ Hocosporative Tandown v raoran is basically A rmitual
. . -~ &
agrecnent beteoen landowners, sooctomen ool manragencnt agens

. ’
Cles o fiat o bsoinstitacd bo o allewiate the rroobleons of the hunter-

»

I

o
Lindiown o conict L Dacd, chorarat lve L-oogram dis u\i jue, being
A . /.

J specific arca and ivs Situstion, T8
A . " e
. . \ . 4 .
tnare is no standard fFormat. ALl coonvratives, however, soeek
” .

wrrefore,

o came ot dect it (1) Itprove the. troesnass problem, (2)
. . R . . .
prossace, and (3) pan private kands to public .o
. -\ . "
hunting .. . * : -

s < . .
“ . @ . .

control ¥wnting

YA Coon et D DRy ber Trger o paid, Midhigan, N’?*ansy 1- .
Lowhiingen gnd Ohio ace siates. where fred access is
. * . . ) .
SLocbe L e M ns WLt e i ion® programs are an .
e -
. A ’ . . .
sinosl bl s ol Lons tollicres., Ln- o sence, the °
. - ) , ) .
o Gl eng ot o Lon '\"0 hunt on mrich's ., land: with no
= . : . : o
~ - .
. N - B - .
oL on s aal conts, ‘ * : : :
Ger oraral comvunitirzsf form a cooperative to charge
- u &
il ol for nccoss to Fagm lands . The collected funds
s genweroi by o wnod for comiiunlity (nrojects or to cover the
A X . , | ’ .
oo catflenal caots o Ehe Doy ram., 1
! 3 - .
g Lol nuccess of cooperntives Nirlaes with Location.
Cae e an ol formis o f 200 atives, Instituted in other
.. . . )
- ] + N ) . - ~‘ 1 1 ey iy I 3 - ‘ et
el st Aty v reesuldted in corplote failure. The pro-
P oot b G icue Lo the dariats irmediate necds if it is
. R i
; L .
. o -
. . . .



AL

. . ‘e v .
B , .
et~
o~ . 'S ' .
.
. .
. . . .
- i .
- SN : 89,
' ., ' .
‘
. ' . y
% ¢

Most cooporatiose landowner, sé¢hemos sare model ed after
f KL
. \ _ .

the Williamston Plan that has been used in Hichigan since

01 . . ’ .
1229.7 This program inuolves cooperative posting of private

lands and admittance of hunters by written permission only.
o Cooporative is formned. Ly adjoining farms forming a hlock

. . : : . . ' .
D omiiie . : 2
®.01ch contains batween 1,600 and 10,000 acres, ~ ‘The number

of permits éil'l(gwt':.d cach farm merbor i3 (}etr)x.':ninr3<1 at an

annial megting of “the lardo®ncers. The humboer of ptrmits’
. . :

Cosucd i Leniaest g0 phat hunting prossures “ean bre cont:rr).lle'd ©

anoa particnlar piocce of Property at any one time. .
a L
To hunt, the sportsman mast obta In a permit ticket
. . ° - - .

- L . ., v , .
trom’ 3 lantowner, whith goenerally allows aceeas to the coop—J

cratiyy areas Onth riae soomik is preocarred, the hantoer nmust
Sertones hicle in othe cargard and’ proceed {ron there on

Toct. Hunting on Toot aids in svreading tthe hunters more

<only throuthout *ha area. With his vehicle in the ‘Tanhd~

owner's o oarid, the hunter knows he will bhe held résponsible

Lo Lae awner for his donduct. ‘Under this systoem, the land-

owner has dirogt control over the hunters on his property and

-
¢ . . R . : . .
e s R i lost advant vyer of peing nble to refuse access.
. ! . . » -
A slmiiar plan in Pennsylvania has restered more than
- \‘ N N
o : . . . ¢
I e e | |
M.D. Johhnon, on. ecit., pp. 23-26. - \ .
. 1
Hewwar ol Paishy snd Alzociates o liimited. op. cit,,
PR .
., . .
- kl



—_— Gano officials are paid ‘to, patfoL\and enforoe all roqulatlons s

.+ four mtllion acr.s of private lands "to public uses Opder

thig program, "safety zone" siqns~d}u also erected around

all occxpxod bu11d;nqg.to promote qrnatur-bnfn ty for land*
. []
. oAmars, Tho ]dhupWDcr pfﬂ”tdbﬁ only the land for hunting and
. ] . Tl ’ .
he rotgins complete ownership., In ruturn, he,receives advice

. ¢ .
& o
on soil conser vatton und on other n'orxtablg Fazm pzantxscs.

- "~
.

- .
unrier the prograne, The program also supp]jcs.somo planginq
Laterials., No direct nonetary dincentives are contribute d to

) P - o . . ) A . .
the. landowner . ‘ : - ) e

LN -

- . N . . ]
A cdup.:(rativc progranf as described above was insti-
e 4 . ’ o
etut . in the ALbort=ford arca of British Col:mhia’ for’ several -
. M Ed

YEAYsLT VA shift in thes hunting oressure recultod in deter Lo,
4 . A - .
: P el .

cating relation hins and contlicts botweed the S artieq. The
LYOean was e laced by a pormrt oontr Y s7shesn, Permilbs are

L4 . <
. ) . T e . . s . . . . ) }'. .
¢4l g charge of one doltar Her scason. Pormits must be

. . .8 .
. - . - R . . .-
counter-signed by a landownor b“.,fore‘bc:comlnq valid. The fce
. ‘ o ] - . .

sl
.

15 0 ol to cover the cost of',pern‘i,ts and s1gns’ amnvd to empioy
. Bl

A et =t patrol officor,. The pfoqram COVOL approximatply
’ ~ B i ¢ . .

-
[}

H,000 acroes an-d during the 1972-73 scason, 1,100 permits were

Yozl "F_o, qualiif® for a pe rmitscthe spor tl.m an nust be a . °
T L .,
C.H. Sroddard and” A, bay, "Private' Lands for Public
Hecveation: 1s T o2ro o a goly f.{on'.’ "oLden "u"rh ~morican M ldllfe
st i Do O 17y ; T ,h’.ﬁftrfbn, D.C.:
S S T .
. N . .“
Howtred Paisi and Asgociates, JLimited, r)g) Lcit.,
S PR B S0 S s ’ " -
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fqymhur of $QC pritiﬁh Columbid.Wiﬂqlifc Federation club, -

/‘ L "-.' R N v “ . A Y

. e
. ° Y. Locql pblice and munr~1pal anthoritdes have . ©
. erbressvrSNatisraction withh the operation: of .
thds syctow and Yremarcked on the lack of hunter . .
B Toconnlaidty roeceived since it went'inteo affeoct.
L sii dewnors u&n;lun?ly find it a dcuxrubln dovcl-
~ . .f)[)m“pt :JIE:O v . ¢ .
H . ¢ -~ . L

‘Thu-cmuuurakivn proggam 1n the Abbortsford dxstx}ct has

. ‘e

succeﬁdod because of the dishlnct elemunts of the situatxon. >

1H~ progranm is flex xble and it has been.altcrqg according to

crent conglitions.

»

. Cooveritive landowney pfograms, although «quite popular,
. ‘ oy i h v
have distinct disadvantages: s t e ‘ : 9
» £ ’ c
1. Many programs are not dQSanod to include the onhan;c-
) . . .
ment of wildlife populatlons on prlvato lands. ’

TYL CocoLaratives dre difficplt te, 1n1t1atn and they oftﬁnp

Tatl oLt o the prevailing conditions oF the'problqm change,

. A .
s, Many cooperdtives limit he gumbefr of hunters' in their
- . ® N )

- area, . .

°

. . C e . .
Cooporative nrograms improve treswpass problems in area;~§h1ch

o . *

| ’ ’ 20 ’ . . -
'Kp“f{)ﬁCCehclvy hunting pressare. Under thiss condition, “the
e .

.~

r ritys provided Ly oa cooperative \mroqv hich must include
M - \, T
. oroegent, beodine an incontive to the landowner. Providing
crGteaction Joc the landowner is one of-the most acceptable
A ; S , . : - a
. 3 - , -

merthods o7 oltoining his cobperation. Once the landowner is .

';roLrAL'u, he nmay be positively interested in managing wildlife.
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. e .« Pbmmércial Hunting Systems : . oo

There 1 a growanq trﬂnd boward pﬂrmitpan landowners
to chatqp a fee for ghe prLV1loge Ofy hunLan on private lands.
Thn tWO qongralll acccﬁted agrepments undcr thxs polxcy aro°

1..Lcasxng Ehc exclusxve huntlnq r1ghts of‘an atea to

. o .
3 <4
. individuals ‘or huhtlnq -ldbs; :
2. Payment o£ an’ access fee to. landowners, directly _
charqan huntcrs a dqlly fece. . "
.. ®

A brlef de crxntlon of two specific cases will be)uScd to

illustrate this. (onCth ' _ .
- kN
The Leasing of Huntinﬁ Hgﬁhts s
—— .- . e e e e e - ; . ’ .

.an/ Curonoan counrrlﬂ"a avg AGoptnd game managengent
\ * ']
. . ~ w Q.
policins sxmlldr‘to those usad in wost Gofmqny. [n the stric-

Lot 1leacal sense, the w11d11ﬁ; of Lcst ﬁvnmany are the property
o the state and aro held in trust for*all the pcgple.3~uow-
¢ver, the 'landowner's fclationship with the game: is fully ©

- - . 2 “e .
rccoygnized.s Therefore, under this‘systcm, the riqht to hunt
* ?

anq all wxldllfh management - rL:pOn“bllltleS are V(Sted in the

owners ship of tho I\nd Furthoermore, the landowner has a legal
] .
right to lease the huntjnq riqhts‘%f his brope;ty.

“Ald the land 1n West dcrmnny, whether private or publirc,

. L : . L . . . 2 . \
15 divided into huntineg dxstr}cbs oY reviers., Reviers may be

© . . - 3

owned by one individpal, the State or establi'shed through a -

e /-

. d o Tl .

1 J.5. Gottschalk, "The German Hunting System, Vest
Germany, 1968," gpurQ%l()fvhiiugig lanagemnent, Vol. 36, Part 1
(1972), pp. 110-118. - : : ° T

. ! "‘ . ”h
.2 W.L. Webb, "Porest Wildlife Ménaqement in(;erma . o
Jo.rnal of Wildlife Management, Vol. 24 (1960), pp. 147-161.

e

o . . : R
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mutual agreement of‘ndjoini:z.landowncps. All huntinq must

'take placo'on-a revier. In 68, there wetfe 37,000 revicrs

in qumany, of whxch.only 1,)000 wore qfatc owned. 1 The .

<

LY .

© acreage size of a revier is controlled by the statc to enSure

L)

that lands arc -combined into v;ablo mdnaqomcnt unxto; On the

avgkvgc, a rev1nr confaln' appruslmatoly 1,650 aqred. The

.

hun;xng rights of a reyic: arg Ibased dirad%ly by the L&ndw-f

.

Lad

owner to' hinting cluba fepr an annual fee, whxch.could be valued

.

up to 5,000 dollabs per ycar.2 A lecase for_small game hunting

2
extends for a minimum of nine years. For ‘big gume hunting,‘/

- Rl °
the minimun tern: for a lease is twelle years. In contrast,
o . - o 3 ’
rthe Toeasing of revicers in Poland Lsgsct by the state, .

Betore a huntér can leasc the rights to a revier in

Gormany, he must obtain a hunting licensé. To qualify for a
' . . .

°

<@
. . v - . v . .
l1cense, tire sportrman must complete a hunter training course.

»
-— o ©

‘The course roguir. - appraximptely 100 hours of s'udy.4 Upon
, conpletian, thu applicant must pass both wrditten and oral

exarinetions that j%cludc "target shooting on clay piqeons

and iifle shooting, knowledge df the biology of g1ne, gun dogs,

wildlife mnnaqwmrnt, connhrVatxonr of nature and huntlng laws

. T . . : : o

l, J.5. Gortschlk, op. c'it. .
A ’ 2 Ibld- . ' .W 3 ) ‘ S
- 3 Q.D.'”*L,f, "Wildlife Administratiof and ‘Harvest

i'n Poland", Journal of Wirdlife Management, Vol. 25 (1961),
. 303=-3613, T . .

. ' : 4 - . . . ) - " a2 cr o

. .o J.S. Cottach&k;uog. clt." ~ ' ’ . e

v ¥ °



9 I .

and ruqulations."l In 1967, 37 perccnt of thn apnllcants failed

] o 4
LO paqs the xgqulred tcsts.2 - s
L T The qam: manuqemunt policiuﬁ m West Gnrmugv limit the ,///
’ H / ;\. . . : .
numbor of hunt:rs in tie (.mmtrys ‘ .

. o em ‘
- .
iy

- vhe prineiple llnxtutlon is Ccononice . slnco in
or.ler ko quall.fy Yor hunLlnq,‘onn must have
. mastarced Tot snly the degal and traditional re-.: ©

. . duireme of 5kiil and, knowludqe, but,also haw ve. . ‘f .i"
\ . ' accgss & plac* h“gg ‘co hqu BERs R
AR . 3 n - . R

reviér {res nly’ the economic ap.\clty
o to. buy or leasc ting am‘ but alsp a
Acenptance of, the r.“osponsxbdlty for the wclfarp
"of thesgare .and: for'the protection of landowners,
- . ringluding thosa ‘ad jacent landownorq who may be'
, -subject to crop dcl)rodaf 10{_13 3

For ~each rcv1ct, rhnre must bc an dnnual m\mntory

of gané and a harvcst plan a[)proy(,ti by the state ar;encxcs.

» -

The anaual hxr sest is based on. the ‘vroduction capacity of .

5

the reaviem and the condition of the: game. THere are no con-

veptional bag limits., A11 the game harvestned are the propefty

of the revier owner. In'most cases, the meat and hides 'are
. ’ o v . ' - 9

8 sbld in public markugs aﬁﬂ'reétaurants. The market value of
Lhé 1966 hdfvnat was apuroxlmdtely 1.6 million dollars.4

Ur (101 this policy, t_hc right to- hunt 1s ,held by the
bl
. -9 ’ )
dundowner and it s therefore prlcod. The dircct monctary

[

retarns provide the landowner with an incentive r.o, mth\ain‘. ) .
- N ‘ . - '
T, o . : .
J.P. Hodlin and R. Hedlin, op. cit., p. 23. ’<
2 J.s0 (?out:-;;:hlk, ep. cit. ) i * )
0 rhia., p®ai. | S 4\
. . ‘r’ . : . N N ‘,
»



o)

“lands is a well accepted fact® in Te%as. It is virtually im-

‘_ “. . . . ? . . ¢ . . . , M ) ‘ 95
c, . . e
and ?cvoiop wildlife on his prdperty Thu landowndr s profit

can be increasad Lf he manaqes his rcsources to‘eqhancc gamo

{fopulations., Thu hunter ig also compolled’to unrouradﬁ wild‘

Clife surplusoé if qudlxtyohanttnq is deSIYOd‘OVﬂr the cntirc

)‘eaéinq peried. Each narty C profxt or utxllty is onhanccd if

[ )
thc optimal output of~gaﬁe iu'uroduced‘ If thn proporty rthts

" to use wildlifg are eatabli-hed. ghe narket ty-tem will dlsbct &

the: cont.lexities betwrnn uses and users of the resourcae

: N " | .
Acgf®ss Fees Lo )

The prurtl se of charglnq a fee to hunt on private

N

vossible to hunt any svegies of biqg game and many small game
. ~ J o

aspectes in that state withodit paying a tfepass, hunting, or

lansiusc ?uﬁ.l Tiis apbruxrh cvolved in the 1920' because

~f the z)fk\\f ppilblice ﬁdnds.? AIthough the State legally Owns\'
' 9

the wildlive, tao LXlatlnq trcquﬁs law enables the landowners

N onrrol access to thc game. To prcvent»severe conflicts,

- . P

lénduwnur5~apo legally permitted to charge access fees or to

-
| N - - - .. N
Lease their hunting rights., '
B ’ . ) - L " '\'
T | : t ]
K.E. Gwvnrson and F.R. Gartner, "Problems in ..

Commerical Hunting -8Yystemns: South Dakota and Teras Conpared, "
cowrnal of Range Managencnt, Vel.,25 (l972)3.p0.-342~345.

2 J.G. To2r and N.X. Forrcdst, "Bionomic and Rthxcal
Implicatic of Commerical Game Harvest Programs,” 33rd
'r:fh_ﬁr":ru" Virhaabafe and Jx*:jﬁl Poesosuran Conference
Cos e e Ceasnintiton, DJC, *11*L1f= jﬁnaﬂﬂmont Institute,
i{ha,, ros lui-204. - 2 . . r. . e,

- } l.‘k. . — . ‘,‘_,A;_'.-"‘mi.ﬂ.

of

u

+
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Four qonerAX tygel of lcoeinq agreemunts ‘aro qud:

o

(1) a scason Lca-e.\\?) a chajygye per huntor day.-(]) a hunt-

bl

'lng outfxtter, and (4)\a charge per’ animal harvwatnd 1 The

. nost. commo a:rang unt\ls the "scason lease” e A scason lease
T Quent

q1Ves a group of hUntets\ghe eﬁblusxvc huntinq prxvxleges for |
' 4 \ . . .
specific game apocies. A . Lo 5 .' - ////

.

Landpwnorg who dhardi fot huntan must putchaye A
. - )
ohootinq presgrve license and. xn601d ‘the dw alls of’all game

animals shot 2 Landowners musq also ccrtlfw.rhat all huntan
is donn legally. Game harvest qubtaa are estoblished by the .
. ‘\1/

. ‘ 3 . .
1andotnor in accordance with staté requlations.” In return,

state wildlife officers cnsure that. the trespa55'withous, °
AY L]
noermission regulation is enforeed. LAndowners have complete |

. . - 2
control o%er huntor numbers. Teer-and Forrest state that

"ecach randowner literally agcts as his. own conservation.
1

oYt icoeor.,” ‘ S - L ve
. As with the Europcean system, landowners$ reccive an
“economic retwrn from wildlife populations. Klussmann reported
L L . e . . .
that 13,000 Texas lantlowners leased 22 million acres of land
' < - . . . I3
° * - . .
T T e w eom | —
) : - For a Complhth desScrintion of each typo of leasing
agreement, see J.G., Teer and N.K. Lorrest, o cit.: .
2 J.P. Hedlin and R, YHadlin, op. cit., p. 31. G
3 - .

—

J.G, Teer and N.K. Forrest, op. cit.

: "'4.J.G. T&er and N.K. Porlo t, op.-cit., p. 200. ’ '
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. £Sr pu‘l:l:ic, hhntlnq ip 1965-.1,.'j‘h\neinaome c'o}lnct_c«l by lunde
owners from leases amounted to 13 MWiWion dollars., These
' .0

returns ‘arc ' a strdng stimulus that probably promote the
dcv‘?!.vpnfent of game Lli-ropqhoug Texas', R
. " "The attributes of the commerical Runting system in

Texas were summarized as follows:

. X .
The. comhcrical hunting program in Texas have

S beon a great stimulus to production of gahe.

. Undoubbe dly, more big gdme is now available v
to. the hunters Lecause of the ®xcononic value
of game to the landdwner. ltuntina leases have

e promotcd hunter safety and distributed hunters
;o more cvenly over ranges having hyntable popux ~
“lations of ganeld They have resulted in lover
illegal Kills, and noro clreymspect. conduct, .
by hunters on private lands. 4 -
4

L

—————— e

. o rl 4
1...

. “.G. Zlassmann, "Deer and the Commercialized Hunt-
ing, Systom in Tox 16, " Procredings: ’?l]elji_{litc—T(Lj.;]tgg-Qeer:
Tits Problons apd Potgﬂ_t*i.g»&‘_ (Texas: Texas A and M Yniversity,
1966), pi. LB8-21. . o e

5 - .

H

J.G. Teer and N.K. Forrest, op. cit., p. 203.

Al
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Summary . ’ .

- e \ ' _ . .

Private agricultural lands are ‘an important byt un-
reali%ed potential for wildfifce management and public rqgreaJ
. . .
tion. let’:.nt public policicéli have attempred go remove the

L
obstacles of'phbkic acceps and to resolye the problem of
- - , A i ) ', - .
trespass. The lxtcraturﬁ swjgests that none of these policies
- AN

havc sﬁcctssfulli eliminated the tr :nd of ”No Trcspaasing

o sxgns and conplet® y revcrsed g?g,attitudcs of landoﬁgert.
.. : It is clecar tﬁi} no suqq, policy to date guar-

antees suQgess, Nor can it be c\pectcd that thvsc policlcs

will meet with.instant and universal apprOVal. However, if
& . - . - - . .
public Hunting is to continue, landowners, hunters and wild-
. ' . " -
life officials must be prepared to aodify some of their

. - . . * . M * . . . . *
tradition:l atticudes wanl pEograms., ‘Tthe policies*discussed-
- ~ . R @ ' .
chbowe may supply the necessary guidelines. . "
L
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SO . CONERRENTIAL -
. . : . . - . =3z
* ' . v
g o . MILDUIFF QUISTIONNAIRE B e :
V. locstion of Far=sizud or Acreage % . Sec. T.. Rge.
2« Are you living 20 your farm property or acreags?. Yes No if Yes,
B~ many years bave yod lived there? :
[ : . .
3. Please check (V) which of the follcwing birds ond animals you have secen on your  °
" property dorin: ths 2ot vear, .
Plaasants Sharptai) Grolt:e ¢ Rabbitsf _° .o 4 Ty .
*  Firion Partridgs . {prairic Chicken) Ducks o
$.fted Crouse . -~ Waitetail Ocor . Geese i C
(tuih Partridge) - Mule Deer i :
T ) ’ . » ° .
L. Pleasce cheek (/) in the tablg beolow vhether you think the numbers of each specics
- haye fncrease<, drgreased or rerained the sane in your drea ovar the past ¥0 years
P ¢4 give any reason you eay knew for a change inonumbaers (if any). ..
- . 0 . N ] e . ~AA,-2 s e L’ .
1 . AT hemasined . - [ RN Reosol for o T
Spocies ) the s>~ | _Increased | Docrrisad ] oy nze (if onyd) |-
P S A aeioricioms e eyl gl it .—T"""."’:.‘_._;_."-.:—?:Jﬁ.—--_"—. el as st RS it = rin ey .
' - Do . ‘ —4
* e N . .
¥ roYsants . C- : . C
x_n—Jfo.,x Partridce < .
I (P . ° " ‘ ‘ o
Ll _ _ £
N - o -l - ]
P ‘ a
.- S S ——— el B - 1
e .- — 5 NSRS
SR, - ) - k? $
O N e T ] ) T
L- - ~ ,. . - T -_ [ " 2 — "
pode an ‘ ) r l
'_'.:'.':. e T —Ee—= =TT =gttt :_A‘_—I._"_--.:‘:.—.;:.t:::- —RIns o s pm—— - .=
. . Q
5. Do ycu like to sece wilclife on yeur Tend?  Check (F)
. ’ Lik: to vary auch . .
L.n't really care .
Wsuld rather ‘rot hgve
th-em cn your land ‘.
6. 0o yos approve of spart huntieg of wildlife? Check (/) o ’ 4
o bpprove of it :
Bzn't really care -
hi o against it . 4 -t
7. ALuut how many binters would you g5 %imate hunted on you’r'Aland this fall?
€. What is the greatest rurber of hunters you aztuall, <_‘f_s_4 on your land at any ore
tine thi« 5112 .
9. Hcs riony }.unicr:‘a:.}'\o.' permission to hunt on your land this fall? -
To Funt daer T To hunt upland birds To hunt waterfowl

e .

. “‘ , ’w "‘ o . ’. . A . g



! 10.

in yoir orlay b
RALED A0 w3

. ' 4
- .

Please ctaca (/)

s o
L
ne. g

N the table b»iw whether you think the:
»_oincreased, decreased ‘of remained
»

.

‘-)

.

e

~101

v

amount of ‘hubting
thd sanm o.or thc‘

aqltvity
Tast 10. ye,q,rs.

or during e you hve ltv..d in the arca., e
- [T T T h % ——r—m
T' -~ o ."'.;".-w'-‘b ‘ In~reannd o D'-rrc.--.et;o Romained the §erm i
e, Mt gt e, e " .,
. e )';tﬁ:crs © J
IR - —,
il BT eers, — | X N
atdricst huentecs . - Nt
° , ‘m,. Y - . o v . -
- 11.° 0o you fo'm your lond yo.:rrelf{:n' it out? Check (/) ° .
. barm it )oursulf _ Rent it out « Neither .y . .
12, How many acrc* <o you own or operate (include land you rent, if cay, as wall as lan‘
you o«n)? -y : o v ' ; ‘
, b3, How many acres of your total prop-.:rty {owned arid ‘rentedy are itrproved (havo be-n
. culti va tcd}? : e - B . .
. e, oy trany acres of your . total prop-ny (ovmed and rented) are unnr_g_rrwad (have neve.r“
Luen CU](‘V:I«.CU)’ I3
. Cf this urdioroved lond, abcut how mamy acres are:
‘ . slouzhs, narshes, streaoms? . -
. . 2
nativa qrass? * ’
4 D e S
trev., willuwss, shrubs? . :
. ———
¥o. Doering this past “tasen, hes rony acrés did you use for: .- S
o . Vel N .
S :in or oilseed crops _ e surr=rfallow :
tenwe hoy or toe pasture o ’ na?'v“ h‘uy
' native pasture
° {including bush)
N 16, bouiany miles or vhat part of a mile of she)tv-rbe)t {(planted trces. tush along
fgncc,, etc.) are there on your prepaerty? - miles. -
V7. €9 y:u have KO HUNTING or 1D TRESPASSING signs posted on your land? Yes ) yb ‘

‘ ‘ i f yﬂ,, in what yeor did you first ,.‘“'. your land? . . /

. /
— 18. o youu plon to past your, land next year? Check (/)  Yes . ~ . "o
19. 1f hunters osk permission, do” you allow them to huat on your Yand?, Check m ®
. _ SR . Dua:e hunters Tes Ho .
. ' Uplund bird hunters Yes No
Witer fowl hunters Yes to .
20:. Even if you do allow hunting on ybur land, would you ra:her that ne one huntcd there"
Yes to )
2V, M you o lther do #at allaw hunting on your land or i.quld rathoer it didn't toke place,
vhat {s o your ria medeon? : ' :
—— — e ————— R : 2 ’ =
° ° * . .
v @
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Plcase ir 3-. cet

occurred? ’
o
[

(m the table bclow’) the mrber of tmv-:.. H’ any, ycu had trouh!e
f:oa hunters tois faH and where po‘ssiblc. cstimate the ‘Uo!lar value of loss that’

~

. . - Approainate doltlar
) ) . ‘Ho. of times it value of loss incurrcd
Jyr~_of trmnbln ) orrur:-" Y‘ns s _fall iyf n"lblr- zo estina: )
PP by :.,_...—__:'.‘ By= Ly e Bss e 5 T 2R PRI T - =
Gates lcft'op—.»n. - . ._' hd
- - -
beng» s cut wr d...:ugl::! ) R R N
- - - . o & paea
C.atbala lert around . ' J -
L -2 - . N .
(PN ites 1~°¢ ° ¢ . .
wp«r.h pits 1t ..
.. reey ll’.}‘im ‘)/ .. 3 " -
i1 2%ng or hac‘\\nnry db”n_.‘d s N R
- - — ’ .
tivestnsk injured or k;llg: = . . ! i
Jother Cspecityd = ' BRI S S
RN . .. Ca o - PR . ’ . Yo SN .
- g | N N [ I
Ly . 1 o
oo Sy s _...,-.'- = === m’-——~~——-:==;-——"-—-~—ﬂ=::4_
To23.. Wiaat g"n-ral klnds of trouble (\f any) havc you had frqm huntwrs sthoreyairs ?
: ' . : . N . _
. a N - -,
' : 5N N S G- 2 : - :
. . B . . . . » . .
2h. Oid you buy any of thf‘ foHowmg hinting liceases this year? “Chack (&)
. Drer (whitctail or aule). o “"‘__(;___‘_'_' s
. tird . :
. . € da vmgratory g:n» bird prrrnt
25. A% you kmw, fareers canrot moke an/ monsy d"rcctly from the wildlife living on
. thir pro srty. 0o ycu bave any suggestions for ways in which farmers could ba
froovidrd with incere for having wildlife on their land? ~°
v ! ' . ' <5 AN -
: : i ) -
26. Do ycu haive any su:;g_-stion’s on how game laws and hunting regulations for. ‘your -
areca could be irproved? T oo : L v
. ek
A v B3N ]
3\ . s —
-~ . T
\ Y - *'"\ N s = X
- . B N



(2)

(3)

(4)

 '(5)

o Coem
A . "
r:‘; R - m&ﬂ msnmz ;_ |
e . ‘ o
Loeation of Farmstcad or Acrnaoe e
m.' i Sec. ‘T.V 'Rgé."

Pieese check GNO whfch, - the - fo1lowing birds and animals you have seen
“on yoor-prnperiy duniug he past year. . | |

eosants : * . Whitetall Deer S
"arian.PArtridge .~ «Mle Deer R I
Rufaed Grouse : o _ = . Ducks- - R .
- (Bush Partridge) o . Geese . ' - —— .
Sharptail Grouse : ey Rabhits ISR *
(P*avrie .Chicken) A S .."':"""‘
.'f'—'—-‘-‘l'ﬂ-"
FTeaoe check (/) lhici of the fhfthudug 8*¢dslﬂhi*iﬂinllt‘!ﬂt hlit o -
pn sour, prolbrty during the past Winter honths. _ PRy
Phecsants - ° .o ' ' Sharptail Grouse },v;‘_ c
- Mur.carian Partridge . i (Prairie Chicken) = 7 -
Ruf.‘ed Grouse . . Whitetail Deer™ .~ |
(BySh Partr1dgé) - : " Mule Deer o
Do - ou 1ike tb see wnld!:fe on your land? . ,. EE S
Check (/). | _ - : -
1iks to yeryﬂmuch s : ,
liks to : r .
incifferent S . o
disTike - T : S .
‘dlelke stronq]y ' IR

If 1un?3;s ask pcrm1ss1on, do you allow them to tht on .your land? -
Check o ) T ‘

' kS ) : . o

Lee: hunters Yes ' - No ' ‘ o

Upi nd bird nunters Yes e - No : ‘ :
Wat:rfowl hunters Yes ~ No ' - B
. . R T -

Comments if any? .
| . o
A;J‘ , i &
veo 2
ok =~ -
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1f vou a!tow huqtjn vith permlss{on uld Y?dc. q} ‘{ ”

on” “Yand ‘that Vists your name 717 S
_mly obtain permission. Check (. ST
. .Agrae stnongly fl.’ S f A R ~;: h”ﬂﬁi R
© Agrue A A oot FE T i
» “Undecided s ' AR Co St
! . D{S’Qreé K Jp— . .. . e . PaE Ha
N Disrgree strong)y o o } T A\
{7 1f oy pe 1t hunting. would those hunteks who have taken thé" Lo
. Prcvlnc1a;jﬂunte' Training Program be treated diffefgntly from-those e
who have ndt. Check (). . . ' .
_Pernit only hunters-wfth.ﬂunter Iraining Certificate .A."
Pre et hunters with Hunter Training Cértiffca;e T
+ Indi fferent to hunters wfsh Hanter Yratoing Certffic. : }
9 ey RN SO RS i ol 3
o ~elbtifn a Runting Cert‘ffcate. would -t
al.;w hunters on qur prcperty?
Increase strongly I T e R e ’ﬁ‘
Inc-ease . © 4 o : R T
ffo ~hange S - . . Y i
* Decease _ ¢ R : _ : T T
Decs strcr ly . N i L R -5 \Y
B gly » , o S

(10)

——

() -

“

——
. ]
‘ Degrease . oL . s

(9) °If vou do atlov hunters auproxwmately now many hours does th@ average.

“hurter spend on your . Iano’

~ _hours ° s
. . . \g s

On -he‘basis of tre time spent on youyr land by an avérage Hﬁnter.4

- hov. many hun;ers per week do. you think your tand can support’

T . Hunters' per vieek.

If. sunting on o*lvat’ lend was restricted to hunters on foot“by.law,,
“wau’d th;s 1ncre“se your m1111ngness to allogphrunters on your property? .
Che k(v : ' ’ - .

lnc#easc~strongly.
Inc ~ease-
No thange

De: ease strongly .
4 h .

. . . . . L
° . . ) R 3
» - o p e



Lon e Agret strongly
FERE I < Agrae .
o go 5plnion

o agreo strong}y A RS AL :
7 13) . Do vou fec'l that ho;fters snou\d pay " f&rmr 'd rectly for fﬂe L

i .‘ privilege of hunﬁhg on ;bat farner ; propprty (i.!- user chml'tl \k ’ o
) ‘.." C&Ck (", ‘ -\. . ~ . ‘

o Dwer unters -'-—t:----
. @zWMMMMMS DS &gg;yrf
-;.r .»'- ' Wtaﬂw‘l Mmtbrs * ‘les v MO
. . }‘) ¥' uo? ‘ ' X ,,' A .

[}

e, Deer hunter‘ S IR S RN SN
' Uplind bird hunter‘ e S —

Watzrfouwl hunter . o BT o '. S e ,;o

’ ';.'(15) If Jou-were oerm ftted by law to collect a user charge from hun-ters
y0ou ¢ t increase your mﬂingness to develop suitanle Wildlife -

* . thatitat-8%.your propert/? Chj (7). / . A . e
. * s : . "_ . ’4
' Increase strbrfgly o o ' S
- “Incease C : et :

No change:

Dec rease

Dec*ease strorg1J

(16) Hou™ d you be in fwar of 1easmg ‘tﬁe Funt 1nq rights of your property
) : to. nchvxdua ~hunzers or gro;.ps of hunters? * - L :
oo Chex (V). D e -
- o Decn hunters o Yes Mo S

- Upiind bird hunters Yes — T o P T
HaL rfowl hurters ',‘Ye;‘ e vhio R / D SRS

X

, e 2 .’.
. . . 9
. : © o«
- ° . .
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(*20 . mu M‘. uﬂling t’c lease the fng rights of your propgrty
,h mta(l) of the-year ml prefor to' Tease "

e preffrred leasing mnths. - :
. ) T ' v . ’ . \ .
“'Cor.aeqt's jf‘aqy2.~ R el

LR Y 5 - - - T . . P o

S )
&l) Vould ydu be 1n fqvor of govern'rent subs o
eascment or ‘a tax vebgse) for farmars vwho
by AidHfe? Check” (/,., BN

. T
‘o "fﬁ) If govement subsidy was ,.aid to you. whax amunt per acre for
s um. aproved land wculd yoa expect? . i

. N »
. - . .. :
N - .
. .
AN -~ k3
‘.,'.t.‘ < .
’ - s
- o - S
~ . .
- .

ch as a permanent -
nproved I_Qn_ used "

('\ e dollars per unimprdved acre., )
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.(26) wh’,h of the foIlowing fbrms of componsation

;f' Che-k (7).

Usc. charge . TN
Leize hunting £ights C

Go 2rrment supsicy

. Pay farmor for cirage Causcd by d‘1dlife
Pa farw~r fcr o“rgg* cauSed b} huaters

-fy‘(27) Nur;er 1n order to preferenca list, é%h and.

- ff,' Uss= chaige -

.foras of' compa rs,a..ion tnat are accentabip to

&£

. Lei~e hunting richts
< 0 GO xnmaat sGhs id/
" Pay.farmar for cameges caused by wildlife
. Pay farner for 9an ces caused by hunters
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. f" Nnnbor of Landounert-Allowlnq

S ub.r Hﬂatiﬂc .
e 1ﬂuu-hor 4t Landownars Allowinq
R rvkhMgkd”uun:lnc

S Haterfonl nuncinoh. ..ﬁ K

" Response to a Conpulsory nuneat S .
co Traininq Prdgram . . 1.57738 .
Rcsponq' to a Law Forcing Huntnrs T ' .
‘to Hunt on rooc-. ' . - . 3.03910° e

' Pospoqse to a Govetnment Subsidy B . - kS _

-t Proqtam e {‘ﬁ . 10.06978 ) ,]“9

‘Response to @ . Habxtat Imptovuﬂent_ - )
Proqram ‘ . .. 0.11581

bd M Y

% - The number of landowners in the fxrst and
' second mallans was 205 and 168, respectively.

~

¥* At the 95 p¢rcent level of confidence, all
the h;-squargd values were insignificant. " .
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. L TABLE C-J ., ’ .
. THE ATTITUDBG OF LANDOWNERS TOWARD HAVING |
D N S mmrn on mwm .. : o
B R TR .
. ) . ) . Percent -of
.t .ot . .Percent aof Respondents
_ CGF.’Or? . o Numbcr: Sample (373)* " (361)*e
c' -. . " " \ -
Liked to vcry mucb 258° 69.2 ﬁ‘ " 71.8
" Like to ) 74 19.9 - ~200. %
,“utslik. " S S 1.6 s 1.7
Dlslika'Stron 1y 2 o 0.5 0.5 -
v No Ananr S 12 . 3.2
TOTAL:, ol 3130 0 00 ... 10 .
g" Cowl ”p_u .u. .A \;:l:;\ .; _;W":w SN v 1' " o .

‘;"The total'nu.ber of - lgnﬂfwnurs in the questionnaire san-

ple was 373

wn Of s+he total .number of landowncrs, 361 Tesponded \g,tﬁe

) questlon.
L

\TABLE C-4 ‘ N
3
ATTITUDES 0’

glnmrssxon' SIGNS

N

~

. LANDOWNERS IM GROUP-A TO-

KMD THE 6 OF "NO TRLSPASSING WITHOUT

|

I3

-

Péréent of

: : _ Percent of Respondents
Catgory ' Number Total (287)* (278) =
Agree 3¢ 11.8 . v 12.2
. Agree 80 27.94, 28.8
Undecided 66 . 23.0 23.7
Disagree 66 - 23.0 23.7
. Disagree 32 11.1 11.6
No I\nsser * 9. ,3.2
TOTAL ' 287 100 . . 100
. . .
o ™ 3

. Group A consisted of 287 landowners.

** Of the landowners in Group A, 278 responded to the

questlon.
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-\'r'r!'ruors QF TR muoomans N r:nouv A
. POWARD uum'r RE WIHO HAD COMPLETED m

~r

e VOLUNTARY ‘HUNTOR TRATNING 1 oy
X e ;,'?-:

oteoﬂw of -

e v
.lk* S Al

’ , Parcent-qt R.Ipondtnﬂl.-g*.
Category Number Total (287)2 349)“
X : : —
Permit Only Hunters <. (\y/\\K\\\ v
wWith Huater Traxninq .
Cnrtzfi%ate 27 9.4 10 9 "o
Pot!er Hunters With . ' . I A
Hunter Trainigg . . - , A
Certiticate 134 *ot, 46,7 .53.8 -] R
v . Ind&::Qtht llunm’o-; e N PRI { A' . - .'.' O ,.:'w ’
‘Mith Nuntér ‘t’tahunq Loe . T : v "'IW:
Certificdte 88 : 30.7 35.3 L
No Answer - 38 . “13.2 o RS . *
\ " ——— . . . . — . LJ
TOTAL - 287 - 100 - 7100
— — ' i — - ———
hd L]
*  Grouap A consisted of 287 landownere. e

** Of that landowners in Group A, 249 responded to the
j4estion., ° :
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. C TABLE C-6" '
- - : - ‘ . X
EFFECT OF A COMPULSORY HUNTER TRAINING
PROGRAM ON I\_CCESS TO PRIVATE LANDS
aw ' S e " PerBept cof .
e 4 g T Perecent of Respghd :

.Cateyory Number Sample {373)* -° * .

'Ihcrédse'stronéli”;{fSif SRR T 5 N
licrease’ | .o T13 . © 30.13
N& Change < © 175 - 46.9
Decrease 2 - 0.5
Deocrease Strongly "0 12 3.2
NOo Answér - . 20 - . 5.4 .

TOTAL . 373 . 100  ° 100
'L . 3 .. ,,
' - I A
* The tothl number: of "landowners in the questionnaire
sanple was 373. . s !
2= ' \ _
** Of the total number of landowners, 353 xesponded to
tho, question., _ » , ' P
. S o
THABLE C-7
RS
l' EFFECT OF A LAW PORCING HUNTERS 70 HUNT ON .
FOO'S ON ACCESS TO PRIVATE LAMDS
- y
. . . Porcent of:

. » ‘ ) <+, Percent of Respopdents
Catfgory ‘ Nunber Sample (373)* (349) **
[rcrease Strongly 82 T 22(;.0 P 23.5
dnevease ' 115 30\8 ) g,.o
No dhange 137 . 3617 o N

T Doecrease S 1. -71.4

LDoecrrase Strongly | 10 ' 2.V 2.9
NO Answer .24 C6.p )

s T ' ’**7L o e '
THOTAL 373 100 4 100 . ’
: A - )

*othe tetal marnbor of landownors in the questionnaireg
sanple was 373, . '

** Or the total number of landowrers, 349 responded to the
question, |

-
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LANDO‘.L.ERS' \TTITUDE TOWARDS BEING CO\WENSATED
. IF THEY ALLow PUBLIC HUNTING. ON TuEIR mND

.r‘f_ S -
» . - .  Pergent of °
oot . PerCenf-of_-M: Respondents:
' Cateqo:y 'Numbér -Sampla (373) *7 . (348)**~.
. S o AL " \
Tegacu e T e e R T e oY uE
m« st':cav*ly 66 ARy T 190 T
Agree - oo 91 24.4 - -
No- Opinion : : 111' 29.8: a »
Disagrce : 65 .. 17r4“ ' A
" Disagree Qtrongly S - 4.0
‘No Ans“er v 25 ~ 6.7
! e — e : —
.TOTAQ . - 373 . 100. . - . 100

The total numbcr of landowners in the .questionnaire-
bample was 373.

*

** Of the total number of landowners, 348 respOnaéd'td,fhe ;;
cquestion. . :

;—- : . _v_”,_v__/‘\ N ’ ’ . ’ "v‘.
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TABLE C-9

12) DEPECT OF A US[:.R . FEEL SYSTEM ON - TIE- DEVCLOPMENT
S OF HABITAT AREAS. ON PRIVA.E LANDS
- ' -~
o : -  Percent of
o : o Percent of Respondents
“Category Number Total (132)* (124) **
Increase Strongly 19 : 14.4 , 15.3
Increase : 27 ‘ 20.5 : 21.8
lio Change 72 54.5 58.1
Decrease 3 2.3 2.4 -
‘Decrease Strongly 3 2.3 2.4
No Answer 8 6.0.
. i . < ———
TOTAT 122 100 lo00 ' v
* A ouser fcc'tyutﬂr Yor at Jeast one type of hunting acti-
vity was [avored by 13 { the tptal landowners in the
sample. . , :
** Of thosc Lindowners (favoryng a user feg system, 124 o

responded .to the quesyion.
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_ ATTIT\DES OF !! NBOWNERS TOWARD LFAsxm oF
 MUNTING RIGHTS TO INDIVIDUALS, @R . ~ - ' [ g

R - GROUPS 'OF HUNTERS |

S . e . IR SR
T ' . - .Percent 'of  Percent of .
" Category = { Numbcry Sanple (373)* Respondents _-.

. .
@ . : N . ° . -
'-For Deer Huntlnq . o -

Agree g” < 25 | 6;7-, : ;: . 8.2
‘Disagree - 281 " 75.3. "91.8 -,

No Answer ' . - .67 " 8.0 T _'
' For Upland Bird Huntlng L : ‘

~Agree’ - . ——*~%9 5+ s 3———
Disagree - .- . 282 , - 75.6 93.7 :
Ho Answer 72 . : 19.3° C -
For Watcérfowl Hunting ' N .
; . .

) ‘o - . .t . A.z : . » ) " "
. Aqree 49 < : 13,1 - " .  14.8 .
Disaqgree 281 . 75.3 v 85.2 e
No Ansyer ' - 43 .. 11.6 S S e

* Th2 total numbnr of landowners’ in thc questlonnalxe sample
was 373. . .
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o TABLE ¢-12 °
L) . v

;f\"*&,. - ; IFHDRS - P'nAuDOWUEas wuwannf"\

EA nuar qgjazsaws TO’ uuurzne

- béttgéix“ L
| ) | -
: FOr Deer Hunting SR “_.'gi_n_

. Agree _ 14 - o 3.8

. Disagree : 303 . 'm
Nb‘Ahswer C 56 . §

‘For: Upléhd Bird. Huntlng

Agree o /63
. Pisagree . 305
No Answer 55

e

For théffdwl'Hqﬁting"

AYgree ,. © 30 - - '8.8
Disagree L 311 : T91.2
No Answer-. . 32 b

©.

,.* The total: number of landowners 1n the
was’  373. '

s

r*’ of

questidnnaire sample
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Diquréi‘:"ﬁ“
DlsaQree St;Ongly
. No Answer .

L4

-_TOTAL;

NS i

~

,* The total number of
wag.373.

. #% Of the total number bf tandowners, 309 respdnded to the

o qucstlon.'

landownets Ln‘the questlonnairc sanple-x;3 
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EFFECT OF A GOVBRNMENT SUBSIDY -ON INQREASING
HUNTER ACCESS TO PRIVATL LANDS

*

TABLE C-13

‘v
- N
)

Percent of .

;\

W Percent of : Respondents
gategopy Number Total (210)* . (203)**
Inclease‘Strongly . 25. i'”'A ‘11.9, '12‘3' ] N

~ Incrcase . - 58 1° 27 .6 . 28,6 .-

o Change ) 116 55 2 . © 57, 1 *
‘Decrease - o Jooe e ; :
Decrease Strongly - 4 <1 9 ,i:o )
No Ahswer 7 . 3.4_ - . ot

. TOTAL * . 210 100 100 .
* A government ubeld/ progtam ‘was Eavored by 210 of the total

number of landodners

sampled

',** Of the lanmdowhers faVQflng a government sub51dy program,

203 responded to the

questlon .
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Pqtcent at /

eaponﬂants 5y
I o

.Inemaabe'syghnqu if@g
S T sos
F' Decrease.w“‘?f; ’ ﬂ1;3f : -Fggg' )

. Docrease Strongly- | 6 ) 2;57“ e
"-j No AnQWer o o B : “3.3 . - . ‘
: #‘OT.“,L o e ;;5 : :._1,00 100 o
. R . . 1_. S
. ’ - — - - e T ,( )

'g}* A government subsxdy\prcqram was
" number of landowners in the sampl

favered S& 210 ok the tctal

** . Of the 1andowner5'favor1ng a. government sub31dy program, zaf
L 203 responded -£0. the questlon. . : . N '
) . ‘ s ’ ‘4
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. * .0f the total humbex7o£.Iﬁndaqgékaf 27b'teigpndﬁd”ﬁéﬁfbh'-
Jeo.ooduestior. Tt T T T Y Ea
: '.QT;; The?weiqhtings;fStﬁlﬁﬁ}.fiﬁdggFihétatauicnpiqéjéerkg.y,1f“h,

o hzand 1, rospdotively. Thia Meighting system wak chomen |
el L, over other.possiblaﬁWéightiquschcmes'because§o£%it§“\j o
.- simplicity. . - I R R SY ~JEE

t h AN .
. . . - " v e . N .
X : N . & . g T - S
: b ° . .
o RIS ) » [ J o ° v
\ - . K3
\ : . N N
: ¢ - " N - b 3 - : . . .
. .



