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Abstract 

Conservation of nature is vital to the maintenance of the ecological integrity and 

biodiversity of the Earth. Yet our cument approaches to protecting nature are inadequate. 

and many are no longer politically, technically, or economically feasible. Existing protected 

areas may not be ecologicdly viable in the long term because of their size, isolation, 

fiagrnentation and impacts fiom surrounding land uses. Furthemore, in many areas of 

southem Canada, including Nova Scotia, there is a significant proportion of private land. 

These private lands contain many significant sites and features and face serious threats. 

Private land conservation is one alternative that .bas been used successfblly 

throughout North Arnerica to complement traditional conservation efforts, and to enable an 

ecosystems-based approach to environmental management. It may offer great potential in 

Nova Scotia, but there is little supporting research. Existing studies for other regions have 

identified several variables or issues which influence private land conservation. There is 

little consensus, however. among these studies, particularly between different geographic 

areas. In addition, no specific studies on private land consenration exist for Nova Scotia. 

The purpose of my study was to help close this research gap and to identie the 

important issues surrounding private land conservation within the Nova Scotian context. 

My research involved a case study. in which 1 worked with landowners and conservation 

professionals to identi5 these issues. and to make recommendations for addressing them. 

The most significant issues identified were: the need for data upon which to base pnvate 

land conservation efforts; economic obstacles to private land conservation; a lack of 

supportive attitudes and knowledge; a lack of economic, legd, political and public support 

for private land conservation; the need for adequate and appropriate mechanisms to 

support private land conservation efforts; the need for integrated planning and coordination 

of efforts; and the need for a Iandowner-centered, comrnunity-based approach. The main 

recommendations focused on the following: gathenng information on private lands of 

conservation value, as well as providing funding, an incentive prograrn (including property 

and income tax breaks), adequate and appropriate conservation tools and institutional 

options. training opportunities for conservation professionals, landowner education through 

a landowner contact program, and public education programs on private land conservation. 
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1.1 Background 

Conservation of nature is vital to the maintenance of the biodiversity and ecological 

integrity of the Earth. Fortunately, global, national and regional recognition of these values 

is increasing. There is also recognition of the need for immediate action in the face of 

increasing threats to the natural world and its processes (Amos 1995; World Commission 

on Environment and Development 1987; World Conservation Union et al. 199 1 ). 

At the same tirne, it is acknowledged that traditionai conservation philosophies and 

approaches are inadequate to meet conservation goals (Beatley 1 994; Board on 

Environmental Studies and Toxicology and Commission on Life Sciences 1 993 ; Carrut hers 

1989; Filyk 1992; Hilts 1989). A broader array of conservation approaches must be 

adopted to complement existing efforts. These approaches could expand and improve the 

protected areas system where public acquisition and management are no longer politically 

or econornically feasible (Deblinger and lenkins 199 1 ). Future efforts will need to focus on 

the use and management of the entire landscape. through an ecosystem-based approach and 

application of the pnnciples of conservation biology (Biodivenity Science Assessment 

Team 1994; Canadian Environmental Advisory Council 199 1 ; Council on Environmental 

Quality 1981; DottaMo et al. 1990; Grumbine 1990a; Gwynne 1982; Kolland 1993; 

Hudson 199 1; Locke 1993; Martinka 1992; Memam 1993; Slocombe 1993). Since an 

ecosystem-based approach must consider lands outside traditionally protected areas. and 

must obtain the cooperation of surrounding Iandowners and resource users. conservation 

efforts face a significant challenge. There is a large amount of privately owned land in 

southern Canada. containing many of the most biodiverse and ecologically significant areas 

of the country, as well as the most threatened areas (Biodiversity Science Assessment 

Team 1994; Rubec 1995). Pnvate land conservation will therefore be important in 

addressing the conservation challenges facing traditional philosophies and approac hes. 

The conservation literature and the strategies and plans that guide conservation 

efforts, advocate the need for private land conservation. At the Federal level. the Protected 

Areas Vision for Canada, the Federal Govemment Green Plan, the Endangered Spaces 



Campaign of the World Wildlife Fund (Canada), and the National Biodiversity Strategy al1 

recognize the vital role of private land conservation in natural heritage protection 

(Canadian Environmental Advisory Council 1992; Canadian Society of Environmental 

Biologists 1987; Dearden and Rollins 1993). 

Within Nova Scotia specificaily, this recognition is apparent in the proposed Parks 

and Protected Areas System Plan; the Special Places Program; and the Sustainable 

Development Strategy (Bumett and Hundert 1994; Leduc and Smith 1992). Natural 

hentage protection in Nova Scotia centers upon the Parks and Protected Areas Systems 

Plan. This p l a ~  however, addresses only crown lands in the Province. The remaining 73% 

of the Province is privately owned so many of its unique natural landscapes, rare and 

endangered species and other important elements of natural heritage are not protected. 

Private land conservation is an essentiai complement to the systems plan (Burnett and 

Hundert 1994; Leduc and Smith 1992; Smith 1996). 

Not oniy does private land conservation enhance traditional nature conservation 

efforts by expanding and cornplementing the protected areas network but it may also 

increase public involvement in and support for conservation. Because it is based on 

education and landowner involvement in the conservation process itselc private land 

conservation cm help to instill an awareness of environmental issues. and a sense of 

responsibility for protecting natural heritage (Filyk 1993). 

1.2 Pro blem Definition and Research Questions 

Private land conservation has been show to be a valuable and successfid tool for 

natural hentage protection across North America, and throughout the British 

Commonwealth (Bmsnyk et al. 1 990; Elfing 1989; Filyk 1992; Hilts 1993a; Moull 1 989). 

It may also hold great potential for Nova Scotia. However, there is currently little research 

on private land conservation that is directly applicable to Nova Scotia. Existing research 

from elsewhere suggests that the variables infiuencing private land conservation vary 

considerably across geographic, cultural and socio-economic strata. The prevalence and 

magnitude of these issues must therefore be examined in a situation-specific context to 

determine how to approach private land conservation in Nova Scotia. 



The purpose of this audy was to examine the issues involved in private land 

conservation in Nova Scotia and to assess how to address these issues. The research 

brought together the broad issues presented in the literature on private land conservation, 

and the specific issues relevant to private land conservation in Nova Scotia revealed 

through a case study in Hants County. 

Pro blem Statement: 

How can nature conservation on private land in Nova Scotia be enhanced? 

Research Ouestions: 

1) What are the important issues influencing private land conservation in Nova Scotia? 

To address this research question, 1 surveyed landowners and individuals who are 
professionally involved in private land conservation efforts. 1 asked a number of sub- 
questions to examine: 

1 - 1  ) What are landowner attitudes related to private land conservation? 

1.2) What is landowner knowledge related to private land conservation? 

1.3) Which conservation tools are appropriate for Nova Scotia? 

1.4) Which institutional options are appropriate for Nova Scotia? 

1.5) M a t  factors encourage participation in private land conservation? 

1.6) What factors discourage participation in pnvate land conservation? 

1.7) What are the challenges facing private land conservation efforts? 

1.8) What recornmendations can be made to enhance pnvate land conservation? 

1.9) What variables relate to participation in private land conservation? 

2) What actions can be taken to address these main issues? 



1.3 Operational Definitions 

Several important tenns used in this research are defined below. 

Natural areas refer to those areas that are relatively undisturbed in which natural 
processes dominate, or areas in the process of recovery fiom human disturbance. 

Protected Areas are those natural areas designated and managed to preserve natural 
heritage. The term usuaily refers to formally designated areas such as parks and nature 
reserves, or land owned and managed by non-govemmental organizations. 

A Protected Areas System is a network of protected areas planned and managed based on 
the concept of representativeness of al1 ecological regions on the relevant scale. Such a 
system uses gap analysis to determine system needs. It is also usuaily based on a goal of 
protecting a particular percentage of the landscape. A protected areas system may include 
both formally designated protected areas as well as other types of protected spaces such as 
private land under a conservation agreement. 

Nature Conservation refers to the management of human use of the natural world to 
ensure sustainability of nature, and to ensure sustainable benefits to curent and future 
generations. Nature conservation hastwo comrnon interpretations: presewation, or the 
more ecological interpretation based on long term protection of natural heritage; and 
stewardship or resource cooservation. the more utilitarian interpretation based on land 
management with rational and efficient exploitation and wise use of natural resources. My 
research focuses on the former, however it also includes the latter since this type of 
conservation is an essentiai complement to preservation-based efforts. 

Property refers to a system or bundle of rights that represents al1 the uses and benefits to 
which the owner is entitled. Examples include timber, subdivision, development. minera1 
and water rights. These rights cm be separated and shared between a number of parties or 
held in fee simple interest (outnght ownership of al1 rights). 

Private property (private land) represents the right of an individual (as opposed to the 
crown) to exclude others from some use or benefit that he or she enjoys. The individual is 
£tee to decide how the property is used if and when it will be sold or donated. and who 
may enter the land. Although private land includes al1 non-crown ownership, private land 
for this thesis refers only to fhily-owned lands. Lands owned by businesses, corporations, 
and holding companies were excluded. 



Private Land Consewation refers to the protection of naturd heritage on private lands. 
It implies a sense of carhg for the land, and appreciating its diverse ecological, social, 
cultural, historical and intrinsic values. Private land conservation may involve a form of 
stewardship, in which a landowner commits to taking an active responsibility for his or her 
land and to manage it for conservation. It may also involve a stronger form of protection 
such as a legal agreement, or sale or donation of land or certain property rights to 
consenration interests. Private land conservation rnay incfude variations on ownership, use, 
and responsibility for the management and long term protection of the land. 

Private Land Conservation Toots include any mechanism that can provide and encourage 
private land conservation, including various combinations of ownership, management and 
use rights, agreements, educational initiatives and incentives. 

Institutional ArrangernentdOptions refer to the organizationai and administrative 
mechanisms through which private land conservation rnay take place. They may include 
various institutions such as government agencies or departments, cooperative government 
and non-government coalitions, non-governrnent organizations such as land trusts, 
conservancies, naturalist groups, and local comunity interest groups. The term also 
includes the powers and responsibilities of such groups and their capacity to provide 
conservation tools and incentives to landowners, and to provide a process and frarnework 
for conservation. 



This thesis contains seven chapters, including this întroductory section. The 

following chapter provides a more in-depth discussion of the current challenges facing 

conservation in Canada, and in Nova Scotia specifically. It also outlines the need for 

private land conservation and its important benefits. The third section provides a 

background on pnvate land conservation, including options available for encouraging 

participation and providing conservation opportunities. The final section of the literature 

review outlines research needs and recomrnendations for addressing my research questions, 

based on existing studies. 

Chapter three includes a brief description of my case study area. Chapter four 

describes my research methods. Results and discussion of the study are presented in 

Chapters five and six. The final chapter provides a conclusion, and a summary of the main 

issues intluencing private land conservation in Nova Scotia, and recomrnendations to 

address these issues, 



2.1 The Need for Private Land Conservation 
The natural world is an integral and essentiai part of our lives and of the fbnctioning 

of the systems upon which al species depend for survival. Conservation of the natural 

world can be justified by nurnerous ecologicai, economic, scientinc, educationai, cultural, 

aesthetic, spirituai, philosophical. and ethical rationale (Biodiversity Science Assessrnent 

Team 1994; Bumett and Hundert 1994; Canadian Environmental Advisory Council 199 1 ; 

Ehrlich and Wdson 1991; Ehrlich and Ehrlich 1992; Fiedler and Iain 1992; Freedman 1995; 

Herity 1994; Kim and Weaver 1994; Magurran 1988; McAllister 1991; Noss and 

Coopemder 1994; Roiston 1932; Sandlund et al. 1992; Spellerberg 1992). Conservation 

cm also be justified based on the irreversible loss of rnany species, habitats and ecosystems 

that has occurred throughout the world as a result of human actions (Soule 1991). Threats 

to the natural world continue to inmease with increasing human population and 

consumption of naturd resources and lands (Noss and Coopemder 1 994; Soule 199 1 ). 

Concem about nature conservation and the need for preserwig representative 

examples of the world's naturai heritage and biodiversity is increasing. This concern is 

evident at the global level in nurnerous recent international conventions, congresses, action 

plans and reports focusing on natural hent age, biodivenity, and environmental protection 

(Amos 1995; McNeely et al. 1994; Ryan 1992). Canada's response to global concems, 

and its commitment to conservation are visible at both national and regional scales. 

Evidence includes numerous Iegislative and policy changes, special initiatives, commitment 

to international conventions, as well as conservation, biodiversity and protected areas plans 

and strategies on national and provincial scales (Canadian Environmental Advisory Council 

1991; Canadian Society of Environmental Biologists 1987; Dearden and Rollins 1993; 

Environment Canada 1 994; National Biodiversity Working Group 1 994; National 

Roundtable on the Environment and the Economy 1994). Canada is commined to the 

completion of the terrestrial National Park System by the year 2000, including 

representative examples of al1 of the Country's main natural regions. The focus on 

ecosystems, habitat, and protected areas at recent conferences indicates the level of 



academic and professional concem about nature conservation on both national and regional 

scales. There is also a growing number of non-govemmental organizations working for 

conservation of natural ben tage and biodiversity (BuU 1 993; Canadian Society of 

Environmental Biologias 1987; Taschereau 1985; World Wlldlife Fund Canada 199 1 ). 

Canadian citizens also value the mtural worid. They spend over four million dollars on 

wildlife-related activities annually, and 90% of the population takes part in one or more 

such activity each year (Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment 199 1; Canadian 

Wildlife SeMce 1993). Public concem about environmental issues, and perceptions that 

govements and corporations are unable to protect the environment, have persisted over 

the last decade. Specifically, concems about conservation and the protection of naturai 

areas have risen dramatically on the public agenda (Cutting and Cocklin 1992; Dearden and 

Rollins 1993; Leduc and Smith 1992; Lerner 1994). 

In recent years there has also been an increasing recognition of the need to move 

beyond traditional approaches to nature conservation (Beatley 1994; Board on 

Environmental Studies and Toxicology and Commission of Life Sciences 1993; Carruthers 

1989; Filyk 1992; Hilts 1989). Specifically, private land conservation is recognized as 

being essential in meeting the goals of the Protected Areas Vision for Canada. the 

Endangered Spaces Campaign of the World Wildlife Fund, the Canadian Biodiversity 

Strategy, and many provincial, regional and local conservation efforts (Canadian 

Environmental Advisory Council 1991; Canadian Society of Environmental Biologists 

1987; Dearden and Rollins 1993). Private land conservation is an important component in 

effective protected areas system planning, to enable representation of al1 ecological 

landscapes, ecosystems and habitats and protection of an adequate proportion of the land 

and water. The specific rationale for private land conservation, and its role in meeting the 

goals of conservation efforts are outlined below. 

2.1.1 Location, Ownerslrip and Use of Important Sites 

Throughout southem Canada, as well as in many other countnes, there is a 

substantial arnount of land in private ownership (Edwards and Sharp 1990; Rubec 1995). 

There is also a difference in diversity and quality between crown and pnvate lands. Private 



lands contain many of the mosp biodiverse and ecologically significant areas, as well as the 

most threatened ecosystems. O n  a national scale 90% of the most endangered species and 

habitat are found on pnvate lands (Cox 1995). Southern Canada, particularly Prince 

Eûward Island and Nova Scotia, have the highest number of threatened birds and 

mammals. They also have the b t  amount of protected space in the country (Biodiversity 

Science Assessrnent Team 1994; Harding and McCullum 1994). These imbalances result 

fkom high levels of human expbitation and settlement in the moa nchly productive parts of 

the country for agriculture 4 resource-based activities (Cox 1989). Considering the 

amount of privately owned lands, the importance of these lands for conservation, and the 

threats and hgrnentation that Phey face, it is likely that they will play an important role in 

the overall effort to protect nataira1 heritage. 

2. I.2 Need for an Alternmtive Nature Conservation Approach 

The traditionai approach to nature conservation centers upon public acquisition and 

management of protected areas. Both conservation professionals and academics are 

increasingly aware of the n e d  for alternative strategies to complement these traditionai 

approaches (Beatley 1994; EIts et al. 1991; Keith 1993; Mitchell and Labaree 199 1; 

President 's Commission on Emironmental Quality 1993). 

2.1.2.1 Public Acquisition 

Our reliance on public acquisition of natural areas is neither economically, 

technically, nor politically pmctical (Edwards 1994; Morgan 1987). The costs and 

resources necessary to a c q k e  properties, cornpensate present landowners and lease 

holders, and then to maintai- monitor and protect a property in perpetuity are increasingly 

prohibitive (Cox 1995; Filyk 1992). At the same time, conservation efforts must be 

increasingly efficient in terms of the area conserved per unit cost. There are Iimited 

financial resources available for conservation and consequent cornpetition from other 

priorities for public expenditirre (Cutting and Cocklin 1992; Edwards 1994). It is diffiwlt, 

however, for conservation to k efficient and cornpetitive because the marketplace does not 

hlly reflect biological resources and social benefits of nature. It is also difficult to achieve 



measurable results or to demonstrate direct benefits with conservation (President's 

Commission on Environmental Quaky 1993). 

There may be a lack of adequate institutional mechanisrns and resources available for 

continued expansion of public acquisition and management of protected areas. 

Acquisitions require large efforts to protect small and scattered habitats, long bureaucratie 

processes with difficult political dimensions, and complex and difficult inter-agency 

cooperation (FiLyk 1992). 

There are several political and social obstacles to public acquisition. There is 

increasing public opposition to further land withdrawal for conservation because of the 

implications for local taxes (Eltiing 1989). Rate payers and their elected officials may 

perceive such land withdrawal as an intrusion on local affairs. There may also be concem 

about cornmitting lands to the legally entrenched long-term status of a reserve in case such 

areas are needed for other purposes (Hoose 198 1; Taschereau 1985). Many landowners 

are reluctant to sel1 their land, or relocate, because of their attachent to the land (Large 

1973; Hamilton and Baxter 1977). They may not trust the acquisition process and may 

perceive it as secretive and political (Evans 1992; Munro 1989). Landowners may see land 

use planning to protect natural areas as infringing on property rights and as expropriating 

land without compensation (Van Patter et al. 1990). 

As indicated by Keith ( 1 993 ), 

"Conservation of land has always been a contentious issue, with the preservation of natural 

areas often being juxtaposed against the contradictory forces of progress. jobs and 

economic development. With continually rnounting pressures from urban centers and the 

industrial sector, this trend is unlikely to reverse." 

The increasing cornpetition for land and resources lirnits further expansion of the 

protected areas system even on crown lands (Board on Environmental Studies and 

Toxicology and Commission of Life Sciences 1993; Keating 1989). 



2-1-2.2 Traditional Planning, Design and Management of Protected Areas 

The traditional approaches to the planning, design and management of natural areas 

for conservation are also coming under increasing scrutiny. Protected areas have been 

established for a number of reasons including: scenery, recreation, and the needs of 

favoured game animals or "popular" marnmals (Hudson 199 1 ; Slocornbe 1993). 

Altematively, some sites were selected simply because there were no other demands for the 

land. There are serious implications resulting fiom this piecemeal and unscientific approach 

(McNeely and T horsell 1 99 1 ). 

There has ben increasing recognition that existing protected areas rnay not be viable 

in the long-term (Freedman 1995). Over 80% of Canada's protected areas are less thm 10 

km2 in area and only 0.7% are larger than L0,000 km2 (Biodiversity Science Assessrnent 

Tearn 1 994; Dearden and Rollins 1 993 ) . Many biologist s and ecologists have expressed 

concem that even the largest of Our protected areas in North Amenka, which are arnong 

the largest in the world, are inadequate in size. Many are not of adequate size to include al1 

critical habitat for wide-ranging species such as grizzly bears, caribou and wolves 

(McNamee 1989b). Already some mammal populations have been lost fiom North 

Amencan parks (Harding and McCullum 1994; McNarnee L989b). There is even concern 

that many protected areas rnay be too srnall to sustain less space-sensitive species, or to 

maintain ecological integrity and normal evolutionary processes (Fiedler and iain 1992; 

Gnimbine 1 WOb; Hudson 199 1; Soule and Wilcox 1980). The isolation of protected areas 

as habitat islands amidst more developed areas also has significant implications for viability 

(Beatley 1 994; Dottavio et al. 1 990). A t hird issue affecting the viability of protected areas 

is the inadequate number of such areas. Short-term redundancy in the number of protected 

areas is essential. Redundancy provides insurance against catastrophic events such as 

disease. severe weather events, and other potential changes to the ecosystem that might 

eliminate most of the biodiversity in any one protected area (Freedman 1995; Hudson 

199 1; Slocombe 1993). The size and shape of protected areas often resulted from 

individual, pragrnatic decisions, political feasibility and other demands for land (McNeely 

and Thorsell 199 1). Little consideration has been given to ecological boundaries or 

processes, or to current scientific knowledge about the requirements for natural areas 



conservation (Board on Environmental Studies and Toxicology and Commission of Life 

Sciences 1991; Freedman 1995; Hudson 199 1, McNeely and Thorsell 199 1 ). 

Systems planning, a more m e n t  and more effective approach to protecting natural 

areas, is based on the establishment of a representative protected areas network. Although 

it is a valid and important approach, and a step forward fiom earlier approaches, caution is 

required in its use. The Brundtland Commission Report suggested a goal of setting aside 

twelve percent of each country for nature conservation (World Commission on 

Environment and Development 1987). The Endangered Spaces Campaign of the World 

Wildlife Fund Canada, the Protected Areas Vision for Canada, and the Federal Government 

Green Plan subsequently adopted this goal. It was also adopted on a regional scale for 

many provincial conservation strategies and plans. The goal of protecting 12% of the land 

cm become a "numbers game," which takes the focus off the quality of protected spaces 

and the need to target cntical areas, such as those with high biodiversity or rare species 

(Biodiversity Science Assessment Team 1994; Rubec 1995). Systems planning that only 

addresses crown lands. officially designated protected areas, or conservation needs on one 

particular scale, can result in inadequate protection (Hilts 1989). For example. systems 

planning based solely on publicly owned protected areas potentially captures only a fraction 

of biodiversity and Iikely misses innumerable local and regional sites of ecological 

significance that are on private land. 

In many cases the national and provincial goals of setting aside 12% of the land for 

protected areas are not even being met. -4s of 1990, only 3.4 percent of Canada's land has 

been dedicated to protected landscapes in which logging, rnining and hydro-electric power 

developments are prohibited (Canadian Environmentai Advisory Council 199 1 ; McNamee 

1989b). Ecoregional representation is also widely disparate, for both national and 

provincial protected areas (Turner et al. 1992). System plans often aim to protect areas 

representing each distinct 'ecoregion' on a particular scale. Nationally, 67 out of the total 

177 Canadian terrestrial ecoregions are not represented at al1 in protected areas systems. 

Eighty-eight ecoregions have less than 12% representation (Dearden and Rollins 1993). 

Furthemore, there are only a few marine protected areas (Biodiversity Science Assessment 

Tearn 1994). Although Canadian data are not presently available, Amencan research 



shows that US protected areas do not contain or protect the majority of plant and animal 

species and habitats (President's Commission on Environmental Quaiity 1993). The lack of 

representativeness of protected areas is partiy due to the piecemeal marner in which many 

of them were estabiished, and also to the limitations to expansion of the protected areas 

system as discussed above. 

Protected areas have traditiondy been managed based on the old aend units used to 

determine park boundaries. They are therefore treated as isolated islands of protected 

space (Slocombe 1993). Altematively, they have been managed based on a single species 

or community foas ,  or a focus on the needs of park visitors (Board on Environmental 

Studies and Toxicology and Commission of LXe Sciences 1993; Dearden and Rollins 1993; 

Dottavio et al. 1990). At the same time, fiindimg for management of protected areas has 

decreased, leading to fiirther degradation of their values, thus threatening their fûture 

viability. There are many examples of crown lands across Canada that have suffered a 

significant decrease in their wildlife value due to lack of appropriate management (Morgan 

1987). Ecosystem degradation continues to occur even in our North American national 

parks (Dottavio et al. 1990; McNamee 1989b). 

Traditionally, Canadian legislation for conservation and protected areas has been 

weak, particularly for provincial protected areas (McNamee 1 989a). There is i ncreasing 

pressure to allow land and resource use in protected areas that rnay impact ecological 

integrity. Many protected areas even permit potentially incompatible land-use practices 

such as resource extraction (Dearden and Rollins 1993; Rankin and McGonigle 199 1 ; 

Turner et al. 1992). As a result, even if it appears that a certain proportion of the country 

or ecosystems is represented in a protected areas system, there is no guarantee that in 

practice such areas are being fully protected. Further, protected areas have not always 

been managed adequately because there is generally a low level of public accountability 

over park management. Park managers rnay also not be able to control al1 the important 

impacts on the protected area, many of which originate outside the area (Locke and 

Mathews 1993). Extemal impacts are particularly difficult to control because of the 

jurisdictional overlaps and potential gaps in the conservation mandates of various agencies 

and organizations. 



2.1.2.3 The Need for Ecosystem-based Planning, Design and Management of 
Protected Areas 

The interrelated and complex character of natural resource problems, particularly the 

protection of natural heritage, requires protection and management on larger scales and at 

broader levels of andysis (Carruthers 1989; Filyk 1992). Current policy and priorities 

reflect the recognition that effective and long-terni protection of natural heritage requires a 

holistic and ecosystem-based ap proach, with integrated planning and gap-filling ( Attridge 

1994; Canadian Heritage-Parks 1992; Canadian Heritage-Parks 1994; Carnithers 1989; 

Locke and Mathews 1993; Wildlife Minister's Council of Canada 1990). It is necessary to 

examine the management of larger areas that contain systems of protected areas and 

sustainably managed spaces working together to protect natural heritage (Canadian 

Environmental Advisory Council 199 1 ; Johns 1993; Reid and Miller 1989; Rivard 1993). 

More specifically, an effective ecosystem-based approach centers upon the concepts 

of ecological integrity and sustainability, and the application of conservation biology 

principles (Freedman 1995; Franklin 1993; Grumbine l99Oa/b; Slocornbe 1993). It 

therefore recognizes that protected areas are not closed self-supporting ecosystems, but 

are part of a larger interacting and interdependent system (Harding and McCullum 1994). 

Such an approach expands the traditional Mew of a protected area to define boundaries that 

provide sufficiently large habitat, diversity and complexity to enable viable populations of 

al1 native species to survive (Grumbine 1990a; Rhodes and Chesser 1993; Rowe 1993; 

Woodley 1993). It focuses on maintaining the sustainability of natural cycles, flows. 

structures and systems ( M e ~ a m  1993; Noss and Cooperrider 1994, Slocombe 1993). 

Effkctive natural heritage protection enables continued self-organization and self- 

maintenance while accommodating natural disturbance regimes (Freedman 1995; Noss and 

Coopemder 1994; Rivard 1993 ). It protects al1 levels of biodiversity: genetic, species, 

cornmunity and ecosystem (Council on Environmental Quality 198 1 ; Western 1992). 

An ecosystem-based approach recognizes that landscape connectivity is necessary to 

counter the serious implications of habitat fiagmentation. Many biologists consider 

fiagmentation to be the single greatest threat to biodiversity, particularly in temperate 



regions (Dottavio et al. 1990; Fiedler and Jain 1992; Hudson 1991; Temple 1993). 

Landscape comectivity is vital to link ecological processes and elements at a variety of 

temporal and spatial scaies. Landscape comectivity provides for habitat, dispersai, 

migration and long terni movement of species over generations. These are necessary to 

sustain gene flow, which is itseif necessary for species s u ~ v a i  (Hudson 1991 ; Noss and 

Cooperrider 1994). Finally, landscape c o ~ d v i t y  is vital in providing a buffer against 

encroachment from surrounding land and resource use (Biodiversity Science Assessment 

Team 1994; Harding and McCdum 1994). Canadian and Amencan studies have identifiecl 

over 100 sources of external impacts on protected areas. Many of these impacts result 

from surrounding land uses and a lack of a buffer space (Biodiversity Science Assessment 

Team 1994; Martinka 1992). Addressing the need for larger, more numerous and more 

connected protected spaces, and the need to consider and mitigate external impacts on a 

protected area requires altemative approaches to public acquisition and management. 

These alternatives must include land and resource uses on private lands. 

As ecosystems are increasingly fi-agmented and disrupted, there must be sustainable 

use and stewardship of ail our remaining landscapes to ensure that existing protected areas 

retain their ecological integrity. Stewardship of the landscape is also necessary to provide 

additional protected space to complement these areas @ottavio et al. 1990; Fiedler and 

Jaïn 1992; Franklin 1993; Harding and McCullum 1994; McNeely et al. 1990; O'Connel1 

and Noss 1992; Slocombe 1993; United Nations 1992). Social, econornic and cultural 

factors associated with human use of the landscape must therefore be integrated into 

management planning (Hobbs et al. 1993). This integration requires the cooperation of 

landowners and resource users on these lands. It also requires the cooperation of d l  the 

relevant government and non-governrnent organizations (Caza 1993; Fiedler and Iain 1992; 

Harding and McCullum 1994; Nelson 199 1/93; Richter 1993 ; Wells 1993). 

Increased scientific understanding has also revealed that natural systems constantly 

change. Conservation goals, t herefore, cannot be achieved in perpetuity only b y special 

isolated areas set aside for long term protection (Harding and McCullum 1994). There 

must be a dynamic approach that cm compensate for changes to natural systems and that 

encompasses large parts of the landscape (Board on Environmental Studies and Toxicology 



and Commission of Life Sciences 1993). Again, cooperation fiom prbate landowners is 

essentiai to achieve this flexibility. 



2.1.3 T k  Importance and Benefits of Private Land Conservation 

Pnvate land conservation efforts provide an essential complement to the existing 

protected areas network both by adding additionai protected space and by ensurhg that 

existing areas remain ecologicaiiy viable. Private land conservation efforts cm also help to 

identiQ unique and endangered species and habitats in need of protection (Canadian 

Environmental Advisory Council 199 1 ). 

The process of fostering private land conservation can play important educational 

roles. First, it can foster a conservation ethic in those individuals directly affécting land and 

resources. It increases people's awareness of the full social and ecological costs of 

environmental and land use choices, and educates landownen on alternative land uses. It 

can lead to long term changes in land use (Canadian Environrnental Advisory Council 

199 1 ; Cutting and Cocklin 1992; Filyk 1992; P e h g s  et al. 1992). These changes benefit 

society at large by ensuring sustainabiIity of the environment. They benefit private 

landowners since they enhance the long term productivity of the lands. 

The education involved in pnvate land conservation is critical because currently. even 

for those landowners concerneci about nature conservation, there is liale guidance for land 

use decisions and management (Lynch-Stewart 199 1; O'Connel1 and Noss 1992). The 

private land conservation process not only provides information, but also provides 

encouragement for landowners who are already interested in protecting species and habitats 

(Canadian Environmental Advisory Council 199 1 ; Cutting and Cocklin 1992). Also, since 

pnvate land conservation identifies sympathetic landowners, it enables targeting of major 

efforts and resources on the remaining landowners (Moull 1989; Hilts and Reid 1993). 

Private land conservation can also encourage support for and interest in other 

conservation and environmental issues. It can do this by changing attitudes that have 

caused resistance to conservation in the past (Canadian Environmental Advisory Council 

199 1; Cox 1989; Cutting and Cocklin 1992; Hilts et al. 199 1 ; Wildlife Advisory Council 

1993). It can instill in people a sense of pride, ownership and appreciation for their local 

surroundings, and a sense of ownership that is not possible with publicly protected areas 

(Filyk 1992). Participation in or exposure to private land conservation efforts may even 



lead to fLrther community involvement in other environmental and resource management 

and initiatives. 

Private land conservation has an important role in enhancing communication and 

cooperation with landowners (Cox 1989). It offers an opportunity to work with 

landowners in a positive way to address the difficult conflict between landowner rights and 

stewardship responsibility for natural heritage (Filyk 1992). It enables landowners to 

maintain a sense of ownership and control, while protecting natural heritage. 

Private land conservation offen a grass-roots and community-based approach to 

conservation. Such an approach is more likely to meet the needs of landowners, to be 

supported by the local cornrnunity and to engender an atmosphere of trust and cooperation 

on regdatory matters (Hobbs et al. 1993). Partnerships that bring together expertise, staff 

and equipment and other resources, can create unique perspectives, and cm create high 

ievels of synergy and motivation (Filyk 1992). 



2.2 Private Land Conservation in the Nova Scotian Context 

2= 2. l Landkcape CAiaract&aXcs 
AIthough Nova Scotia is a relatively srna11 province, it supports a diversity of natural 

areas and feaîures. Its proximity to the North Atlantic Ocean and its complex geological 

history have resulted in a diversity of naturd landscapes, with varied geological, 

geomorphologicai and biological characteristics. It includes nine major climatic regions, 47 

geological formations, and 84 major soi1 types (Lynds and Leduc 1993). The landscapes 

include Acadian forest, tundra-like heath barrens, fieshwater wetlands and river estuaries 

with extensive areas of tidal salt marsh, coastai plains and r o c b  coastlines (Burnett et al. 

1989). Forested areas, a mix of both sofhvoods and hardwoods, cover about 80% of the 

landscape (Forem Canada and the Nova Scotia Department of Natural Resources 1994). 

The diversity of landscapes and forests has created a wide range of habitats for a variety of 

plant and animal species, including species assemblages descriied as: Northern Boreai, 

Southern Canadian, Allegheniaa, Coastal Plain and Arctic-Alpine. In all, there are 6000 

species of plants and vertebrate animals, and at least 20,000 species of invertebrate animals 

in the Province (Lynds and Leduc 1993). 

2.2=2 Impacts on the Landscape 

Human history in Nova Scotia has brought signincant change to the natural 

landscape. Pre-European cultures occupied the land for thousands of years. These early 

hunting and gathering societies depended upon the natural resources for Livelihood, yet can 

be assumed to have had relatively small impacts on the landscape (Dodds 1993). The iast 

300 years, however, brought high levels of disturbance and change through intensive 

settlement and resource exploitation by people with a European culture. Increased hunting 

for the fur trade, land clearances for farming, forestry and urban development, and a rise in 

the fishery significantly affected the naîural environment. Coastal regions, fertile valleys 

and rolling uplands in particular, expenenced high levels of agricultural conversion and use 

for fore- (Lynds and Leduc 1993). The twentieth century brought fùrther resource 

exploitation and landscape changes, through increased urban developrnent, and the creation 



of transportation and utility corridors (Bumett et al. 1989). The graduai transformation of 

natural areas into working landscapes continues today (Public Review Cornmittee 1995). 

Partidarly strong impacts result fkom increasing resource exploitation and changing 

setiiement patterns (Machtosh 1993). 

The consequences of human history and current practices on the landscape are 

evident. Predominaot land use practices have Whially eliminated all old growth forest in 

the ProMnce. To&y, less than one percent of the trees are over 100 years old (Lynds and 

Leduc 1993). Virtually all of the Acadian Forest, which once dominated the landscape, has 

disappeared (Rosen and Woodley 1992). The impacts of human activities are also evident 

in the loss of 65% of the Province's coastal salt marshes since European settlement, and 

many of the fieshwater wetlands (World Wildlife Fund Canada 1992). In 1974 the 

International Biological Program identified 76 Nova Scotian sites as being ecologically 

significant and in need of protection. Eleven of these sites have been substantiaily altered 

or completely lost over the past 20 years (Keith 1993). The loss of unidentified naturd 

areas of special significance is likely much higher. There are five regions in the Province 

where there are no longer any substantiai contiguous tracts of naniral areas: the Avalon 

Uplands, Carboniferous Lowlands, Triassic Lowlands, Fundy Coast, and the Atlantic Coast 

(World Wildlife Funâ Canada 199 1 ). 

AU areas of the Province face at least a moderate risk to biodiversity. Some 

landscapes, such as the coastal salt marshes, sand dunes and old-growth forests, are highly 

threatened (Biodiversiw Science Assessrnent Team 1994; Environment Canada 1993; 

National Roundtable on the Environment and the Economy 1994). Of the thousands of 

species of plants and animals in Nova Scotia, many are living at the northern or southern 

limit of their range. Such species are ofien particulady sensitive to changes in their natural 

habitat (Wddlife Habitat Issue Group 1994). As a result, some species are at risk due to 

the pressures of human impact (see Table 1). Sorne species have become extinct from the 

region, including the sea muik, passenger pigeon, great auk and Labrador duck. Some 

species have been extirpateci (no longer found in part of their former range) including the 

gray whale and the Atlantic walnis. There are aiso several small ccremant77 populations 

that are geographicaliy isolated from the major population. Nova Scotian examples include 



the Blandings turtle, lynx, Ribbon snake, Yeilow Lamp mussel the Gaspe shrew and 

several Coastal Plain and Arctic-Alpine remnant plants species @uke, undated). 

Despite the inteosity of human use of the land and resources, almost 40% of the 

Province remains in a relatively naturai state, infiuenced predomhantly by natural processes 

(Lynds and Leduc 1995a). AIthough many of these patches are smaii and scattered, and 

although some development and change is inevitable, it is not too late to avoid losses of the 

more important habitats and elements of natural heitage. It is possible to preserve and 

protect representative examples of the remaining natural areas and ecosystems (Nova 

Scotia Department of Naturai Resources 1994). 

Table 1: Species at Risk in Nova Scotia 

Acadian whitefish 
Le. therback tude 

Pfants Eastern mouniah avens Golden crest 
Pink coreopsis Plymouth gentian 
Thread-leafed sundew Sweet pepperbush 
Water pennywort 

et al. 1989: Nova 

2.2.3 Land Ownership 

Blue whale 
Fi whale 
Hwnpback whale 
Eastern bluebird 
Ipswich spax~ow 
Least bittem 
Fkd-shouidered hawk 
Cooper's hawk 
Long-taiIed shrew 
Gaspe shrew 
Southern fiying squirrel 
Blandings turtle 
Shortnose sturgeon 
Lilaeopsis 
New Jersey rush 

Scotia Department 

The challenge to conservation efforts posed by the arnount of land in private 

ownership is particularly strong in Nova Scotia. Almost three quarters of the Province is 

privately owned (see Figure 1) and subject to many cornpeting demands. 



Figure 1: Land Ownership Patterns in Nova Scotia 



A large proportion is owned or under license by pulp companies (723,000 hectares), or is 

in fm holdings (412,000 hectares), or under cooperative forea management with the 

Department of Natural Resources (460,000 hectares) (Wildlife Advisory Council 1993). 

Twenty-one percent of aiI private forest land is owned by corporate interests, 

predorninantly large pulp and paper companies (MacDonald 1990). As in other parts of 

Canada, many of the most ecologically significant areas are privately owned. 

Many of the old growth forests, alpine plants, wetlands with rare plants, unique 

shorelines and places of historicai and spirituai significance are found on pnvate lands 

(Leefe 1992). Private lands aiso represent some of the most highly threatened areas in the 

Province (Biodiversity Science Assessrnent Team 1 994; Harding and McCullum 1994). 

Many private lands are being logged and with about 50% of the forested area being 

sofhvood, and the demand for softwood increasing, the threat to many areas is hi&. Even 

those areas that are managed for "conservation" are actually managed for resource 

exploitation focused on a single species, particularly game species. Other rural lands are 

being sold for development. Since the mid 1 9 6 0 ~ ~  there has been rapid acquisition of 

recreational land by non-residents, particularly wealthy urbanites fkom throughout North 

America and Europe (Land Resource Group 1990). Family f m s  and back woodlots have 

become a source of speculative value to rural land owners, with potential implications for 

the conservation values of these lands (Land Resource Group 1990). Another significant 

trend in land ownership is the accumulation of land and logging rights by large forestry 

corporations. Small woodlot owners as well as the natural environment, have suffered as a 

result (Land Resource Group 1 990). 

Only 26% of the Province is in crown ownership and over one half of that land is 

leased or licensed to major forea companies (Lynds and Leduc 1995a; Leduc and Smith 

1992). The crown lands not leased or licensed to major forest companies are largely lands 

of lower productivity (Lynds and Leduc 1995a). The crown land is also not evedy 

diaributed geographicaily, so the protected areas only on crown land will not provide 

representation of all the natural habitats, ecosystems and landscapes in the Province. A 

significant proportion of crown land, approximately 19%, has recently k e n  committed to 

conservation through the Parks and Protected Areas System Plan. The remaihg areas 



have been committed to resource extraction and other productive, economic activities 

(Downe, personal cornrnULUlcation; Public Review Cornmittee 1995). 

2.2.4 Conservation Efforts 
Conservation efforts in Nova Scotia have evolved in response to the human-induced 

changes to the ecosystem. The aboriginal inhabitants had a close and dependent 

relationship with the natural world. Some rural European settlers developed a sense of 

stewardship of the land, and passed both the land and their land ethic on through 

generations. By the 1800's. however, the prevalence of stewardship decreased and impacts 

on the natural landscape and resources soon becarne apparent. Consequently, the 

governent became involved in wildlife management and, later, nature conservation 

(Dodds 1993). Initial efforts focused on forestry and the management of game species, 

which set the course for conservation priorities in the Province. Institutional responses 

focused on public acquisition of land and land-use planning, and became increasingly 

removed fiom the Iandowner. Eventually, as forestry and agriculture intensifid, wildlife 

management became integrated into forestry practices and resource management (Dodds 

1993). Consemation was pnmarily the responsibility of the Department of Lands and 

Forests (which later becarne the Depariment of Natural Resources). The Department 

consisted of forestry and wildlife divisions and in 1960 a parks division was added to the 

department (Dodds 1993). The Department's preservation and protection mandate 

remains a relatively small part of overall conservation efforts in the Province. The 1980s 

brought new policies and legislation with a stronger conservation mandate for the 

Department, which Uicludes integrated resource management and pnvate land stewardship. 

Nature conservation is now a joint effort shared by the Federal and Provincial 

govemment, and by private groups and agencies. The main Federal govemment 

depments  concemed with conservation are Heritage Canada (formerly Parks Canada) 

and the Canadian Wildlife Service (Environment Canada). Heritage Canada is responsible 

for national parks and the Canadian Wddlife Service is responsible for migratory bird and 

wildlife sanctuaries. The mandates of these departments focus on protecting nationally 

significant areas and features. 



The Wddlife Division is involved in the conservation of wildlife habitat, integrated 

resource management initiatives, and corporate stewardship programs for wetlands. The 

Parks Division is responsible for the parks and protected areas systems plan. The plan 

involved an assessrnent of dl crown lands to determine prïorities for protection. A systems 

approach was used, based on a landscape classification system and a "'gap analysis" 

process. The plan aims to protect representative natural areas selected fiom al1 natural 

landscapes. Thhty candidate areas were proposed based on the following critena: size 

(over 2000 hectares), level of disturbance (predominantly roadless with minimal cultural 

impacts), ownership (prirnarily on crown land), representativeness (representative of a 

particular landscape), natural features (containing outstanding natural features), and 

recreational potential (offering wilderness travel opportunities) (Nova Scotia Depariment 

of Natural Resources 1994). The candidate sites were proposed and public feedback was 

obtained through a public consultation process. Thirty-one sites were selected and 

approved by the Minister of Natural Resources in 1996. The proposed system of 3 1 sites 

includes representation from 26 of the 77 "nahird landscapes." It increases the total 

proportion of protected area to eight percent of the Province (287,000 hectares and 19% of 

provincial crown land). Within 13 of the candidate areas, 39,000 hectares of old forest 

(over 100 years old) have been identified (Lynds and Leduc 1995b). 

The Parks Division also coordinates the Speciai Places Program. They select and 

manage areas designated as Special Places based on specific cnteria (see Table 3 ) .  They 

aiso maintain files on significant sites, on both crown and private land. These sites have 

rare or endangered species or represent one of the Province's naturai ecosystems or 

landscapes. The Parks Division is also responsible for provincial parks and significant 

ecological sites occurring within parks. These areas also preserve unique, rare or 

representative nahird features, although some are established for recreation and tounsm 

purposes. 

Non-government groups and private citizens are also involved in conservation in 

Nova Scotia. The Nova Scotia Wddlife Federation, Ducks Udimited, Wtldlife Habitat 

Canada, the Trappers Association of Nova Scotia, the Bowhunters Association and the 

Nova Scotia Salmon Federation have specific interests in wildlife/garne conservation. 



Other groups include the Nova Scotia Bird Society. the Blomidon Field Naturalists, the 

Halifax Field Naturdists, the Nature Conservancy of Canada, the Clean Nova Scotia 

Foundation, the Canadian Nature Federation, the Ecology Action Center Wilderness 

Committee7 the Nova Scotia Federation of Naturdists the Nova Scotia Nature Trust and 

several local naturalist and environmental groups. 

Organized private land conservation and stewardship efforts in Nova Scotia are 

relatively recent . Examination of the history of these efforts reveals a strong emphasis on 

wetland stewardship, to the exclusion of other types of conservation. The primary 

govemment agency involved in stewardship has been the Wddlife Division of the 

Department of Natural Resources. It has built solid partnenhips with Ducks Unlimited, 

Wildlife Habitat Canada, the North Amencan Waterfowl Management Plan and Eastern 

Habitat Joint Ventures. In 1990 the wildlife division developed a Wetland Stewardship 

Plan for Nova Scotia (MacDonald 1990). In 1992, the Province passed the Conservation 

Easements Act. During the years between 199 1 and 1994 the Province signed corporate 

stewardship agreements with Bowater Mersey, Stora Forest Industries, and Scott 

Maritimes (Milton 1995a). Severai stewardship workshops have dso been held in the 

region. The first conservation easement was signed in 1994, and in 1995 the wildlife 

division prepared a ciraft Stewardship Strategy for Nova Scotia (Milton 1995). The 

recently established Parks and Protected Areas Systems Plan recognizes the importance of 

private stewardship in completing the protected areas plan, although no commitments or 

plans have been made to address these needs. The Department of Xahiral Resources has 

created a few publications for landowners to provide information on the management of 

private lands for wildlife. Several of the non-govenunent groups mentioned above have 

become involved in private land conservation including Ducks Unlimited, the Nature 

Conservancy of Canada, the Nova Scotia Nature Trust, local land trusts and other 

community groups including the Tusket River Environmental Protection Association, the 

Margaree Environmentai Association, the Kingsburg Coastal Conservancy and the Bras d' 

Or Preservation Foundation. Private individuals have been involved in protecting natural 

areas through partnerships with conservation organizations and agencies, sale or donation 

of land. Some landowners aiso buy land specifically to protect significant features or 



practice conservation on their own lands independently, while several corporations have 

been trading or donating lands of conservation value with conservation groups. 

2.2.4.1 Legislation, Policies and Plans 

Nova Scotia has several important pieces of conservation-related legislation and 

initiatives that have the potentiai to benefit private land conservation (see Table 2 and 

Table 3). The most effective, or widely used of these are the Special Places Act (1989)- 

the Conservation Easements Act (1992), and the Parks and Protected Areas System Plan 

(1995). 

Table 2: Provineid Initiatives Relevant to Private Land Conservation 

1 Nova Scotia 

Old Forest 

The Parks and 
Protected Areas 
PldStrategy (in 

, p r o v )  
Sustainable 
Development 
Strategy ( t 992) 

Focuses on sustainable use. not nature presemtion 
Proposes use of a diversity of t& ranging h m  education to legal agreements 
Proposes that the Widlife Division be the coordinator of a multi-party approach 
to stewardship, involving govenunent agencies and non-governmental groups 
Places pnority on inventory, evaluation, and protection of old forests 
Includes educational goals. and sustainable forest management on private and 
crown lands 
A systematic plan to protect representative areas for each of the Province's 
natural landscapes, and unique, rare, or otherwise outstanding features, or areas 
w hich provide wildemess recreation opportunities 
Adds 3 1 new sites to the e . . g  protected areas system 
Recommends completion of the provincial protected areas system and e i d n g  
adequate representation of each of the Province's naniral regions 
Recognizes the importance of private stewardship and the protection of areas 
outside of protected areas 



Table 3: Legislation Relevant to Private Land Conservation 

Beaches Act 
(S-N.S. 1975, c.6) 
The Conservation 
Easements Act 
(S.N.S., 1992, c. 2) 

I Crown Lands Act 
(RS.N.S. 1989, 
c. 1 14) 

Environment Act 

(RS. 1989, c, 179) 

Forest Enhancement 
Act ( 1986) 
New Forest l%licy 
11 9861 
Planning Act 
(RS, c-346. S. 1) 

ProvinciaI Parks Act 

Poiicy (1988) 

Spccial Places 
Protection Act 
(EtS.N.S., 1989, 
c.438) 

1 Traiis Act (S.N.S.. 

(RN-S. 1987) 
Wildiife Strategy 

Provides protection for beaches and associated dune systems 

EnabIes the establishment of specid easements for the purposes of 
conservation Agreements can be made betwew landowners and either 
government organïzations or specinc consemation agencies 

+ Organhtions designated to hold easements include the NOM Scotia Nature 
Trust, the Nahue Conservancy of Canada the Bras d' Or Preservation 
Foundation and the Federation of Nova Scotia Naturalists 

+ Relates pnmarily to forest management issues on crown Iand. with provisions 
for integrating wildlife and recreation values nith harvesting 
Authorizes the Minister to acquire by purclme, gift lease, or Iicense any 
Iand or interest in land 

+ Provides for the presewation and protection of environment inciuding the air. 
land and water. althou&h it does not directly conaibute to consenation 
Recognizes the importance of maintainhg or enhancing wildlire and wildlife 
habitat, although directeci primarily toward increasing forest ptoduct yield 

+ Aims to mintain tong tem diversity and stability of forest ecosystems and to 
encourage c0operatio~ with landowners to ensure productive use of forests 
Provides a possi'bility for greater consideration of wiIdlire in forestry practiccs 

+ Encourages management of p h t e  woodlots, and wildIife enhancement 
uicludes a cornmimient to integrating wildlife considerations with forest 
management (including the ForestMr'idlife Guideiines) 
Has the poteotial to work for consemation thmugh zoning, bylaws. contml of 
development. municipal planning strategies and other strategies for 
infiuencing land use in the Province 
Allows the designation of proviacial protected areas 

Rwised in 1988 to e& a stmnger protection-oriented mandate 
Ovemding themc is preserving the intcgrity of the natural environment 
One of irskey strategies is cooperation with prîvate landownen 
Allows areas to be designated as ecological sites registered at the Registry of 
Deeds and subsequently remaining with the deed permanently 

+ Criteria used for designation: suitable for scientïfic rcsearch and education: 
representative example of provincial ecosystems, contain rare or endangerd 
native plants or animals, provide for long-term study of uadisturbed systems 

+ Provides options for protecting trails and special management zones adjaccnt 
to trails on private land, 
Provides a mandate for protecting wildlif'e 
AUows the Minister to purchase, lease or otherwise acquirc land for wildlife 
habitat protection, management or conservation. Allows designaiion of 
wiidlife sanctuaries and management areas on crown or private land 
Aims to maintain and manage wiIdMe popdations and diversity for the use 
and enjoyment of Nova Scotians. through integrâtcd land uses, special 
management efforts. education and private stewardship 



2,2,4.2 Protected Areas 

At the present t h e ,  excluding the proposed Parks and Protected Areas Strategy 

candidate sites, approximately 2.9% of the Province is highly protected by legislation 

(Lynds and Leduc 1995a). Figure 2 shows the ownership of land in the Province and 

relative amounts of protected land. This excludes any lands where logging, mining, 

hydroelectric development, or other industrial activities are undertaken. 

Figure 2: Proportions of Land Tenure and Protected Areas in Nova Scotia 

Crown Land 
24% 

Protected 
/ Crown~anci 

Private Land 
73% 

Nova Scotia's national parks contain the majority of this protected are* or 2.4% of 

the provincial land base. These parks include Kejimkujik, Kejimkujik Seaside Adjunct, and 

Cape Breton Highlands National Parks, and the Fortress of Louisbourg National Historic 

Park (see Figure 3). Hentage Canada maintains these sites. The Province has seven 

National Wildlife Areas and eight Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuaries, addstered and 

owned by the Canadian Wildlife Service. The Province has one Ramsar site (wetlands of 

international significance), which is also a Hemispheric Shorebird Reserve. 

Provinciaily protected areas account for oniy 0.25% of the Province. The Parks 

Division is responsible for seven sites protected under the Special Places Protection Act 

(MacKinnou, personal communication). The Department of Natural Resources is 

responsible for 14 Provincial Wddlife Management Areas, 14 Wddlife Sanctuaries (fidl 



protection), 7 constituted parks, and 17 park reserves. They are also responsible for 

numerous beach parks, camping parks and histonc sites where wildlife is protected f?om 

hunting and trapping (Widlife Advisory Coucil 1993). The latter three types of sites were 

developed for their recreational potential and do not conm%ute substantiaily to protected 

areas. The multi-party Eastern Habitat Joint Venture program protects three wetland sites 

(Bumett and Hundert 1994). The Department of Natural Resources also maintains one 

private property that is protected through a conservation easement. 

Protected natural areas owned or managed by private organizations include several 

bird sanctuaries acquired by the Nova Scotia Bird Society with a total of 178 hectares. 

The Nature Conservancy of Canada protects land through acquisition and easements on 

private lands. It is currentiy involved in nine projects protecting more than 1,478 hectares 

of land. Private land trusts and conservation orgaiùzations are also active in protecting 

several natural areas on private lands in the Province, through land donated or sold by 

private landowners, or protected through consenration easements. Many areas of pnvate 

land are unofficiaily protected by individual citizens but there is no registry of these areas 

and lit& assurance that the protection wiU continue once ownership is transfemd. Over 

200 waterfowl habitats, occupying 9,300 hectares, are managed by Ducks Unlimited. 

Since these sites typically involve intensive management and manipulation of wetlands, they 

are not considered to be naturd areas (Keith 1993). 

There are many other sites that have been identified as ecologically significant and 

are not yet protected. Arnong these are 76 potential ecological reserves identified through 

the International Biological Program in the 1970s and 3 1 protected areas on crown lands 

proposed by the systems plan. There are also continuhg efforts to ident@ other significant 

sites in the Province (MacDonald 1990). 



Crowa Protected Arcas of Nova Scotia 

(from ihe Nova Scotia Wildlife Habitat Conscnatiun Munusil. 1994. 1991. Halilas, Nom Scoiia: Nova Scoiia Land Use Conunittee+) 



2.2.5 Recognirion of the R o k  of Private Land Conservation 

There is increasing cornmitment to the protection and conservation of diverse wildlife 

and natural areas, and recognition of the need for an ecosystem-based approach and 

integrated planning. This cornmitment is evident in provincial initiatives, numerous 

workshops and conferences, and the efforts of non-govemrnent organïzations and private 

individuais. It appears that public support for nature conservation may also be strong. In 

the Atlantic region the degree of participation in nature-oriented activities is even greater 

than other regions, and growing faster than population growth (Canadian Wddlife SeMce 

et al. 1993). Recent s~idies have also shown that Nova Scotians have a higher level of 

concem for the protection of wildlife than other Canadians (MacDonald 1990; Wildlife 

Advisory Council 1993). Much of the concem, however, is for more recreation, resource- 

based conservation and wise use of resources than for naturai heritage preservation. Public 

concem for protected areas was evident in the results of the public consultation process for 

the Parks and Protected Areas Systems Plan. Responses indicated an awareness of the 

issues of the loss of natural areas, the gradual transformation of naturai areas into a 

working landscape, an attachent to wilderness areas and a strong sense of respect for land 

(Public Review Committee 1995; Smith 1996). 

In addition to the growing concern for nature conservation in general, support for 

private land consewation specifically is also increasing. It is important in meeting the goals 

of local applications of federal initiatives including the Endangered Spaces Campaign 

(World Wddlife Fund Canada), the National Biodiversity Strategy and the Protected Areas 

Vision. The Endangered Spaces Campaign 1995-96 progress report, for example, stated 

that the Province must work with the private sector and other agencies on a comprehensive 

stnitegy to advance consewation on pnvate lands. Private land conservation is also 

recognired as being important in meeting the conservation mandate of provincial initiatives. 

These initiatives include the Provincial Parks Policy, the Wddlife Strategy, the Sustainable 

Development Strategy for Nova Scotia the Special Places Program, the Provincial 

Stewardship Strategy Parks and Protected Areas Systems Plan (Ogilvie 1992). The 

Systems Plan highlights the need for the Department of Natural Resources to work 

cooperatively with private sector interests in order to achieve representation of the 



landscapes not present in the existing systems plan. Such cooperation is also required to 

increase the overail amount of natural area protected. The plan will therefore place a high 

priority on developing and implementing a range of alternative mechanisms to encourage 

the protection of significant n a d  areas on pnvate land. One of the recommendations of 

the Public Review Committee, who conducted the public consultation process for the 

Systems Plan, was to address barriers to voluntary protection or conservation of lands by 

private landowners (Public review Cornmittee 1995). Another of their recommendations 

was to encourage complementary management on adjacent lands where possible, through 

voluntary private stewardship (Public Review Committee 1 995; Smith 1 996). 

2.2.6 The Importance of M t e  Land Cortsmatio~~ in Nova Scotiu 

Private land conservation is an Unportant component in meeting protected areas goals 

in Nova Scotia. Although it is an important achievernent, the proposed Systems Plan will 

oniy protect 26 out of the Province's 77 "naturd landscapes" (see Figure 4). There is dso 

a lack of redundancy in its representation of Iandscapes, which makes the protected areas 

system more vulnerable to f h r e  loss of landscapes (Leduc and Smith 1992). Over 40% of 

the Province's land area will not be satisfactorily represented by protected areas (Nova 

Scotia Department of Natural Resources 1994). The proposed systems plan would also 

protect only eight percent of the Province rather than the aim of 12%. There are clearly 

significant "gaps" in representation of natural features, landscapes and ecosystems within 

the Province. These gaps cannot be filled by a plan based solely on protected areas on 

crown land (Leduc and Smith 1992). 



Figure 4: Nova Scotia's Natuml Landscapes 



Effective systems level planning requires integration of large scale goals with smaller 

scale goals, in a system that is linked across hierarchical levels. The Provincial Protected 

Areas Systems Plan eliminated many sites of potential value with the critena used to 

determine candidate sites. Specifically, the plan eiimlliated ail private lands from 

consideration. It also eliminated d natural areas under 2000 hectares, and areas without 

wildemess recreation potential. There must be an accompanying approach to deal with the 

gaps in the systems plan approach and integration with more localized systems planning. 

Because of land tenureship in Nova Scotia, such efforts will require the integration of 

private lands into the protected areas network. 

Many of the exkting protected areas, as weli as sites proposed in the Systems Plan, 

are relatively small and isolated. TheÛ ecological viability is questionable, particularly in 

light of the development and resource-extraction takhg place on the surroundhg lands. 

Existing sites have been managed according to traditional approaches that have not been 

based on ecosystem-level concems and the principles of conservation biology. Recent 

efforts to move towards an ecosystem-based approach to park management indicate that 

private lands will play an increasingly important role in the long-tem Mability and effective 

management of exîsting protected areas. 

Governent agencies have traditionally created protected zreas in the Province, using 

public acquisition approaches. Alternative institutional arrangements and approaches are 

now required, ùi light of the land ownership patterns, and economic, technical and political 

challenges facing conservation effbrrs. 



2.3 Private Land Conservation: A Background 

Private land conservation has become a popdar means of protecting natual heritage 

throughout North Amenca (F3rusnyk et al. 1990). Expefiences with pnvate land 

conservation have been positive and encouraging. Many innovative strategies have been 

developed by private landowners and managers themselves and by numerous government 

and non-govemmental organizations worldwide (President's Commission on Environmental 

Quality 1993). Studies indicate that the participating landowners are comrnitted to 

stewardship, and show their support through their actions on their land and the value they 

place on wildlife and habitats (Brusnyk et al. 1990). 

A broad range of strategies and tools for acbieving private land conservation are 

currently in use, in response to the diversity of both landowners and the lands and 

resources in need of protection (Hoose 1981). There are several strategies for protecting 

natural areas and biodiversity on private lands that operate independendy of private 

landowners themselves. These strategies include public acquisition and management of 

lands, legislation, economic controls and polices which influence land use. Other strategies 

involve the specific tools of land-use planning, including : zoning, municipal strategies, 

development agreements, and land-use bylaws (Board on EnWonmental Studies and 

Toxkology and Commission of Life Sciences 1993; Evans 1992; Hilts and McLeilan 1984; 

Hilts 1989; Madsen and Petterson 1987; Norton 1986; Strong 1983; Van Patter and Hilts 

1990). Many of these strategies may be quite appropriate for Nova Scotia. However they 

are beyond the scope of my research, which focuses on strategies based on voluntary 

stewardship of land. 

2.3.I To& for Voluntary Conservation on hivate Land 

There are several tools that can be used to encourage voluntary private land 

conservation and which are commonly promoted in exïsting pnvate land conservation 

programs. They Vary in their efficiency, cost, the strength and dwation of protection they 

offer, and the degree to which they restrict a deed (Hoose 1981). Consequently, most 

private land conservation programs try to provide a range of tools for landowners, or 

determine specific local needs and target their efforts accordingly. There are three main 



types of private land consenmtion tools including: education, agreements, and transferals 

of property or certain propem rights to a conservation organization or agency. 

2.3.1.1 Information/Education-based Tools 

Education 

The least restncting and least demanding strategy available for conservation on 

pnvate lands is education. It is an essential element in successfiil private land conservation, 

and is an important component of ail conservation tools. It is usuaily considered as one 

step in the process of gainhg a higher level of conservation commitment. 

Education efforts may be general or more focused. General education efforts rnay 

use brochures and other advertising that provides information on general conservation 

values, conservation tools and strategies, supporting organizations, and incentives to 

landowners. There are also more focused educational efforts, centered upon a landowner 

contact program. Such a prograrn identifies key sites, notifies targeted landowners of the 

signincance of their property, and then provides information, support and advice. It ofken 

involves regular communication with landowners about achievements and developments 

within a particular private land conservation effort or prograrn. Landowner contact 

programs usuaiiy also provide some means of recognîzing the voluntary participation of 

owners through gifts or awards or public acknowledgment in the media or on publicly 

displayed plaques (Caza 1993). The landowner contact prograrn is usually the means 

through which landowners explore other tools, such as agreements (Filyk 1992; Hilts and 

Reid 1993). Some advantages and disadvantages of education-based approaches are 

outlined in Table 4. 



Table 4: Education-based Tools for Private Land Conservation 

a) Landowner 
Contact 
specifically 

relies on voluniaqr support thereby 
retahing W o m  of choice, 
independence and fleuibiiity 
has potential to provide long term 
changes in attitudes and behaviour 

allows effective targeting of efforts 
caters to specific landowner needs and 
interests 
provides a framework for enacting 
other protective techniques 
knowing the position of the landowner 
ailows prioritization of scarce 

sofi-seii approach does not 
provide aay guarantee of 
protection 

can be very costly and time 
consuming 

2.3.1.2 Agreements 

The most inexpensive and least cornmitting agreement option is the informai verbal 

agreement between a landowner and a conservation organization or agency. Verbal 

agreements have been used to protect over 4,400 hectares of natural area in Ontario, 

through 350 agreements with Ontario's Natural Heritage Stewardship Program. There are 

also more formal written agreements with no active management requirements, but with a 

higher comrnitment expectation than a verbal one (Hilts 199 la). Both types of agreements 

usually include a commitment to be an appropriate steward of the land. They also include a 

commitment to notiQ the conservation organization or agency involved of any upcoming 

change in land-use or ownership (MacDonald 1990). This notification provides the 

organization with an oppominity to prevent any potential threat to the area (Hoose 198 1). 

Management agreements necessitate more cornitment and involvement than the first two 

types because they include a comrnitment to a specific land management plan (Van Patter 

and Hilts 1990). Expertise and advice are provided to involved landowners, and sometimes 

labour and capital costs, to enable them to actively protect and manage their land for 

consewation purposes (Filyk 1992). The Nova Scotia Department of Natural Resources 



has used management agreements successfully for woodlot management. The level of the 

agreement, whether verbal, wrîtten or a management plan, detemiines the level of 

protection it provides. 

Agreements can provide a startîng point for building a long-tenn relationship with a 

landowner and for initiating further landowner involvement in conservation efforts (EWts 

and Reid 1993). They are appealllig to landowners because in ail types of agreements 

landowners retain property ownership. This can be either an advantage or disadvantage to 

the landowner, depending on the costs and cornmitment involved and landowners' interest 

in management. Similady, conservation organizations benefit by not haWig the coas and 

responsibilities of managing the land, but at the same tirne, having less control over use and 

management of the land (Hilts and Reid 1993). 

L e a l  Aereements: Conservation Easements and Covenants 

Over 500 non-profit organizations and govemment entities around the world have 

used legal agreements successfully for conservation purposes. The violation rate of legal 

conservation agreements is low (about 2%), and violations usually occur by accident or as 

a result of poorly defined terms. Despite this success, however, legal agreements are 

relatively new in Canada (Board on Environmental Studies and Toxicology and 

Commission of Life Sciences 1993; MacDonald 1990. 

Legal agreements include covenants, easements and deed restrictions. Conservation 

easements are agreements between landowners and qualified organizations, registered 

against title to the land (Cog 1993). Easements are non-"possessory" interests in the use 

and enjoyment of the property of another. They involve the sale or donation, in perpetuity, 

of certain rights to all or part of a property, to an agency or organization that holds such 

rights in the public trust. Conservation easements may restrict certain activities and uses of 

the land that could damage or destroy its ecological, scenic or resource values. Examples 

of restricted activities include industrial or subdivision development, clear-cutting, 

landscape alteration, mineral development and garbage dumping (Hoose 198 1). 

Altematively, conservation easements may confer positive rights on the receiving 

organization regarding the preservation and management of the land (Cog 1993; Powers 



1995; Sandborn 1990). The agreement includes allowance and access for the cooperating 

organization to monitor and enforce the agreement. If the agreement is violated the 

organization can take Iegal action to fulfill the easement obligations (Board on 

Environmental Studies and Toxicology and Commission of Life Sciences 1993; Cog 1993; 

Power 1995). With a conservation easement, the landowner may s t i U  sell, bequeath or 

otherwise transfer the land at any time. The easement reduces the value of the land 

because it pemanently prohibits development (Strong 1993). The cost, if purchased, is the 

merence between value of land before acquisition and its value for uses permitted under 

the easement (Strong 1983). 

A covenant is an agreement or promise made under seal, created either through 

common law or statutory process. It can create positive andor negative obligations on a 

landowner, but does not involve transfer of land or interests in land (Trombetti and Cox 

1990). Covenants cm be renewed or granted in perpetuity and recorded on the deed, 

thereby providing permanent proteaion by binding aii present and fùture owners of the 

land. The covenanting organization (individual, conservation organization or govenunent 

agency) may enforce the covenant, impose a fine for breach of covenant and may even sue 

the landowner if necessary (Edwards and Sharp 1990). 

The process of securing an easement or covenant can be time-consuming and 

possibly expensive. It may require several services including access to literature andor 

advice from a charitable conservation group or government iïgency, legal and tax advice on 

easement law and related tax and legal planning., and other professional sertices including 

appraisal, land planning and consulting (Small 1992). Steps involved in registering an 

easement include the following: a title search, legal description and plan, designation of the 

land as a "natural arm" registration of the "natural are$ in the registry of deeds, detailed 

baselme documentation, drafting an easement agreement, cabinet approval of the easement 

(only required if the Province is the grantee), registration of the easement in the registry of 

deeds and monitoring and enforcement of the easement or covenant (Power 1995). 

A deed restriction can be used when there is no organization to hold a conservation 

easement . The landowner is responsible for monitoring and enforcing the agreement. 

There is, therefore, a high risk of non-cornpliance when the property changes hands. This 



disadvantage is somewhat ofEset by the inclusion of a reverse interest clause that transfers 

title to a named person if the landowner violates the agreement. 

Silecial Places Desimation 

Another option available to landowners is designation of the land under the Nova 

Scotia Speciai Places Protection Act. Although this option has not been used extensively, 

it assures long-term protection since the plan is legdy binding on subsequent owners of the 

property. It is limited, however, to sites meeting educational, scientific and ecological 

criteria (see Table 3). Special Places designation involves a management plan administered 

by the Province. The provincial government takes responsibility for establishing and 

maintainhg w e y  boundaries and signage and for enforcing the regdations set out in the 

management plan. The procedures for designation incbde the formulation of a 

management plan, legal description and plan, designation as an ecological site, and 

registration in the registry of deeds. Violations of the agreement are dealt with through the 

Special Places Act. Violations under most other types of stewardship agreements are deait 

with through cid legal actions, which can be costly and tirne-consuming. 

Other Provincial Desimations 

As indicated in Table 3, there are other designation options available for private lands 

under specific circumstances inciuding designation as a wildlife management area, 

protection of a beach or areas adjacent to a provincial park. 

Leases 

A lease agreement creates an interest in land, but ody for a designated period. The 

agreement detennines the conditions for tenant entry ont0 the property, management rights 

and responsibilities, and other conditions including exclusivity of possession and 

compensation. Private land may be leased for conservation purposes in one of three ways. 

A landowner rnay lease his or her land to a conservation organization. The landowner is 

then provided an incorne or rent, while active conservation projects are developed on the 

property (Filyk 1992). A second leasing option involves a lease-back In this case, the 

land is sold to a consewation organization which may place restrictions on the land. The 



organïzation then leases the use of the land back to the original owner. Alternatively, a 

f m e r  can lease land from a conservation organization for a nominal fee, under the 

condition that he or she signs a management agreement (Hilts 199 1 a). 

Leases are more cornrnonly used in agridtural regions where they are a comrnon 

form of land management. They have been quite succesdd, for example, in the prairie 

provinces, and k f b g  areas of Great Bntaui. Leases cm be beneficial in situations 

where the landowner has little cornmitment to conservation, but is motivateci by economic 

incentives. They are also beneficiai when acquisition is inevitable and the agency wants 

interim control of the land (Hilts et al. 1991). Leases can be a vehicle for maintainhg 

landowner interest in conservation efforts and can lead to evenhial purchase or donation 

(Hiits and Reid 1993). Lease-backs can accommodate landowners who do not want 

involvement in the conservation process, but who support conservation goals. 

Licenses 

A license is a written agreement granting a conservation organization the right to 

enter ont0 a property to conduct a specified activity, (e-g. wildlife monitoring and 

management, protection of wildlife corridors). It does not create an "interest" in land. It 

allows the landowner to protect specific natural habitats while profiting from certain 

activities that are covered by the license (MacDonald 1990). The license is not registered 

on the deed and therefore does not affect fùture owners of the properfy. Advantages and 

disadvantages of different types of agreements are outiined in Table 5 .  



Table 5: Agreement-based Tools for Private Land Conservation 

De& 
Restriction 

Special Places 
Act 

Sirnple 
Inexpensive 
Fiexiile and adaptable 
Non-threatening 
Landowner rer=Unr ownership 
Readily accepteci 
Inevpensive 
Flewile and adaptable 
Landowner retninn land ownefshi~ 
Targets specinc ecosystem 
management objectives 
May be Iegaiiy binding 
Offer -ter protection than other 
agreements 
Landowner retsins land awnefship 
Landowner retains land omership 
Fiexiile 
Inexpensive 
Provides economic incentive 
Landowner retains land ownership 
Fley1ile 
Security of protection 
May be legally binding in perpetuity 
Landowners retain ownership 
Cheaper than fee acquisition 
Provide legal power for enforcement 
Potential property and incorne tau 
benefïts 
Cheaper for grantee organization 
beause management is provided by 
iandowner 
Less controversial b u s e  the land 
remains in production or use 
Provides landowner education and 
cornmitment 

Can be used where there is no 
qualifieci orgauization to hold an 
easement 
Ensures long tenn protection 
Provides government assistance with 
proteciion and management 
Violations dealt with through the 
Special Places Act (quasi-criminal) 

Non-binding on future owners 
No enforcement power 
Eady tenniaated 

Non-binciing on future owners 
Little d t y  

May be non-binding on future owners 
Limiteddmtion 
Demanding of the landowner 

Limited appiication to conservation 
Easiiy revoked 

Expensive 
Limited duration 
Cornplex legal document 
Time consuming process 
Potential capital gains tau penalty 
Lack of experience and expertise in 
deaihg with easements 
Land must meet certain requirements 
to be designated and enforceci 
Can beeupensive 
Unfamikir to landowners 
Restricts activities on the land, and 
fûture sale of the property 
High level of cornmitment and 
responsi'bility involved for the grantee 
organization or agency 
May become difficult to enforce wiîh 
t h e  and ownership change 
Landowner must monitor and enforce 

Limited to sites meeting particuiar 
criteria (prwincialiy sienificant) 
Not available for use for non- 
government groups 

(Adapted h m  Keit .  1993) 



2.3.1.3 Transfer of Title or Selected Property Rights by Gift or Sale 

Creative Develo~ment 

Creative development involves combinations of purchase, re-sale, easements and 

sometimes subdivision development or lot severance, with the purpose of saving significant 

lands in the process (Hilts and Reid 1993). Limiteci development is a compromise strategy 

allowing a land owner to sel1 or transfer some of his or her land in order to preserve the 

remainder (Board on Enwonmental Studies and Toxicology and Commission of Life 

Sciences 1 993; Elfring 1989). Another creative development option involves transferable 

development rights. This option dows a landowner to sell or transfer the right to develop 

a property that has been foreclosed by regulation to another individual who owns land that 

can be developed. The approach is based on the principle that greater density development 

at the receiving site is offset by open space at the transfemng site (Board on Environmental 

Studies and Toxicology and Commission of Life Sciences 1993). 

Land Excbanee 

Another method of obtaining desired consemation lands is to offer landowners 

alternative lands in exchange for their land. This can achieve more effective land ownership 

patterns without requiring the expenditure of large sums of money (Board on 

Environmental Studies and Toxicology and Commission of Life Sciences 1993). The 

landowner receives a satisfactory piece of l e  with no restrictions on its use and 

management. The disadvantage is that it requires possession of an appropriate piece of 

land for exchange. 

Sale - 
The option of public acquisition of land is highly desirable in some cases because it 

allows the conservation organization or agency fiil1 ownership and control of the land. 

However, the option can be costly and landowners may be unwilling to sell. If landowners 

sel1 their land at market value, they may have high tax consequences (Cutting and Cockli 

1992). Bargain sale is an alternative to market value purchase. The landowner is eligible 

for an income tax deduction equal to the diierence beîween the sale price and the full fair 



market value. He or she aiso has lower capital gains to pay (Board on Environmental 

Studies and Toxicology and Commission of Lifk Sciences 1993; Hoose 198 1). 

Another option is the use of a "right of first refisai" agreements, which provides 

conservation organktions with an advantage in the marketplace. It consists of a contract 

between a potential buyer and the landowner, promising the conservation organization the 

fia option to buy if the landowner decides to sell. The agreement includes a specified 

price and time period for payment. This option allows the buyer t h e  to raise hnds or 

make an appropriate counter offer to the landowner (Board on Environmental Studies and 

Toxicology and Commission of Life Sciences 1993; Hoose 1981). Its only advantage to 

the landowner is the opportunity to ensure the land is used for conservation purposes, 

while obtaining full market value. 

A final option is conservation real estate. It is an alternative to permanent 

acquisition. It may involve buying land, placing restrictions on the land, and then selhg it 

to sympathetic owners who will consewe its naturd values (Hilts and Reid 1993). 

Altematively, only part of the land may be re-sold and the remainder is kept for 

conservation purposes (Hilts and Reid 1993). This option is only usefùl in certain 

circumstances. It is usefùl where a landowner is not interested or is unable to participate in 

other protection strategîes, or where a landowner is negotiating an easement that will cost 

near market value. Purchase with sale-back is also useful in situations where the property 

is already on the market or about to be iisted, or part of an estate is going to be disbursed 

(Hilts et al. 1991). hother real estate-based approach involves a conservation group 

maintainhg a list of clients who are interested in the purchase and conservation of land. 

The group coordinates these potential buyers with significant properties that corne up for 

sale on the open (Hilts and Reid 1993). 

DonatiodGift 

Donations to a conservation organization can be made in cash or kind. They may 

involve outright donations, or living estates, donations in wills, or trusts (Board on 

Environmental Studies and Toxicology and Commission of Life Sciences 1993). They al1 

offer the landowner the opportunity to control the Ievel of protection provided when 



selecting the type of recipient organization and when specifjhg the conditions of the 

donation- 

An outright donation of land or interest in land (donation of certain property rights) 

provides the landowner with a gift tax for income tax deduction for the fidl appraised 

value. There are lower estate taxes and the Iandowuer pays less capital gains tax if he or 

she donates the land at the present tirne, rather than in the fùture. 

A bequest is a donation of land or of an easement, made in a d, to take effect at the 

t h e  of one's death. It dows unrestricted use of the land by the owner until death and 

ensures its protection thereafter. It does not offer present income tax swings, but the value 

of the donation is excluded from the estate for tax purposes, with benefit to hein of the 

property. Also, the landowner is responsible for ail property taxes. A bequest, however, 

allows the landowner flexibility and the opportunity to change his or ber mind about the 

bequest. 

A living estate, or gift of remainder of interest, involves donating land to a charity or 

government agency, while retaining the right to use the land until death. The landowner 

may also transfer the land to a conservation organi;r;ition through sale, instead of donation. 

The landownen' hein receive cash in return for title transfer. One of the advantages of a 

living estate is that the landowner maintains the right to use the lad, but is not responsible 

for property taxes. The landowner is also eligible for a tax benefit through a charitable gift, 

and the value of the g& is the full appraised value of the donation. Finally, the land does 

not have to meet the conservation purposes test. 

A trust is a propem holding device like a corporation. The landowner, however, 

controls the trust and cm alter it or revoke it at any the ,  name replacement trustees and 

place property in and take it out at any tirne. The landowner does not have to pay property 

taxes. Its main advantage is the flexibility it offers to the landowner. Such flexibility, 

however, means that any property in the trust is not strongly protected and may be 

removed f?om the trust at any tirne. 

Other donation options involve combinations of these various alternatives. One such 

option is to donate a gift of an easement now, and donate the remainder to the famiy in a 



Table 6: Tools for Private Land Conservation Based on Transfer of Title 

a) Creative Development 

b) Land Exchange 

C) Alternative Saie Options 
(bargain sale, rights of 
fm refiisal. 

d) Conservation rcal cstate 

(Adapted from Keith 1993) 

Most secure option 
Freedom of control for 
management and resource 
protection 
Public recognition 
Landowner is relieved of 
resporsiiitities and obtains tau 
benefit or benefits fiom proceeds 
of sale 

Providcs fair market pricc for 
Iandowner and conservation of 
Iand 

Provides land of equal value for 
landowner 
Requires les  financing than 
acquisition 

Providcs for fair market price for 
landowner and conservation of 
land 
Potential income ta. bendits 

Provides for fair market price for 
landowner and conservation of 
Iand 

Provides for fair market price for 
Iandowner and conservation of 
Iand 
Potential income t a w  ben&& 
Potential benefits for heirs 
Landowner can chose level of 
protection 

May be e-upensive to purchase 
May require mmy resources to 
manage and monitor 
Ownership responsiïilities may 
include fhanciai burden (tau 
and enforcement costs) 
Landorner loses ownership of 
Iand 
Lost opportunities for 
landowner commitment and 
education 

No landowner commitment 
Requires large espense and risk 
on resale value 
May be diff~cult to find a new 
buyer 

wiil. This option provides a gifi tax credit, lower estate taxes and capital gains. The 

property taxes would be lower for both the landowner and funire heirs. The landowner is 



able to gRre away the land expeditiously while mairimizing tax benefits, in that the appraised 

value is lower. A second similar option is to donate conservation easement now, and the 

remaining interests in land in a will. Landowners may give the two gifts to Werent 

organhations. There are no property taxes, and the landowner can maintain use of the land 

during his or her lifetime (Small 1992). 

2.3.2 Incentives 
Throughout the literature there is a strong call for incentives to motivate landowners 

to invest in conservation (Canadian Environmental Advisory Council 1991; Lacey et ai. 

1988; McNeely et al. 1990; Rubec 1995; World Resources Institute et al. 1992 and see 

section 2.4.2.9 for a discussion of the economic issues of private land conservation and the 

various roles of incentives). 

Financial incentives rnay involve a cash payment to encourage participation and to 

compensate for losses in productivity. Alternatively, financial incentives may involve 

grants to cover equipment, expenses inmed, or management costs. There are also 

indirect financial incentives through the provision of special tax breaks or opportunities for 

cost sharing in land management (Shelton 198 1). 

Social incentives include both awards and public recognition opportunities. They 

appeal to the need to be held in esteem by colleagues self-actuabtion or pride in 

managing land well (Shelton 198 1; Svoboda 198 1). Awards include such things as plaques 

indicating the contributions the landowner has made. or conservation-oriented @s such as 

books or nature magazine subscriptions. Public recognition-oriented awards include 

providing media coverage or public display of landowner contributions. 

Education may also be an important incentive to landowners. Stewardship programs 

throughout North Amenca have shown that landowners are often most interested in 

environmental information about their own properties (Hilts 199 lb). Landowners are also 

interested in information about land management for conservation, and information about 

programs, tools and organizatioos available for private land conservation. They may also 

be interested in technical or management advice. 



There are numerous institutional arrangements and options that cm be part of private 

land conservation efforts and which have been successfid withh Canada and the United 

States. The fist of these are govemment-based arrangements. The most significant federal 

involvement with private land conservation has been through cooperative efforts with 

private land owners having property adjacent to protected areas or whose resource or land 

use affects a protected area. Community projects such as the Department of Fisheries and 

Oceans' "Adopt-a-Stream" program have also been successful. Other federai departments 

with potential for involvement in private land conservation include Heritage Canada, the 

Canadian Wddlife Service (Environment Canada) and the Canadian Forest SeMce. The 

federal goverment is unlikely to take on a significant role in pnvate land conservation, 

however, since land and resource use is generally seen as a provincial responsibility. 

Provinciai governments are involved in several types of projects and programs that 

have been successful with private land owners. Many of these efforts focus on sustainable 

resource use or stewardship, not natural heritage protection. In Ontario, for example, the 

Ministry of Agriculture has a land aewardship program to encourage benevolent f d g  

practices. The Ministry of Naturai Resources has a long term woodlot management project 

and the Ministry also works cooperatively with landowners with Areas of Natural and 

Scientific Interest (Hilts 1991a; McCleary et al. 1992). In New Brunswick, the Fish and 

Wddlife Branch of the Department of Natural Resources is involved in a Private 

Stewardship Program (Brusnyk et ai. 1990). Some provinces have also expenenced 

success in establishing stewardship agreements with corporate owners of private land. 

Non-governmental organizations oEer another institutional option for private land 

conservation. These groups include large national organizations, regional or provincial 

organizations and local community groups such as land tmsts or naturalist groups. Private 

non-profit charitable corporations already manage approximately 7 million hectares of land 

in Canada (Canadian Environmental Advisory Council 199 1). Some of the leading private 

organizations in private land aewardship include Witdlife Habitat Canada, Ducks Unlimited 

(Canada) and the North Amencan Waterfowl Management Plan, which focus on specific 



species or habitats (Environment Canada 1993; Rakowski and Massey 1993). A few 

private groups work on the protection of natural hentage in aU habitats, such as the Ontario 

Natural Heritage League. 

Local nahiralist groups are another institutional option for private land conservation. 

The Federation of Ontario Naturalists and the Bruce Trail Association, for example, have 

been notable leaders in the field. They have pwchased reserves, encouraged others to do 

the same, and obtained handshake conservation agreements 4 t h  numerous private 

landowners (Hdts 1989). 

Nature Conservancies are one of the Iargest and most successfhl organizations in land 

acquisition and private nature reserve management in the world (Canadian Environmental 

Advisory Council 199 1; Hudson 1991; Richter 1993). Nature Conservancies own over 2 

d o n  hectares in North America. W1thi.n Atlantic Canada, the Nature Conservancy has 

acquired 13 sites, c o v e ~ g  more than 1600 hectares (Burnett and Hundert, 1994). 

Land trusts are playing a larger role in private land consecvation throughout the 

world. They are experiencing a high rate of success and are leaders in creating innovative 

approaches to conservation (Reid 1989). In Bntain, for example, the National Trust owns 

at least 10% of England, and Wales and has over 2 million mernbers (Carbin 1991). 

Similarly, in the United States the number of pnvate trusts has grown from 50 or 60 in the 

1970s to over 900 today (Carbin 1991). Trusts are also signiscant in Scotland, Australia, 

New Zeaiand and Bermuda and other parts of the British Commonwealth (Reid 1989). 

Aithough they have been slower to take hold in Canada, successfii examples inciude the 

Island Nature Trust in Prince Edward Island, which has over 100 privately owned sites 

under stewardship agreement. The Nature Trust in British Columbia is involved in nearly 

200 projects, conseMng 12,500 hectares of land and water. There are also successfùl 

provincial trusts in Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Alberta, and local trusts in Quebec 

(Burnett and Hundert 1994; Harding and McCdum 1994; Hilts 1989; Reid 1989). 

An evoiving institutionai mechanism for private land conservation involves quasi- 

public institutions and coalitions of govemment and non-govemmental organizations. 

These options offér an alternative to traditional insitutional arrangements (Board on 

Environmental Studies and Toxicology and Commission of Life Sciences 1993). The 



Naturai Resources Stewardship Program sponsored by the Natural Heritage League in 

Ontario, for example, is a coalition of 3 1 govenunent and non-governmental organizations. 

It has been very successful in obtaining a high b e l  of participation in private land 

conservation (Hilts 199 la; McCleary et al. 1992; Van Patter et al. 1990). There are also 

numerous examples of successful regionai stewardship programs involving integrated 

efforts of various agencies and organizations. Examples include the work of the Prairie 

Pothole Project and Wddlife Federation's Habitat Trust in Saskatchewan (Hïlts 1989). the 

Critical Wddlife Program for Uplands, Td Grass Prairie Conservation Program, and the 

Habitat Enhancement Land-Use Program in Manitoba; the Wildlife Protection Prograrn in 

Alberta, and Quebec's Habitat Retention Program (Cox 199 1 b; Weatherill 1989). 

There are advantages and disadvantages of each of the institutional arrangements (see 

Table 7). A combination of options should be available to landowners. 



Table 7: Advantages and Disadvantages of Various Institutional Arrangements for 
Private land conservation 

Technid eq&&e and resources 
hfhstructure and stafffor management, 
and enforcement 
Considered long term 
People are familiar with government 
agencies and their role in resource and 
land management 
Able to hciiitate complicated multi- 
party agreements that cross agency 
boundaries 
More cost effective operations with 
Iower overhead costs 
Can overcome bureaucratie hwdles in 
Pm- 
Less politicai 
Can hold land for sale to an agency in 
increments over several years 
Can obtain properties at bargain rates 
increased risk-taking abilities and 
expertise, qui& discovery and response 
capabilities 
Can supply volunteer help and expertise 
Can be very local efforts with 
mmmUILi~-based a p p r ~ c h  
Combines ail the acivantages of both 
govenunent and non-government groups 

Public distnist of goverrunent 
Inability to carry out the extensive 
educational efforts required, and 
must reiy of landowners 
approaching them 
Lackofhning 

Lack of public awareness of private 
groups 
Lack of permanency of private 
WUPS 

Timeaasuming and difncult to get 
diverse groups working together 



2.4 Relevant Research and Research Needs 

Chapter two has thus far descn'bed the importance, and potential effectiveness of 

private land conservation., and options available for its use and encouragement. What 

remallis uncertain, however, is the best approach for implementing private land 

conservation., particularly in the Nova Scotian context. The following section discusses the 

current statu of relevant research. It also presents research needs related to the topic of 

private land conservation generally, and specific variables, research approaches, and 

rnethodologies applicable to my research. 

2.4.1 General Overview of Related Reseurcli 

The literature relevant to this study is drawn ffom four main bodies of work. Fust, 

literature is drawn fiom broader research on environmental attitudes and behaviour. This 

literature includes studies of the importance of environmentally-based ethics, beliefs, 

attitudes and knowledge in influencing environmental behaviour. It also includes studies of 

socio-demographic variables influencing environmental attitudes and behaviours. A 

substantiai number of empirical studies have been undertaken in this area, beginning in the 

early 1970s. This literature provides insight into potentially significant variables influencing 

participation in private land conservation (see 2.4.2). 

The second body of work relevant to my research encompasses a relatively ment and 

growmg body of literature focused on the tools and techniques of private land conservation 

(see .4ppen&x 7). Numerous private land trusts and stewardship programs have also 

published handbooks on options available to landowners (e.g. Hilts and Moull 1988; Hilts 

and Reid 1993; Island Nature Trust 1989; Land Trust Miance 1993; Ontario Heritage 

Foundation 1990). Overall this work is usefiil in providing background information on the 

options available for pnvate land conservation. It does not, however, provide information 

on the applicability of the various techniques, feasibility or considerations for their use in a 

particular context. 

The third body of literature relevant to my research is the very lirnited work related to 

landowners and conservation within the Nova Scotian context. There have been no studies 

of basic landowner attitudes and vaiues about land, land ownership, environment or 



conservation in the Province. The only existing studies are woodlot owner surveys related 

to fore- policy, and studies of land use and land capability for the purpose of planning 

(Le. Redpath 1974; Wellstead and Brown 1993). There was a review of conservation tools 

available in the Pmvince and a draft provincial stewardship plan, but these were done with 

littie landowner consultation (MiIton 1995a). There is also a report on the Wetland 

Stewardship Program for Nova Scotia (MacDonald 1990), and a report on landuse 

planning options for conservation (Evans 1992. 

The most relevant Literature for my research is a relatively recent body of literature 

focusing spedically on pnvate land stewardship and conservation efforts. The number of 

studies in this area has continuai to rise since the first few studies in the eariy 1980s. 

Research has tended to be very practical and focused on answering a specific question for a 

particuiar program and conte-. It includes several empirical surveys associated with 

existing private conservation efforts across Canada (e.g. Brechtel and Anderson 1 987; 

Brusnyk et al. 1990; Hilts and McLellan 1984; Hilts 1989, 1991a; Melinchuck 1987; 

Morgan 1985; Moull 1987; Russell and Eskowich 1989; Van Patter et al. 1990; Waddell 

1990) and the United States (Danielson and Leitch 1986; Gobster and Dickhut 1988; 

Scenic Hudson Inc. 1986). There are other landowner studies that have been done 

throughout North America, without affiliation with an existing program (e.g. Bardecki 

1984; Farris 1992; Mitchell and Labaree 1991; O'ComeU and Noss 1994; Rakowski and 

Massey 1993). A signiticant amount of the related work is not ernpirically based. It is 

mostly related to potential obstacles to private land conservation (e.g. Athson 1986; Caza 

1993; Comozzi 1991; Cox 1989; E h g  1989; Evans 1992; Farris 1981; Fiiyk 1992; 

Goodier 1986; Harris 1994; Haymond 1990; Maynard 1995; Shelton 198 1; Svoboda 

198 1). The literature also includes several important studies fiom Britain and New Zealand 

that offer insight into private land consewation issues generally (e-g. Cutting and Cocklin 

1992; Edwards 1994; Edwards and Sharp 1990; Van Vurren and Roy 1993; W ï s  et al. 

1988 ). 

Many existing studies have a rnuch narrower focus than the broad issue of enhancing 

private land conservation, and they are usually one of three types. Some of the studies 

focus on a particular type of stewardship such as habitat enhancement for waterfowl or 



fish. M e r s  f o w  on a partidar kind of landscape, predominantly wetlands (e.g. Bardecki 

1984; Danielson and Leitch 1986; and Kreutzwiser and Pietraszko 1986). Other work 

focuses on specific fàctors iduencing private land conservation, such as knowledge or 

attitudes of landowners towards the environment, or attitudes towards particular tools and 

institutional arrangements. The works by Hilts (1984 and 1989), Morgan (1985), 

Melinchuk (1987 ), M o d  (1987), and Scenic Hudson Inc. (1986), for example, focus 

specincdiy on Iandowner attitudes towards protection strategies (tools) in a specific 

geographic region. Brusnyk et al. (1990) compare participants and non-participants in a 

habitat project on private lands. Bardecki (1984), focused on the innuence of incentives on 

participation in conservation efforts. Overail, the existing work on landowners and private 

land conservation is not extensive, nor sufiïciently comprehensive for application in Nova 

Scotia A few studies have begun to examine the issues of private land conservation in a 

broader context. They have initiated efforts to synthesize work of other researchers to 

provide a general fiamework for private land conservation. The best exarnple is the work 

by Hilts based on private land conservation efforts in Ontario (Hilts 1991% 1992, 1993a). 

Each of the variables potentially innuencing private land conservation is discussed in the 

follcwing section. For the reader seeking specific information on relevant studies, tables 

are included in Appendix 2. These tables list each study, author, date and major find'mgs 

for each of the variables presented in this chapter. 



2.4.2 Variables Infuencing M a t e  Land Cortsetvatiun Enor îS 

2.4.2.1 Landowner Attitudes about Conservation 

Research focusing specificdy on environmental concern demonstrates the important 

linkages between underlying values, beliefs and attitudes, and resulting behaviour and 

decision-making related to the environment, environmental management and conservation. 

Understanding these underlying factors can be important in planning and developing 

conservation strategies. There have also ben several specific studies of landowners to 

assess attitudes towards conservation (see Table 3 1 in Appendk 2). These studies suggest 

relationships between positive attitudes towards the environment and a greater support for 

nature consecvation, and participation in private land conservation efforts. The results of 

the studies have varied signiftcantly, however, in terms of how much these concems and 

attitudes influence actual behaviour. One study even suggests that such a relationship does 

not apply in the enwonmental domain. There is also disparity in the findings in tems the 

strength of conservation attitudes arnong rural landowners, the degree of a conservation 

ethic present in landowners, and the issues of most concem to them. Some studies have 

demonstrated that landowner characteristics and characteristics of the land base influenced 

attitudes about conservation. 

Although there have been no studies of landowner attitudes towards conservation in 

Nova Scotia, there have been studies that indicate that Nova Scotians are concemed about 

wildlife issues (Environment Canada-Canadian Wildlife Service et al. 1993). The economy 

and way of life of many Nova Scotians has been shaped by their relationship with the land 

and its resources, resulting in strong ties to the land (Nova Scotia Department of Natural 

Resources 1994; Public Review Conmittee 1995). 

2.4.2.2 Landowner Knowledge about Conservation 

Landowner knowledge about the environment, conservation generally, and private 

land conservation specificdy, has been highlighted as an important variable inûuencing 

landowners' attitudes and decision-making about private land conservation (see Table 32 in 

Appenddix 2). Some studies have concluded that landowners have a very low level of 

environmental knowledge relating to conservation issues, while others indicate that 



landowners are quite knowledgeable in this area. The discrepancy between these studies 

indicates a need for fùrther research and refinement of measures used. There has been no 

study of landowners' knowledge of options and strategies for consewation on private land 

and the degree to which a lack of such knowledge could inhibit private land conservation. 

2.4.2.3 Landowner Concems 

Studies hdicate that landowner concems are a key innuence on participation in 

private land conservation (see Table 33 in Appendix 2). The disparity and conflict between 

private rights to land and public rights of wildlife, together with the confkt between 

landowner rights and landowner responsibilities for conservation, can inhibit conservation 

efforts. The pressures of our growth-oriented society and increasing global and national 

pressure to protect natural heritage heighten these conflicts. Many landowners in western 

societies continue to hold to the historicdy predominant view of theù rights of dominion 

over their own land, and the notion of private ownership of one's home and "castle." 

Landowners may be reacting to a perception that landowner rights are being eroded and 

that there are too many demands and restrictions on them and on their use of land. It is 

increasingiy apparent to some that this traditional view is becoming irrelevant and even 

harmful. Although several authors suggest that landowner aîtitudes about their rights as 

landowners influence participation in private land conservation, there are no empirical 

studies to support them. 

Other landowner concems highlighted in the literature relate to fears of the negative 

consequences of participation in conservation related to liability, property damage, invasion 

of privacy, and restrictions on land use options. 

2.4.2.4 Tools for Private Land Conservation 

Even though the success of any conservation strategy is dependent on the support of 

private land owners, little is known about landowner receptivity to protection strategies 

(Cutting and Cocklin 1992; EKng 1989; Kreutzwiser and Pietraszko 1986). The initial 

research reveals several general trends that offer usefil insight for my research (see Table 

34 in Appendii 2). 



The studies indicate that there are a wide variety of tools available for private land 

conservation. They also indicate that care mua be taken to identiSr appropriate 

mechanisms for specific situations. To accomplish program goals most effectively, public 

and private conservation institutions need a better understanding of how their 

constituencies will react to various private land conservation tools. 

Within each study, researchers found a high Ievel of agreement among respondents 

about support for particular strategies. Results have indicated a clear separation between 

the most and les t  preferred methods of protection. In general, midies reveal that most 

landowners show some support for protection measures. Landowners are particularly 

supportive of those strategies involving voluntary cooperation or direct benefit to owners. 

They prefer those which are least stringent, involve the least govemment interference. 

impose few restrictions, and leave landownen with many options. One study ranks the 

tools in terms of landowner preference and level of commitment required. The model, 

shown in Figure 5, demonstrates the varying Ievels of cost, commitment and participation 

involved in each tool according to the work by Hilts (1 99 lb). 

Studies also indicate that landowners perceive different options as having varying 

degrees of power in protecting nature. Landowner perception of the power of an optioh 

however, was not indicative of their preference for that option. The most powerful options 

were the least preferred. 

The results suggest that there is variation in landowner preferences between diEerent 

regions and circumstances. Factors atfecting attitudes towards the various conservation 

strategies have also varied between studies. Such factors uiclude the perceived importance 

of receiving tax deductions and other economic benefits, and non-rnonetaq incentives such 

as preserving land for personal pleasure and for future heirs. Personal variables related to 

the acceptance of and preference for various conservation strategies range from education, 

and age, to income, and occupation. Some studies have aiso suggested a relationship 

between land base characteristics including size of property, years of ownership, main land 

uses, economic importance of the land, and landowner preferences for particular 

conservation tools. 



Figure 5: Tooh for Private Land Conservation 
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(Adapted fiom Hilts 1 99 1 b) 

2.4.2.5 Institutional Arrangements 

Existing studies indicate that institutional arrangements may create obstacles to 

private land conservation. Altematively, they rnay create disproportionate participation by 

some types of landowners (see Table 35 in Appendk 2). There may aiso be obstacles 

associated with an inadequacy of human, technical and financial resources within various 

institutions, and the lack of cooperation between agencies and groups. 

Landowner preferences for institutional arrangements revealed patterns within 

geographic areas, and for s p d c  landowner and land base characteristics. Between 



studies, however, there was variation in preferences. One study also revealed that 

landowner perceptions of the effectiveness of various institutions for private land 

conservation differed from their preferences for particular institutions. 

2-4-2.6 Landowner Characteristics 

Research demonstrates that landowner characteristics are important variables in 

determining people's attitudes towards nature, the environment and conservation These 

variables include age, education, gender, socio-econornic status, occupation, cuitural 

background, political orientation, and geographic location and size of residence (see Table 

36 and Table 37 in Appendk 2). 

The results of studies on landowner characteristics Vary. Some studies indicate that 

there is no consistent correlation between socio-dernographic variables and environmental 

attitudes or participation in conservation. Other studies indicate that there is correlation, 

but different -dies have found correlation between different variables, 

2-4.2-7 Land Characteristics 

The way a landowner views the environment and nature conservation, his or her 

preferences for conservation options, and conservation knowledge may be related to 

variables associated with land characteristics. These variables include property sue, 

predominant land uses, the proportion of the property in a natural state and previous 

conversion of natural areas (see Table 38 in Appendk 2). There have been no studies of 

the relationship between chmeristics of the land base and the owner's participation in 

pnvate land conservation. 

2.4.2.8 Participation in Nature-Oriented Activities 

Researchers have found varied relationships between participation in conservation 

and participation in nature-related recreation (see Table 39 in Appendix 2). In some 

studies, researchers found that participation in non-consurnptive wildlife-related activities 

was higher among landowners participating in private land conservation than for non- 

participants. Other studies, however, question this relationship. One study found a 

correlation between the practice of wildlife enhancement management and a belief in the 



importance of hunting (Haymond 1990). This discrepancy may be explaineci by the 

dif5erhg interpretations of pnvate land conservation based on either a presecvationist or a 

conservationist (sustainable use, wildlife enhancement) approach. 

2.4.2.9 Economic Obstacles to Conservation on Private Lands 

There are also many possible economic barriers to private land conservation efforts 

and landowner participation. Private land conservation, being relatively new as a 

govenunent issue, may not be given priorïty over other necessary govemment 

expenditures, despite its potential benefits (Cutting and Cocklin 1992). As a result, there is 

often inadequate long-tem hnding for private land conservation programs (Mitchell and 

Labaree 199 1 ; Munro 1 989). 

The discrepancy between private and public benefits, particularly in combination with 

the high private costs involved, can inhibit landowner participation in private land 

conservation (Cutting and Cocklin 1992; Danielson and Leitch 1 986; Thomsom 1 986). 

The disparity is due to several factors. There may be direct subsidies for activities that 

damage the natural hentage value, or income protection plans and lower property taxes for 

non-conservation uses (Van Vuuren and Roy 1993; Willis et al. 1988). This disparity is 

also a result of the inability to receive payment for al1 of the preservation benefits 

originating From preserved lands but occurring outside their boundaries (Bishop 198 1 ). 

For example, the natural area may provide benefits to harvestable wildlife that may migrate 

fiom the conserved area and provide a material benefit to someone else. Sirnilarly, 

ecological benefits are a common good, but may be provided at a cost to the individual 

landowner who provides the conservation service. The difference between social benefit 

and private cost is even greater when difficult-to-value tùnctions of nature are added to the 

analysis, such as the fact that the Ioss of a natural system or biodiversity can be an 

irreversible loss (Van Vuuren and Roy 1993). The specific factors that may infiuence 

private costs and benefits of conservation, and which have the potential to enhance such 

conservation are outlined below. 



Additional Costs to Landowners 

Participation in conservation rnay involve the opportunity cost of foregoing the right 

to use land and other resources without restriction. There may be tirne and capital costs 

associated with changing existing practices and acquiring knowledge necessary to 

undertake an effective consewation effort. There can be substantial costs involved in some 

conservation options, including coas for professional seMces and advice (Srnall 1992). 

Finally, there are costs incurred in monitoring and enforcing conservation. 

Institutional Amneements 

Institutional arrangements and mechanisms available to the landowner can strongly 

influence both the magnitude and distribution of costs and benefits of conservation 

(Edwards and Sharp 1990). They determine such things as the type and nature of 

organizations available for holding easements and covenants, what costs are shared, what 

types of agreements may be provided to the landowner, and the timing of payrnents of 

incentives (Edwards and Sharp 1990). 

Economic Disincentives 

There are many disincentives which work against conservation on private lands 

including inadequate or inappropnate subsidies, policies encouraging the conversion of 

natural areas and poor tax treatment of conservation land and donations. These 

disincentives are ofien responsible for increasing the contraa between private cost and 

social benefit as discussed above (Madsen and Petterson 1987). These factors act as 

incentives to encourage landowners to convert naturd habitats into more economically 

productive crop or pasture land, or to log the property (Brechtel and Anderson 1987). 

Tax Issues 

The importance of taxes in the protection of privately owned ecologically sensitive 

lands has been well documented (Denhez 1992; Rubec 1995). The two main taxes 

influencing conservation are income and propexty taxes. In Canada there is relatively poor 

tax treatment of donations of conservation land and this works against cornmitment to 

protected areas and protection of private lands @enhez 1992). Gifis of environmentally 



significant lands to a charity or goverment agency are subject to capital gains taxes 

because the Incorne Tax Act introduces a legal fiction stating that the donor has received 

proceeds on the gift. This erodes potentid tax benefits. There is also poor treatment of 

protective rneasures other than gifts of land, such as covenants and easements, although the 

federal tax policy has theoreticaliy enabled basic deductions for these gifts @enhez 1992; 

Strong 1983). 

M c i a l  numencal limits are also imposed upon the usability of the receipt for a gifi 

of land for conservation @enhez 1992). Specfically, donations cannot exceed yearly 

incomes and cm be carried forward for ody five subsequent years. A gift of land could be 

worth signincantly more than an annual incorne (Small 1992). 

Because of these legal fictions and tax d e s ,  gifts of natural heritage are given 

substantially worse treatment than gifts of cultural heritage. Philanthropie expenditures 

receives worse treatment than business expenditures and political donations (Denhez 

1992). 

Fominately, the federal govemment has recently made some changes to the tax 

system that improve the tax implications of private land conservation. More changes are 

also under consideration. Recent changes included Wng the ceiling of 20% of yearly 

incorne for @s of land for conservation. Another change is to provide the option of 

donating land to an approved conservation organization and receiving full value for the gifi 

as a tax credit. Previously such value was only achieved through donation to a govenunent 

agency . 

Capital gains payable on estates can also be very high, and can be an inhibiting factor 

for private land conservation. A gift of land to heirs cm hold such high taxes that the heirs 

are forced to sel1 the land to cover the costs. This issue may threaten a family's long range 

plans for the land (Small 1992). There are no capital gains taxes payable, however, if the 

property is a prîmary residence. 

Property taxes may inhibit private land conservation. Property taxes may be lowered 

once an easement or covenant is in place, but in Nova Scotia this decision regs with the 

Municipality. Since conservation easements or covenants are relatively new in Nova 

Scotia, there are few precedents in the matter. A tax break would mostly have symbolic 



value in Nova Scotia since taxes on agricultural and forest resource lands are minimal. 

Current proposais to change the provincial taxation system, however, might increase rural 

land taxes. This could increase the value of property tax benefits. At the same time, such 

a change codd discourage conservation chanties interesteci in acquiring lands for 

conservation. 

Incentives 

Incentives are necessary in light of the economic issues discussed above, to 

cornpensate for the expenses, bother, and worry, taken on by the landowner, or to 

counteract competing incentives. hcentives which work for conservation include: actions 

that divert land, capital, and labour towards conservation, or smooth uneven distribution of 

costs and benefits of conservation. Other incentives provide mitigation of anticipated 

negative impacts on local people, compensation for losses, or rewards for positive actions 

(McNeely 1988). 

Existing studies indicate the importance of economic incentives for increasing 

participation in private land conservation (see Table 40 in Appendk 2). The studies also 

highlight additional educational and advertising benefits of certain incentives. The 

appropnateness of using an incentive for a particular situation must be determined based on 

landowner preferences, and the strength of protection provided by the proposed strategy. 

Landowner preferences Vary considerably. The titerature indicates that personal 

characteristics and characteristics of the land base and land-use can influence preferences 

for particular incentives. Some studies indicate that incentives are particuiarly important to 

landowners who are not currently participahg in a pnvate land conservation program. 

Finally, an interesting trend in current studies is that landowners often rated more expensive 

incentives, such as cash for leases and easements, as excessive, even for legal agreements. 

2.4.2.10 Other Lnfluences on private land conservation 

In addition to the variables described above, there are several other obstacles that 

may influence private land conservation (see Table 41 in Appendiv 2). These relate to a 

lack of legal and political support for pnvate land conservation, includhg resource policy. 



Other obstacles relate to local issues and land use confiicts as well as inadequate resources 

and planning for conservation efforts. 



2.4.3 Reseatch Needs Identijied Through Literatixre Review 

The preceding literature review demonstrates that the variables to be considered in 

addressing private land conservation issues are: 

1) Attitudes and knowledge about the environrnent/conservation 
2) Attitudes and knowledge about tools institutional arrangements, incentives 
3) Private land conservation tools 
4) Institutional arrangements 
5) The economics of pnvate land conservation 
6) Social, economic, political and legal issues influencing private land conservation 
7) Landowner and land base characteristics 
8) Participation in nature-related recreational activities 

The literature also provides insight into the most appropriate approach for research 

on private land conservation. As evident fkom the diverse findngs of existing studies, the 

presence, magnitude, and influence of these variables must be examined within a specific 

local context (Hanis 1994). A local contexî also enables effective conservation efforts that 

fit local circumstances and are sensitive to !ocal needs. A local context enables agencies 

and organizations to set priorities for use of scarce funds, t h e  and personnel (Atkinson 

1986; Cutting and Cocklin 1992; McNeely 1988; Rakowski and Massey 1993; Rousseau 

1990). At the same time, conservation efforts must recognize and address the broad socio- 

political issues, such as goverment regulations, and incentive programs that may infiuence 

private land conservation within a speci£ic context (Bardecki 1984; Cox 199 la; Lacey et al. 

1988). 

An inmeashg emphasis is being placed on the need for rneaningful cooperation 

between conservationists and local communities (Biodiversity Science Assessment Team 

1994; Caza 1993; Dottavio et al. 1990; Harvey 1993; Heman 1993; Rousseau 1990; 

United Nations 1992). This participation is essentid to build the support and trust of local 

communities, and to ensure that local issues and concerns are addressed. Existing 

landowner contact programs indicate that landowners rnay value the process of 

consultation and cooperation even more than the content of the particular conservation 

issue (Hilts 1993a). A lack of a landowner consultation and positive relationships with 

landownen has hindered progress with previous conservation efforts (Canadian 

Environmental Advisory Council 1 99 1 ; McNeely et al. 1 990; Rousseau 1 990). Private land 



conservation research and prograrns should therefore be canïed out with meaningful 

involvement by the local community. 

Exking studies have been narrowly focused on a particular geographic area or 

landscape type. or on one particular issue in private land conservation, such as attitudes 

about strategies or institutional arrangements. These studies do not examine the various 

factors intluencing pnvate land conservation efforts in an integrated way. Some studies 

have focused on i d e n m g  landowner preferences for a pdcular issue, but none have 

taken a broad view of what encourages or inhibits pnvate land conservation. Research is 

needed that attempts to synthesize the significant variables identifiecl in previous work, and 

provides opportunities to ident* potential new variables. By addressing private land 

conservation issues in an integrated and holistic way, needs can be identifieci, priorities cm 

be determined, and a coorduiated, cooperative approach can be created to enhance pnvate 

land conservation efforts for the particular contexi being studied. 

A related gap in existing research is the absence of an integrated analysis of different 

perceptions of private land conservation issues and enhancement strategies. Most studies 

provide solely the perspective of a randorn sample of landowners who have lands of 

interest to conservation. Altematively. they provide solely the perceptions of one or two 

specific agencies or organizations involved in pnvate land conservation. There should be  a 

synthesis of at ieast three groups of people whose perceptions strongly influence the 

success of private land conservation: landowners who are potentidy (but not currently) 

involved in private land conservation, landowners who akeady have some experience with 

such conservation, and individuals who are professionally associated with the process of 

private land conservation efforts (govenunent agencies, non-govenunent conservation 

groups and academics). Fuially, existing studies have generally not provided much 

opportunity for landowners to explain their positions and reasons for particdar decisions, 

nor to provide theû own ideas on how to enhance private land conservation and 

stewardship. 

Despite recognition of the need for conservation on pnvate lands, and the need for 

innovative strategies to address conservation needs in Nova Scotia, there have been few 

attempts to determine the most effective approaches to encourage such conservation within 



the Nova Scotian context. Since landowner needs and interests are diverse and Vary 

between geographical regions, and economic, social and cultural situations across the 

country, a study within Nova Scotia seems vital for effective private land conservation in 

the Province. 



2.4.4 Summary 

Conservation on private lands is important in addressing current conservation 

challenges in many parts of the country, particuiarly in Nova Scotia. Private land 

conservation is significant in meeting the increasing demands for effective and sustainable 

oatural heritage protection, at the same t h e  as public funds and other resources available 

for conservation are decreasing. It has the potential to provide a viable alternative to some 

of the economic, technical and political challenges facing conservation. Pnvate land 

conservation does not require public acquisition and publicly funded management, and it 

encourages cooperative funding efforts. 

Private land conservation is essential in enabling an ecosystem management approach 

for existing protected areas. It can help to ensure the sustainability of protected areas, 

strengthen the capacity to conserve natural heritage, and protect land that public 

acquisition and protected areas-based techniques may not be able to protect. Private land 

conservation contributes to the protected areas agenda by ming critical gaps in the 

protected areas network to ensure a more complete and ecologically viable system. It 

enables the protection of a wider range of ecosystem and landscape types, a larger 

percentage of the Province, many of the ecologically important sites and much of the 

Province's biodiversity. It increases the potential of protecting at least the commonly 

supported national and provincial goal of 12%. It also provides "buffers" around existing 

protected areas by protecting smaller tracts of land surrounding andior connected to parks 

and larger protected areas. 

Private land conservation addresses the serious implications of the high proportion of 

private land ownership in some areas of Canada, including Nova Scotia. It also addresses 

the issues of the ecological significance of private lands and the threats that they face. 

Finally, private land conservation provides many additional and important benefits which 

work to further conservation efforts by developing working relationships with landowners 

and strengthening conservation ethics and support. It provides a context for enhancing 

attitudes and knowledge that have inhibiteci past conservation efforts. 

A review of current experience and research indicates that pnvate land conservation 

is an important and viable strategy for nature conservation. Pnvate land conservation 



offers a diversity of tools, incentives and institutional arrangements that can be used to 

encourage landowner involvement, and to meet diverse landowner needs and interests. 

Review of relevant literature indicates that results fiom previous studies on attitudes, 

behaviours and knowledge relevant to conservation have been inconclusive and conflicting. 

They have, however, provided insight into the potential variables influencing private land 

conservation. They have also demonstrated the geographic variation in the influence of 

such variables on private land conservation. There is, therefore, a need for research to 

idenw significant influences on private land conservation and methods of enhanchg 

conservation efforts. This research must be specific to the Nova Scotian context and 

address local circumstances, issues and concems. It mus  integrate the variables identined 

in other studies as influencing private land conservation. It must also integrate the 

perspectives of both landowners and individuals involved in the administration of pnvate 

land conservation efforts. 



3.1 Location and Landscape 

The case study for my research is based in Hants County. I selected this county 

because it has only one existing protected area of value to natural heritage conservation, 

and no areas designated under the Parks And Protected Areas Systems Plan. It contains 

ecologically signifiant features and eight natural landscapes that are not represented in the 

proposed Protected Areas Systems Plan (MacKimon, personai communication). rt 

provides an example of an area where private land conservation is essentiai to effective 

nature conservation. 

Hants County is located in the middle of mainland Nova Scotia, between the 

Shubenacadie River, Basin and Cobequid Bay. It occupies 3,054 km2 or 3 17,580 

hectares, which accounts for 16% of the Province. A base map of the country is provided 

in Figure 6 .  

According to the Natural History Theme Region classification, Hants County is 

predominantly Carboniferous lowlands, with some Triassic lowlands along the Coast and 

some Atlantic Interior areas (Nova Scotia Department of Natural Resources--Parks and 

Department of Education--Nova Scotia Museum 1 984). The landscape, t herefore, consists 

of lowland plains, rolling uplands and coastai fnnge areas. The geology of the areas is 

rnostly composed of Carboniferous sedimentary rocks covered with deep soils. Many of 

the river valleys are lined with Windsor Group rocks including gypsum that produces a 

special feature called karst topography. This topography is rich in sinkholes, channeis and 

some larger caves. Higher lands contain more resistant sandstones. Flat lying areas are 

often ill-drained, containing numerous bogs overlying sandstones and shales (Nova Scotia 

Department of Natural Resources-Parks Division and Department of Education-Nova 

Scotia Museum 1984). In 199 1, 77% of the landscape was forested, 19% non-forested and 

4% water (Nova Scotia Department of Finance 1995). These figures may have changed 

significantly since then because of the rapid acceleration of forestry activities in recent 



Figure 6: Base Map o f  Hants Couaty 



3.2 The History and People 

The original inhabitants of Hants County were semi-nomadic First Nations peoples of 

the Archaic Indian group and later the M'kmaq group, including both Amquaret and 

Nocoot Tnibes. Aithough these original inhabitants were severely affected by later settlers, 

some of thek descendants stiil reside in the County (Vaughan Shand 1979). The second 

phase of settlement in the area began in the 1600s. It continued for the next two centuries 

with various successions of European settlers. These settlers included Loyalists, Acadians, 

planters ftom New England and the ~McNutt settlers f?om Ireland. Various uidividuals 

were also given large grants of lands as recognition for military, political or economic 

success in Nova Scotia. Their estates were subdivided and leased to tenant fmers, and 

the descendants of many of these original families, both the estate owners and tenants, still 

reside in the county (Vaughan Shand 1979). 

Traditionally, settlements were located along the Coast due to fishing and ship- 

building interests. These areas are still relatively populated today, in addition to ribbon 

type settlements along the major highways (Nova Scotia Department of Development 

1986b). Although Hants County is highly rural compared to other parts of the Province, 

the number of rural non-fmers is increasing. At the sarne time the nurnber of rural 

f m e r s  and operating f m s  is decreasing (Nova Scotia Department of Developrnent 

1986a). 

Socio-demographic variables provide some insight into the people and economy of 

the County. The population has always been relatively small, although it has grown at a 

stable rate from almoa 29,000 in 197 1, to almost 3 8,000 in 199 1. There was rapid growth 

relative to other parts of the Province fi-om 1960 to the early 1980s. and slower growth 

since then (Nova Scotia Department of Induary, Trade and Technology 1989). The ethnic 

background of Hants County residents reflects its history and the tendency for families to 

remain in the area. English is the mother tongue of over 98% of the population (Nova 

Scotia Department of Development 1986a). The average income is 27% bdow the 

national average in West Hants, and 16% below in East Hants. Low income families 

account for 10% of the total f d e s  (Nova Scotia Department of Finance 1995). The 

average level of schooling is below grade 13. Less than 20% of the population have some 



post secondary education. The unemployment rate is about 10% for females, and 1 5% 

for males (Nova Scotia Department ofFinance 1995). 

Traditionally, the economy was based in f b g ,  lumbering, ship-building and the 

q u a m g  of gypsum (Vaughan Shand 1979). Today the predominant economic activities 

are industry and mining (Nova Scotia Department of Development 1986b; Nova Scotia 

Department of Finance 1995). The main employers are: construction, produa fabrication, 

assembling and repair, transport equipment operating, mining, quarry.ig, management and 

administration, s e ~ c e  and sales (Financial Post 1994). Many residents, however, have to 

commute outside the County for employment. Other people have moved into Hants 

County yet continue to work in Halifax or other areas. The forest industry made a sudden 

increase in production in 1993, and continues to grow (Nova Scotia Department of Finance 

1995). It is not a big employer, however, particularly because of increased mechanization 

and the trend for the larger companies to bring their own employees fi-om out of the 

Province (Hebda, personal communication). The area has also developed recreational 

facilities, rnuseums, picnic grounds, and camping parks in its effort to establish a tourist 

industry (Nova Scotia Department of Development l986a). 



4. CHAPTER FOUR: METHODS 
My research aimed to address the problem o f  how to enhance private land 

conservation in Nova Scotia. The research was designed to synthesize the broader issues 

of private land conservation explored in the literature review, with the specific issues 

relevant to Nova revealed through a case study. My research questions included 

identifying the most important issues influencing private land conservation in Nova Scotia, 

and potential actions t o  address these issues. 1 collected the data to answer each of my 

research questions using questionnaire suweys as described below. 

4.1 Study Population and Participant Selection 

The sampling methods included a mixture of both random and selective sampling to 

ensure a broad and comprehensive perspective of issues related to private land 

conservation. The overall study population was limited to those individuals involved with 

or having potential to become involved with such conservation efforts. An effort was made 

to provide representation fiom each of three main sub-groups of this overall population 

who offer important and distinct perspectives on private land conservation. The three 

groups include: landowners who have potential to become involved in conservation efforts 

on their own land ("Hants County landowners"). landowners currently involved in or 

exploring involvement in such efforts ("involved landowners"), and govemment and non- 

govemment personnel working in or interested in the area of private land stewardship and 

consemation who could offer an oganizatiodadministration perspective ("conservation 

professionals"). 

Specifically, the study population for the survey of landowners in Hants County 

included al1 non-corporate private landowners owning at least one ten hectare pro perty 

with a minimum of ten undeveloped hectares. The specific criteria of lot size and the 

amount of natural area were intended to Iirnit the survey to those individuals owning lands 

with a potential value for private land conservation. The critena also limited the study to 

sites for which the commonly used conservation stratesies are appropriate. 

1 established the study population using property maps and land ownership data 

obtained ftom the Land Resource and Information Services (Halifax, Nova Scotia). I 



elimùiated ail properties in Hants County that were under ten hectares. 1 then used recent 

aerial photographs of the County to provide information on ail areas that were no longer 

natural (Le. developed). This information was transferred to a 150,000 topographic map. 

1 then re-analyzed Hants County property maps and compareci them with the map of 

developed areas. Subsequently, 1 eliminated al1 properties that did not have ten hectares of 

naturai areas remaining. 

The database of landowners that 1 initially received was inaccurate because of 

repeated listings of multiple owners, cornpany names listed in different ways, misspellings 

and gaps in the database. I reorganized the database and detedned that there were 

approximately 1800 families h a h g  natural areas over 10 hectares in size. In addition, 

there were 127 other landowners, not included in the survey (crown, private companies and 

businesses). From this total population, 1 selected 160 landowners using a random 

numbers table. The sample size for this stage of the research was an appropriate 

proportion of the total popdation to enabte generalization of the results. The confidence 

level, based on a 50% return rate, was 90%, and the margin of error was 10% W s h  

1965). 

The second landowner group provided representation nom individuais across the 

Province who are currently involved in or explorhg involvernent in pivate land 

conservation efforts. The inclusion of these individuals was important since they are more 

farniiiar with the options available to Iandowners. They have already gained some 

expenence in private land conservation and the methods and institutional arrangements 

available for private land conservation. They have also aiready made a decision that private 

land conservation is important to them. Therefore, they offer a different perspective on 

potential obstacles and methods of enhancing pnvate land conservation. They may focus 

on dEerent issues than those focused on by people who may not have such an interest. 

There was no guarantee that this representation would occur in a random sarnple of 

landowners in one County, particulariy since the number of individuals involved in pnvate 

land conservation in the Province is relatively small. The sampling was based on names 

provided by the Ministry of Natural Resources, the Nova Scotia Nature Trust, the Nature 

Conservancy of Canada, Ducks Unlimited and other "'key informants" involved with 



landowners through resource management efforts, environmental groups and local 

cornrnunîty contacts. Any individuals who were included in the Hants County landowner 

survey were to be eliminated fkom the second survey of landowners to ensure that no 

individual would be selected twice. However, this action was not required since no Hants 

County landowners were officially involved in private land conservation. Seventeen 

individuals were included in this sample group, based on both the number of individuals 

meeting the selection criteria and availability of suffiCient information to contact them. 

Since the number of individuals included in this sample likely represents a large portion of 

the population fimng the particular criteria use& the results can be generalized with a fair 

degree of confidence (level unlaiown). 

The third group included personnel from agencies and o r g h t i o n s  involved in 

private land conservation. The sarnple included representatives kom govemment agencies 

including the Depariment of Natural Resources (Parks Division and Wddlife Division), 

Environment Canada, Heritage Canada, and the Canadian Forest SeMce. Non- 

govenunental organizations included the Nova Scotia Nature Trust, the Nature 

Conservancy of Canada, the World Wide Fund for Nature, Ducks Unlimited, the Atlantic 

Coastal Action Plan (ACAP) groups, focal environmental and landowner groups, and 

academics who have worked in private land stewardship efforts. There were 39 individuals 

included in this survey group. 

4.2 Research Instruments 

The research instruments used in the study included both written questionnaires and 

personal interviews, with the former being the primary instrument. Written questionnaires 

were appropriate for providing a broad perspective on the issues relevant to the study and 

permitted access to a larger number of participants than persona1 interviews. 1 used two 

questionnaires in the study. One was designed specifically for the two landowner surveys 

(both Hants County landowners and involved landowners), to provide a landowner's 

perspective of private land conservation issues. The second questionnaire was designed for 

individuals involved in a professional, academic or volunteer capacity with private land 



conservation. Both questionnaires and the consent card are included in the back pocket of 

this thesis. The accompanying correspondence is included in Appendk 1. 

The questio~aires were prharïly based on closed-ended questions. The responses 

were used to answer the research questions, and were based specificdy on the 9 research 

subquestions. There was also an opporîunity for written comment, and verbai comments 

for those individuals who completed their questionnaire through a personal interview, or 

who requested a follow-up in t e~ew.  These comments were used to provide anecdotal 

additions to the discussion of the results, but were not quantitatively analyzed. 

Both questiomaires assessed attitudes towards various incentives and disincentives, 

organizations and tools for private land conservation ushg a five-point Likert scale of 

agreement. Both surveys also assessed the relative usefulness of various methods of 

enhancing conservation using a simüar scale. 

The questio~aire designed for conservation professionals aiso assessed attitudes 

towards potential obstacles to private land conservation efforts, and methods of addressing 

these obstacles (using a five-point Likert scale of agreement). These questions were not 

appropriate for landowners, who are not likely to be aware of these issues, and who do not 

have an administrativdprograrn-related perspective. 

The landowner survey collected additional data on personal, lad ,  attitude, 

knowledge and behaviour variables. This information about iandowners is important since 

pnvate land conservation efforts depend on the support of landowners, and therefore must 

be based on a knowledge of the variables iduencing their participation in private land 

conservation. Personal data was collected on the following variables: age, gender, 

education, occupation, income, location of residence, urbadrurd background, duration of 

land ownership, and method of land acquisition. Information collected pertaining to the 

land itself included the size of the property, the major land uses, and conservation potential. 

Information on participation in conservation activities was obtained through questions 

relating to participation in nature-oriented recreational activities, membership in nature- 

oriented organizations and conservation programs, involvement in conservation practices, 

and tiihre plans for the land. Responses were based on nominal categories. 



1 asked several questions to ascertain landowner knowledge related to private land 

conservation. These questions were scored on a five-point Likert scale. 1 added individual 

responses together to create a knowledge score. 1 used both individual and nimmated 

scores in the final analysis. The score was proven reliable in that there was a strong 

correlation between individuai items and the summed score. 

I assessed conservation attitudes using a range of questions addressing affective, 

cognitive and behavioural-intent elements. 1 rneasured environmental concern using a 

modified version of Van Liere and Dunlap's (1978) 12 item New Environmental Paradigm 

Scale. I reduced the number of items to six, and changed the wording to eliminate gender- 

sensitive language. 1 used a five-point Likert type scale of agreement for the measure, as in 

the research conducted by Scott and Wdlit (1991). The scores were tallied, with 30 

indicating the highest environmental concem (some questions were reverse coded). 

However, in this study, two of the s u  items did not correlate with the overall 

environmental concem scaie. These two items were: "Plants and animals exist for humans" 

and "Humans have a right to change the natural environment to suit their needs." It is 

possible that the summated score is not a reliable and valid measure of environmental 

concem. The individual items, which focus on particular environmental concerns, were 

used to supplement analysis using the tallied score. 

Ideally ail variables should be measured using tested and proven measures or scales 

(Van Liere and Dunlop 198 1 ; Weigel and Weigel 1978). No previously used scales were 

adequate or appropriate for the particular concerns addressed in this study, exeept for the 

environmental concem scale. 1 created the scales for my study using ideas firom the 

literature, advice from academics and conservation professionals and the results of the pilot 

study . 

4.3 Procedure for the Study 

The first stage of the research involved contact with "key informants" in Hants 

County, and in several non-governmental organizations and govenunent agencies, to 

provide background information and to assist in the design of the questionnaire. Then 1 

conducted a pilot study with individuals fiom al1 three survey groups and with individuals 



havhg extensive experience in social science research. 1 made appropriate modifications to 

the survey based on feedback fiom this pilot study. 

For the random survey of landowners within Hants County, 1 mailed out an 

introductory letter to explain the research. The letter also indicated that 1 would be calling 

w i t b  a week. I enclosed a copy of the questionnaire, and gave landowners the option of 

completing it independently, or with assistance fkom me d u ~ g  a personal interview. 

Approximately one week later I telephoneci each landowner to determine his or her interest 

in participating. 1 attempted to find out reasons for non-participation. For those 

landowners interested in participating, I conhned the name of the appropriate person to 

complete the questionnaire, and whether the land stU contained natural areas. I also set a 

tirne and date for the i n t e ~ e w  or for picking up the completed questionnaire, and asked 

directions to his or her home. The questionnaires were then completed through the 

interview process, or collecteci once completed by the landowner. 1 arranged follow-up 

in t e~ews  if requested. 

For the survey administered to involved landowners, and the survey of personnel in 

agencies and organizations, 1 made some alterations to the survey approach. Since 1 

expected the response rate to be high for these groups, and since respondents were less 

likely to need assistance reading the survey, I did not telephone respondents. 1 also did not 

offer them the choice of an interview to complete the questionnaire, however, 1 did offer 

them a follow-up interview. 1 sent a reminder post card one week after sending the 

introductory letter and questionnaire, and a second questionnaire and letter three weeks 

later if 1 had not received a response by then. 

The follow-up interviews provided an opportunity for qualitative analysis and a more 

in-depth examination of the particular issues revealed as significant in initial results analysis. 

The in t e~ews  were semi-strudured, and were similar for each survey group. 

4.4 Survey Response 

The response rates for the three survey groups conducted were quite high for a 

survey of this type. Six@-four Hants County landowners, or 48% of the sample (for whom 

contact information was available), responded to the survey. Over half of the non-response 



was associated with perceptions of being 'too old' to complete the survey, or not having 

enough land with conservation value. Fi@-three percent of the resident landowners 

(within Nova Scotia) chose to complete the survey by personai i n t e ~ e w .  Another nine 

percent mled in the questionnaire on theù own and 1 picked it up for them, answering 

questions and providing information as required at that time. The remaining 27 percent of 

resident landownen, and the L 1% who were non-resident, completed the questionnaire on 

their own and retumed it by mail. 

The response rate for the survey of involved landowners was 88%- and included 15 

respondents. The response rate for the survey of professionals was 73%, or 39 

respondents. Ai1 questionnaires for these surveys were completed by the respondents and 

retumed by mail. 

4.5 Limitations and Delimitations 

There were several limitations of the study, based on factors beyond my control. 

First, the study attempted to rneasure several complex concepts, for which there was no 

valid or reliable scale in the literature. 1 measured the concepts using items I created. 

Their reliability and validity are therefore uncertain. 

Second, there were t h e  and financiai limitations, which limited the scope of the 

research to a case study. Strictly speaking, since I used a case study approach, the findings 

of the study apply only to the study population in Hants County. It is possible that regional 

differences could affect the applicability of generalizations of the research outcornes for 

other areas of the Province. It is likely, however, that many of the findings offer important 

hsights for the Province of Nova Scotia and add to the general literature in the field. 

The study was dso lirnited by the population data available for the Hants County 

survey. The data on property ownenhip was incomplete and it was not possible to find 

either telephone numbers or current mailing addresses for 18% of the sample. 

1 also set certain delimitations on the research. I limited the study population to 

landowners having naturai areas over 10 hectares in size. My intent was to exclude 

landowners fkom the survey with no potential or limited potentiai for involvement in private 

land conservation because their land was too small or too developed to be of conservation 



value. This approach, however, rnay have eliminated some Iandowners who have srnaller 

areas but may have a strong interest in private land conservatioa or may have land of value 

to conservation 1 also limited the study within Hants County to non-corporate 

landowners. 1 did not include large private owners including mills, forestry companies and 

other business interests, yet they are very significant in the fiiture of private land 

conservation. 1 set this delimitation to keep the data base manageable. Furthemore, there 

are cornpletely separate issues involved in corporate aewardship. 

The conservation strategies considered in my research included only those options 

available directly to landowners, such as agreements and education programs. 1 did not 

attempt to cover the broad, pubticly controlled strategies such as land-use planning and 

legislation. 

4.6 Data Analysis 

1 analyzed the survey data using both qualitative and quantitative methods. I used 

the SPSSIPC statistics prograrn for analysis (Minum and Clarke 1982; Norusis 1988). 1 

used non-parametric tests to test for relationships between variables rather than parametric 

tests because of the non-standard distribution of many scores. Non-pararnetric tests make 

minimal assumptions about the underlying distributions of the data. The speciflc tests used 

were the Kendall Correlation test, Kruskal Wallace One-way Analysis of Variance and the 

Mann-Whitney U-test. The Kmskal Wallace test was used as an alternative to one-way 

analysis of variance. The Mann-Whitney U-test was used in place of the t-test. The 

Kendall Correlation test was used in place of other tests of correlation for interval level 

data Statistical procedures were tested at a confidence level of p<0.05. I rounded off 

percentages to the nearest whole number, and excluded non-responses f?om the data tables. 

1 began the data analysis by using descriptive statistics including frequencies, mean, 

median, standard deviation, cross-tabulations and chi-square, to describe the characteristics 

of participants in each survey group. They were also used to describe responses for each 

of the research subquestions. For each subquestion 1 also exarnined Merences in 

responses between the survey groups using the Kniskd Wallace test. This cornparison was 

important to determine whether or not conservation professionals were in touch with 



landowner perspectives, and to reveal any significant differences between the three 

perspectives. 

The descriptive statistics were also used to reveai patterns in responses which 

indicated possible relationships between other variables. These indications, as well as 

potentid relationshi ps between variables revealed in the research, were then examined for 

each of the research sub-questions (Le. what variables related to conservation attitudes, or 

what variables related to conservation knowledge). These relationships were measured 

using the Kmskal Wallace Test or Kendall's Correlation (depending on  the level of 

measurement of the data). This comparison helped to identiSl significant sub-groups of 

respondents with dierent needs, concems or interests. The survey results are presented in 

this sarne order: a description of the overall results for each research subquestion, a 

comparison of groups, and a description of the variables related to responses. 



5.1 Conservation Stahis in Hants County 

Before presenting the results of the survey, I have summarized the general findings of 

background research that highlight the need for private land conservation in Hants County. 

5.1. I Land Ownersirip and Land Use 

Land ownership in Hants County is predorninantly private, including large forestry 

companies, smaller local forestry operations and family-owned private lands (see Figure 7). 

Many of these private lands are subject to resource extraction and other pressures. Many 

are owned or used by forestry companies, or are pnvate woodlots. 

Al1 of the crown land in the County, other than a small amount in park reserve, is 

potentially licensed at any one tirne to corporate forestry interests. The licenses are based 

on timber volume comrnitments, and therefore the areas are not geographically distinct and 

cannot be shown on a map. The three license holders at the present time are Canexel (ABT 

Hardboard), Mactara, and Russell White. There are also substantial amounts of crown land 

under timber agreement wit h forestry companies. 

There are several concems in the Hants County community related to land use and 

ownership that have implications for private land conservation. In the more developed 

areas there is cornpetition between farmen and residential land uses. Urban sprawl and 

increased development are occumng in areas that have been hitherto agriculturally 

productive- There are politicai pressures that encourage such deveiopment (Gilles, 

personal communication). Land use planning has not been proactive with respect to the 

environment (Gilles, persona1 communication). The Provincially significant trend of 

accumu1;lfion of land or logging iights by forestry corporations is particularly prevalent in 

Hants County (Hebda, personal communication). Landowner concems related to resource 

use trends are outlined in the discussion of issues below (section 6.3.2). 



Figure 1: Land Ownership Patterns in Nova Scotia 



5.2.2 Ecological SigncjZcunce 

The County contains eight of the 77 distinct natural landscapes of the Province. 

identified through the Parks and Protected Areas Systems Plan (see Figure 8). These 

landscapes include the South Mountain Slope, South Mountain Granite Rolling Plain, 

Cobequid Tidal Bay, Walton River Clay Plain, Shubenacadie River Rollhg Hills, Central 

Interior Slate Ridges (Rawdon Kills), Central Quartzite Hilis and Plains (S hubenacadie 

Lake), and the Central D d n s .  None of these landscapes are represented in any existing 

or proposed protected areas. Private lands are vital if the protected areas system is to 

provide representation of ail its unique natural landscapes (Leduc and Smith 1992). 

The County has some unique features, including the North Windsor salt marshes, and 

the gypsurn cliffs and other geological formations dong the Minas shore. Some of the 

significant ecological features, such as old forest sites, nesting sites, beaver lodges and 

wetlands, have been identified and mapped for the County by the Department of Natural 

Resources, but most remain unprotected. Many of these features occur on private lands 

(Leefe 1992). Al1 five non-designated I.B.P. sites identified in the County occur 

exclusively on pnvate lands (MacKinnon, personal communication). 

There are several relatively large natural areas remaining in the County, although 

recent logging activities may have fiagmented many of these during the paa few years 

(Lynds, personal communication). Since so much of the County is in private ownership, it 

is likely that private land conservation will be needed to protect some of these larger areas. 

5.1.3 Conservation Activities 

Hants West Wildlife Habitat Advocates is one of the conservation groups active in the 

County. They promote and implement projects to improve habitat for various species of 

wildlifie. Examples of their work include enhanhg trout populations, improving 

abandoned wild apple orchards, planting trees and working on an Adopt-a Stream project 

(Hants West Wildlife Habitat Advocates 1996). The Windsor Tree Commission focuses on 

tree planting efforts. The local branch of the Nova Scotia Wildlife Federation focuses 

prirnarily on habitat issues related to game species. Aithough there is some interest in 



Figure 8: Natural Landscapes in Hants County 



pnvate land conservation, there is not strong institutional support for it at the present time. 

There is currently no local land trust or group qualified to hold conservation easements 

w i t h  the County. 

Hants County has only one designated protected area appropriate for nature 

conservation. This is Panuke Lake, an area of old forest protected as a nature reserve 

under the Special Places Act. Hayes Cave is a park reserve, significant for its karst features 

and rare plants. The only designated parks in the County are 4 provincial parks. Anthony, 

Mt. Uniacke and Faüs Lake are smd day use sites. Smiley's Provincial Park is a 100 

hectare camping park. 

5.1.4 The Needfor Private Land Consmation in Han& County 

In summary, there is a paucity of protected areas in Hants County. Private lands 

seem to be important to conservation in Hants County, based on the arnount of privately 

owned land and its ecological significance. The crown lands are not Iikely to be protected 

for conservation. They were not selected in the Parks and Protected Areas Systems Plan 

and they are currently being used, or could potentially be used for resource extraction 

activities. 

Throughout Nova Scotia, the urgency for private land conservation is increasing as 

trends in the forest sector force more private landowners to sell off their land or logging 

rights, or force them to clearcut their lands immediately. Recent mineral finds in East 

Hants threaten some areas with future strip mining operations. Economic and social trends 

make it increasingly difficult for younger generations to remain in the area, and increase the 

Likelihood of resource extraction and sale of fàmily lands. ûther relevant issues and 

concerns are discussed in detai.1 in Section 6.3. These issues and concerns illustrate the 

need for the educational and attitude-related benefits of private land conservation. 



5.2 Summary of Questionnaire Results 

My research aimed to address the problem of how to enhance private land 

conservation in Nova Scotia. My primary research questions were, "What the most 

important issues are that infiuence private land conservation in Nova Scotia?", and "'Mat 

actions can be taken to address these issues?" To find these answers, I used the surveys to 

first answer the sub-questions: 

1 . 1  ) What are landowner attitudes related to private land conservation? 
1.2) What is landowner knowledge related to private Iand conservation? 
1 - 3 )  Which conservation tools are appropriate for Nova Scotia? 
1.4) Which institutional options are appropnate for Nova Scotia? 
1.5) What factors encourage participation in private land conservation? 
1 -6)  What factors discourage participation in pnvate land conservation? 
1.7) What are the challenges facing private Iand conservation efforts? 
1.8) What recommendations can be made to enhance pnvate land 

conservation? 
1.9) What variables relate to participation in private land conservation? 

The following section presents a summary of the survey results corresponding with 

each of these sub-questions. The sections 1 used to present the results also correspond 

with the sections of the two questionnaires, so the reader can readily see where the results 

were obtained. The implications of the results for addressing my main research questions, 

as well as the sub-questions outlined above, are presented in the discussion in Chapter Six. 

For each section, 1 first present the overall results and patterns in responses related to 

the particular issue. I then present summaries of the differences in responses between the 

three survey groups and between sub-groups of conservation professionals. Finally, I 

summarize the variables which related to each issue. 

I rounded off al1 responses to the nearest whole number, and excluded non-responses 

fiom the data tables. 1 included results showing differences between groups of respondents 

although I recognize that some of these diferences were likely due to the different 

contexts of responses. Landowners responded about themselves personally, not about 

landownen in general. Professionals responded about landowners in general and therefore 

may perceive an issue as important, even if it only affects a small portion of landowners. 1 



compared the groups to bnng together al1 of the various viewpoints, and to recognize the 

diverse perspectives of each survey group. 

Because of the vast amount of data collected, 1 only presented the most important 

and relevant hdings in this chapter. For readen interested in more detailed information 

about the findings, fkequency tables for al1 responses are included in Appendix 3. Tables 

showing relat ionshi ps between variables (correlations and dzerences between su b-groups) 

for dl of the variables in the study are included in Appendix 4. Tables showing significant 

differences between responses of the sub-groups of professionals are included in Appendix 

5. 1 begin the presentation of results with a general profile of the survey groups. 



5.2.2 ProJile of Survey Groups 

The first survey group consisted of 64 Hants County landowners. The landowners 

were predominantly manied males, over 50 years old, with children. Over 40% worked in 

resource-based occupations. Incomes and levels of education ranged from low to high, 

although 20% had incomes under $15,000. Over 76% had less than post secondary 

education and 38% had less than high school education. Most Hants County Iandowners 

had a rural background and lived year round on their Hants County property. Many of 

them had been landowners for over 10 years and they depended on their land economicdy. 

Over 40% acquired their land through their farnily. 

The 15 respondents in the survey group of landowners involved or interested in 

private land conservation ("involved landowners") included a mix of males and females, 

mostly over 50 years old. S k t y  percent of the respondents were married and 80% had 

children. They were more likely to have higher incomes than Hants County landowners. 

None of them were in the under $15,000 incorne bracket, and most eamed above $35,000. 

Involved landowners were more likely to have a higher educational level than Hants 

County landowners. Seventy-three percent had post-secondary education and none had 

less than hi& school education. They were aiso more Likely to corne from a non-rural 

background than the Hants County landowners. None of the respondents in this group 

worked in a resource-related occupation and many were professionals. Some were 

permanent residents on their nirai property, but many were seasonal or absentee owners. 

They were less iikely to be economically dependent on their land and more likely to have 

purchased their land rather than to have acquired it through family. Table 8 sumrnarizes 

the profiles of both landowner groups. 



Table 8: Profüe of Landowners-Personal Characteristics (n=79) 

Gender 

Marital status 

Children 

Occupation 

Education 

Background 

Size of property 

Eco nomic 
importance of 

Land of value 
for conservation 
Years of 
ownenhip 

Method of 
acquisition of 
land 
Residence 

Male 1 80 1 53 
F d e  1 1  40 
Both male and fernale household 8 7 

members responded 
Under 30 O O 
3 0-50 27 13 
Over 50 72 87 
Single 2 13 
Married 92 60 
m e r  3 20 
Ys 94 80 

( forestfylfarming) 
ProfesSional 13 27 
m e r  3 1 73 
Under % I5,OOQ 20 O 
% 15,000-25.999 20 7 
25,000-35,000 17 13 
Over 35.000 3 1 60 
Primary school 38 O 
High schooUtrades 38 27 
PO; seconciaq 22 73 
Rural 78 33 
Non-rurai 22 67 
Under 50 ha U 33 
50-200 ha 41 33 

Over 75% 42 53 
Not at aIl important 36 60 
Somewhat &portant 34 27 
Very important 28 13 
Ycs 61 73 
No 3 1 27 
Less than 5 3 7 
5-10 13 13 
Over 10 84 73 
Through famiIy 42 13 

(bought/iierited) 
ûther method 58 86 
Permanent 70 40 
Seasonal 8 47 
Absentee owncrship 20 13 



The 39 respondents in the survey of professionals included an even combination of 

govemment and non-govemment individuals. It included people associated with private 

land conservation academicaiiy, professionally, through volunteer work, persona1 

experience as a landowner and personal interest (see Table 9). 

Table 9: Profde of Conservation Professionals 

Iavolvement with private land 
conservation 

Government 
federai 
provincial 
municipal 

Total 
Non-govemment 

land trust 
local community group 

other 
Total 

conservationlfe~~~~ce-wien ted 
prescrva tionarienkd 

Academic 
Professionai 
Non-governmental organization 
E.xperience as a landowner 
Personal interest 

26 
74 
46 
3 1 
51 



5.2.2 Attitudes Towords Conservation 

The first section of the questionnaire for both landowner groups (landowners' 

questionnaire: page 1) asked respondents how much they agreed or disagreed with 

staternents about the environment and conservation. Their responses are summarized in 

Table 10. Frequency tables of responses are included in Table 42 and 43 in Appendix 3). 

(Note: the number preceding each of the statements Ui the tables in this chapter 
corresponds to numbered statements in the questionnaire). 

Table IO: Conservation Attitudes-Summary o f  Responses (n=79) 

Over 80% of ai l  landowners agreed with the statement: 
2. The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset 
5. Humans are severely abusing the environment 
7. I am concerne- about the future of the natural environment in Nova Scotia 
8. 1 think nature conservation is important 
1 1. Landowners have a responsïbility LO take care of their h d s  to protect nature 
12. How we use our private land affects other people's land 
13. 1 think private lands are important for effective nature conservation in Nova Scotia 
1 Landowners shouid be encouraged to manage their resources in a sustainable way 
15. Landowners shouid be encouraged to protect and preserve nahiral features 

Over 80% of al1 landowners disa~reed ~ 5 t h  the statement: 
16. Landowners shouid net have to preserve natural areas because we have parks on public lands 

I Over 70% of al1 landowners agreed with the statement: 
4. The earth is like a spaceship with only Iimited room and resources 

I Over 60% of al1 landornercl disaereed with the statement; 
10. Landowners have the tight change the naturat environment to suit thcir needs 

Over 50% of ail landowners agreed with the statement: 
17. I am interested in practicing conservation on my own land if it does not interferc with resourcc use 

l Over 50% of al1 landowners disaereed with the statement; 
1. Plants and animals esist mainly to be used by humans 

involved landowners a p d  with the statement: 
. WC are approaching the maximum number of people the earth can support 

interested in practicing conservation on my land even if it means sacrificing land and resource 
uses 





pertainiog to environmentai concem and support for conservation. They had almost twice 

the number of "strongly-agree" responses. Over 80% of involved landowners expressed an 

interest in preseMng nature on their property, even if it involved sacrificing land and 

resource uses. Fifty-three percent strongly agreed. 

Hants County landowners were not in favour of practicing preservation on their 

lands. Over 80% were interested, however, if they were allowed to continue certain land 

and resource practices. Their responses suggest that they were more concerned than 

involved landowners about restrictions on their use of land and resources, and valued 

landowner rights to do what they want with their land. Although the majority of Hants 

County landowners felt that private land conservation is an important complement to parks 

and nature reserves, there was a significant dmerence between the strength of their 

response and that of the involveci landowner group. As wouid be expected, there was 

much higher variability in the responses of Hants County landowners, compared to the 

relatively homogeneous responses of the involved landowners. 

There were additionai concems raised in some Hants County landowners' cornments, 

which have implications for private land conservation. Many were concemed about the 

forest industry and its impacts on the environment and on landowners. Another concem 

was related to perceived inequities and excessive restrictions imposed on landowners by 

environment and resource programs, and regulations. 

Variables Related to Res~onses 

There were several variables associated with conservation attitudes, in that they were 

related to one or more of the attitude staternents in the questionnaire. These variables 

included: personai (socio-dernographic) characterktics, characteristics of the land base, 

and involvement in nature-related activities (for specific relationship, see Table 52 to 55 in 

Appendix 4). These variables included: occupation, age, level of education, income, 

background (urban/rural), residence (permanent, seasonal or absentee), size of property 

owned, involvement in nature-related recreational activities, membership in conservation 

organktions, participation in conservation programs, involvement in conservation 

practices. Conservation/private land conservation knowledge was aiso related to 

conservation attitudes. The variables that related to environmental concem questions 



specificdy were: consemation knowledge, occupation, participation in conservation 

programs, expressed interest in participation in preservation-oriented private land 

consecvation, and leaving natural areas on their property conservation purposes. 



5.2.3 Knmvledge Reiated to P M t e  Land Conservation 

In the second seaion of the questionnaire (landowner questionnaire page 21, 1 asked 

landowners to rate their level of knowledge on a number of items. In general, they 

perceived their level of knowledge on private land conservation practices, issues and 

options to be somewhat low, particularly their knowledge of govemment preservation- 

oriented options for landowners (see Table 12). For fiequency tables see Table 44 and 45 

in Appendix 3. 

Table 12: Conservation Knowledge-Sumrnary of Responses (n=79) 

More than 50% of landowners did not consider themselves knowledgeable about the item: 
6. Nature conservation options offered by the govcniment 

More tban 50% of Hants landowners did not convider themselves knowledgeable about the items: 
I. How to practice nature conservation on private Iand 
2. The 'science' of nature conservation 
3. Wetland conservation programs offered by Ducks Uniiniited 
4, Nature conservation options offered by the private conservation groups 
5. Resource management options offered by the govemment 
7. Alternatives available for landonmers interested in private land conservation 

Ove& knowledge (cornbined score) 

Over 50% of Involved landowners considered themselves knowledgeable about the items: 
1. How to practice nature conservation on private land 
2. The 'science' of nature conservation 
$. Nature consemation options offered by private conservation groups 
7. Alternatives available for landowners interested in private land conservation 

There were some important ciifferences in responses between the two groups (see 

Table 13). Hants County landowners considered their knowledge related to pnvate land 

conservation to be low for al1 questions. Over 70% rated theu knowledge low to very Iow 

on private organizations, govenunent preservation options, and alternatives for 

landowners. Involved landowners scored higher on the summed scale of conservation 

knowledge. They rated themselves as more knowledgeable about pnvate groups, 

alternatives available, and nature consemation itseIf. At the sarne time, however, over 40% 

of them did not consider themselves knowledgeable in these areas. 



Table 13: Conservation Knowledge-Cornparison of Survey Croups 

conservation groups I 
6. Nature conservation options offered by the government 113.67 (111 1 I 3 

1 

7. Alternatives avaüable for landowners interesteci in prÎvate 119.56 ( 1) ( 2 I 4 
I 

land conservation I 

8. Overall knowiedge (combinai score) 12.36 (1) 10.5 I 16 I 

AU responses show are signincantly different between iandowner groups (p<O.OS) 
KW=Kniskall Wallace Test (df)=degrees of fieedom 
(Measured on a sale of 1 to 5 with l=very low 2=Iow 3--unsure -khi@ 5-~ery high) 
(Overall knowledge is a combined score out of 35) 

Variables Related to Remonses 

There were several variables that appeared to relate with respondents' conservation 

knowledge. The variables related to one or more knowledge item on the questionnaire 

included: income, education, method of land acquisition (Le. through family or through 

reai estate market), involvement in nature-related activities, membership in conservation 

organizations, participation in natural resource/conservation prognims and environmental 

concem (for specific relationships see Table 56 to 58 in Appendix 4). 



5.2.4 Factors Encouraging P(Vfiocipation in Private Land Conservation 

1 asked al1 three survey groups to rate the importance of a list of factors in 

encouraging participation in private land conservation (landowners' questionnaire: page 3 

and professionais' questionnaire: page 1). As indicated in Table 14, there were some 

factors that were important to most respondents in the three surveys. Other factors were 

important only tu some groups (for fiequency tables see Table 46 in Appendix 3). 

Table 14: Factors Encouraging Participation-Summary of Responses ( ~ 1 1 8 )  

Over 80% of respondents agreed that these 
factors encourage participation: 
3, Concern about nature 
7. Protectingwiidlife 
8. Protecting other values (e-g. streams, plants) 
13. Protecîing natural beauty/scenery 

Over 70% of mpondents groups agreed that 
these factors encourage participation: 
1. Protecting land for children in the friture 
9. Feeling of responsiiiIity as landowner 

Over 60% of respondents agreed that these 
factors encourage participation: 
15. Assurance of protection of land in the fûture 

Over 50% of respondents agreed that these 
ractors encourage participation: 
2. Family tradition 
12. Wildife viewing opportunities 
17. Community awareness-building 

Hants and involved landownem agreed that these 
factors encourage participation: 
14. Protecting usefili products 
16. Opportunity to Iearn about nature conservation 

Eants landowners and profession ais agreed that 
these factors encourage participation: 
6- Econornic Sccurity 
1 1. Providing non-consumptive recreation 
19. Whether fnends or neighbours are involved 

Only professionais agreed that these factors 
encourage participation: 
4. Financial incentives 
5. Other incentives 

Factors encouraging participation in private land conservation which were recognized 

by ail three survey groups included: a desire to protect natural values (including wildlife, 

other natural feahires and processes, and scenery), a sense of stewardship responsibility as 

a landowner, consideration of the future, and the importance of the land to family. 



There were also some signincant merences in responses between the three survey 

groups (see Table 15). 

Table 15: Factors Encouraging Participation-Cornparison of Survey Groups 

6. Economic security 
8. Protecting other 

conservation values 
(e.g. streams, plants) 

9. Feeling of 
responsibility 

10. Providing 
f~hinghunting 

13. Protecting mtural 
beautykene ry 

14. Protecting useiùi 
products 

15. Assutance that land 
is protected in the 
friture 

16. Upportunity to leam 
about conservation 

17. Community 
awareness 

Responses show are significantl: 
'~nv.=Involved Iyidowners 'Roi 

Iifferenî between sun'ey pups ( 

As indicated in the tables, bot h landowner groups considered the educational benefits 

of conservation and the practical benefits of resource protection to be important. The 

responses of involved landowners, however, showed a higher level of concem for nature 

conservation issues and stewardship, and were more homogeneous. The responses of 

Hants County landowners indicated that the sarne ecocentric, utditarian, and stewardship 

values would encourage their participation in private land conservation. However, they 

rated the importance of these factors lower. Providing land for children in the fiiture, 

maintaining family tradition, economic security and financial incentives were rated as 



important to more Hants County landowners than involved landownen. They were also 

more concemed about recreational oppominities and whether Fnends, neighbours or 

relatives are involved in pnvate land conservation. Some were interested in leamhg about 

nature conservation, but they did not consider increasing cornmunity awareness to be as 

important as involved landowners did. 

There were also some differences in responses between the Iandowner groups and the 

professionals. Conservation professionals agreed with the need for both financial and non- 

financial incentives. Within the survey of professionals, there were some differences 

between sub-groups of respondents (see Table 78 in Appendix 5) .  The responses of 

preservation-oriented professionals indicated significantly stronger support for hancial 

incentives than the responses of resource conservation-oriented professionals. 

Variables Related to Res~onses 

There were several variables that appeared to relate to one or more responses on 

factors encouraging participation in private land consenration. These variables included: 

occupation, education, incorne, background, method of land acquisition, percentage of 

natural area on the property, length of time of ownership of land and size of the property. 

Other related variables included involvement in nature-related recreational activities, 

mernbership in conservation organizations, expressed interest in participating in 

preservation-oriented efforts, and involvement in conservation practices (for specific 

relationships see Table 60 to 62 in Appendix 4). 



5.2.5 Dikincenrives to M a t e  Land Consetvation 

Summarv of Responses 

1 asked respondents to rate the importance of certain factors in discouraging 

participation in private land conservation (landowners' questionnaire: page 4 and 

professionals' questionnaire: page 2). There was a low level of agreement between 

respondents regarding disincentives to private land conservation (see Table 16 below, and 

Table 47 in Appendix 3). A lack of tmst of govemment was the only commonly agreed 

upon disincentive. It was recognized as a disincentive by over 50% of al1 respondents. 

Table 16: Disincentives to Private Land Conservation-Summary of Responses 

Over 50% of respondents agreeû that a disincentive is: 
5. Lack of trust of govemment 

Over 50% of respondents disaereed that a disincentive is: 
8. Fear costs to landowner versus benefiîs for others 

Only Hants landowners agreed that a disincentive is: 
6. Not having thought about conservation before 
16. Fear of liability 

Bants landowaers and pmfessionals agreed that 
disincentives are : 
1. Need to make money 
2. Belief in landowner rights 
3. Desire for independence 
10. Concem about restricting uses 

Pmfessionals only agreed that disincentives are: 
12. Lack of trust that programs wilI protect land in the future 
14. Lack of landowner consultation 
15. Tau penalties for donating/selling land 
1 1.  Concern about tune frame of conservation agreement 

Over 80% agreed that disincentives are 
19. Lack knowledge on options 
25. Lack of educational incentives 

Over 70% agreed that disincentives am 
18. Lack of knowledge on values 
2 1. Lack recognition of Land vaiue 
23. Lack of financial incentives 

Over Sû% agreed tbat disincentives are 
20. Lack of conservation ethic 
24. Lack of social incentives 

13. Competing incentives for landfresources 

Cornparison of Grou~s 

There were some significant dserences between survey groups (see Table 17). 



Table 17: Disincentives to Private Land Conservation-Cornparison of Survey Croups 

1: N& to make mmey 
2. &fief in landowner 

rights 
3. Desire for 

indeyendence 
4, Other priorities 
5. Lackoftrustof 

governmen t 
7, Fear of cost vs. 

benefiîs 
8, Diffidty getting 

family to agree to 
conservation 

9- Concern about 
restricting use 

10- Concern about time 
f-e 

11. Lacktnrstof 
pro- 

12. Competing 
incentives for land 

13, Lack of consultation 

The responses of Hants County landowners again suggested that they were more 

concerned about economic issues than involved iandowners. Many Hants County 

landowners expressed concern about having to make a living from their land, and the 

barrier this poses for their involvement in private land conservation. On the other hand, 

73% of involved landowners do not consider this an issue. Hants County landowners were 

also concemed about ownership issues, including landowner rights, fear of restricting land 

and resource uses, and a desire for independence in how they manage their land. Their 

responses suggest that they were more concerned than involved landowners about liability 

and trespass issues, and the time fiame of conservation agreements. 

Although both landowner groups expressed ambivalent responses about a lack of 

landowner consultation being a disincentive to their participation, they agreed with 



recomrnendations for such consultation to enhance private land conservation. Several 

landowners fiom both nirvey groups made comments relating to past efforts to becorne 

involved in conservation efforts that failed as a result of one of several issues not uicluded 

in this survey. These issues included: a lack of interest by the groups or agencies they 

approached, lack of a program at the appropriate level of cornmitment, lack of financial 

assistance to cany out a proposed conservation plan, or lack of avdable information. 

Over 50% of conservation professionals agreed that another disincentive was a lack 

of trust in programs to protect land in the fùture. They indicated, through comments, that 

landowners had expressed this concern to them in the past, with a particular fear of 

govemment seliing off the land at a future tirne. Professionals, particularly those from non- 

govenunent organkations, agreed that tax penalties for donating or selling land or land 

rights for consenration purposes pose a senous disincentive for private land conservation 

(see Table 79 in Appendix 5) .  Non-governrnent organizations were more liely to 

recognize tax penalties for landowners donating or selling land as a disincentive. 

Preservation-oriented professionals were more likely to consider a lack of the following as 

a disincentive: a conservation ethic, recognition of value of the land and provision of al1 

types of incentives. Government employees perceivecl that Iandowners have other 

pnorities and a generai lack of knowledge on the values of conservation. 

As illustrateci in Table 16, conservation professionals were asked about several other 

potential disincentives. The most important disincentives were: lack of landowner 

knowledge about conservation values and private land conservation options for 

landowners; lack of information and advice available; and lack of incentives (financial, 

social and educational). 

Variables Related to Res~onses 

Variables that were related to responses providing perceptions of disincentives 

included: income, education, occupation, percentage of natural area on the property, 

length of time of land ownership, size of property, residence, method of acquisition of the 

land, and economic importance of the land to the landowner. Environmental concern, 

involvement in nature-related recreational activities, conservation programs and 



membership with conservation organizations also related to some perceptions of 

disincentives (see Table 63 to 65 in Appendix 4). 



5.2.6 Challenges Facing Private Land Consetvation Efforts 

In the s w e y  of conservation professionais, 1 asked respondents to rate the 

importance of several items in limiting or discouraging private land conservation efforts 

(professionals' questionnaire: page 4). Their responses are surnrnarized in Table 18 (see 

also Table 49 in Appendix 3 ). 

Table 18: Challenges to Conservation Efforts-Summary of Responses (n=39) 

Over 80% of professionals a g m d  that tbese are challenges to private fmd conservation efforts: 
2. Lack of communication with private landowners 
5. Lack of coordination of efforts betwcen govemmcnt and non-govermental and community groups 

Over 70% of professionals agreed these are challenges to private land conscn.ation cfforts: 
6. Lack of coxnmitmcnt to private land conservation from groups and agencies 

Over 60% of pmfessionals agreed these arc challenges to private litnd conservation efforts: 
L. Lack of scientifrc data and information 
4. Lack of inter-department/agency coordination 
S. Lack of pcrmanency of private land conservation prograrns/cfforts 
12. Lack of legal and poliq support for private land conservation 

Over 50% of professioads agreed these are challenges to private land consemation efforts: 
3. Varied goals of different organizations for private land and resources 
7. Lack of ski11 and experience among personnel of agencies and groups 
9. Property a s  implications for non-governmcntal groups 
11. Lack of adeauate knowlcdee about ontions for ~rivatc land conservation b\: conservation oersonncl 

The majority of conservation professionals agreed that the following factors were the 

most significant challenges to pnvate land conservation efforts: communication; 

cornmitment, permanence and coordination among groups and agencies; slüll and 

knowledge among the staff  of conservation groups and agencies; legal and policy support 

for such efforts; and information on private land conservation needs, pnorities, tools and 

strategies. 

Cornparison of Groum 

There were some significant differences between the responses of sub-groups of 

professionals. The respondents from preservationsriented and non-govemmental groups 

agreed particularly strongly that there was a lack of legal and policy support for private 

land conservation. They also agreed that property tax implications for groups pose a 

challenge. Preservation-onented professionals agreed that a lack of skill and experience 



among personnel was another important challenge (for specific relationships see Table 80 

in Appendk 5 ). 



5.2.7 RespondenW Recommendations for Enhancing Private Land 
Conservation 

1 asked respondents from all three survey groups for their recommendations to 

enhance private land conservation in Nova Scotia (both questionnaires pages 5 and 6). 

Specifïcaily, 1 asked them to rate the importance of certain fmors for ensuring successfiil 

private land consemation. Their responses are sumrnarized below (see Table 19 and Table 

51 in Appendk 3). Recommendations with which most respondents agreed related to a 

need for the following: a variety of incentives particularly tax breaks; increased 

educational efforts; accessibility for landowners; appropriate ùifiastructure and tools; and 

effective approaches to private land conservation. 

There were several important differences in responses between the survey groups 

(see Table 20). For many of the recommendations agreed upon by al1 survey groups, the 

involved landowners' level of agreement was strongest. Involved landowners were the 

only group to agree with recomrnendations for a variety of conservation organizations to 

meet dserent landowner needs and interests. 



Table 19: Recommendations-Summary of Responses (n=l LS) 

Over 80% of respondents agreed with: 
la Providing information on the values of 

cotlse~ation 
lb. Providing ùiformation on the benefits of private 

land conservation 
lc. Providing iriformation on the areas of importance 

to consetvation on their property 
ld, Providing information on how to manage land 

for conservation 
le, Providing idormation on options available for 

landowners 
2c. Providing property tax breaks 
2& Income  ta.^ breaks 
3a Providing a landowner contact program 
3b. Providing a variety of conservation options 
3e. Ensuruig an easy and uncomplicated process for 

Iandowner involvement 
3 f- Providing knowledgeable advisors 
3g. Providing information format allowing 

independence 
3i- Providing a varïety of approaches to providing 

idonnation 

Over 70% of respondents agreed with: 
3d. Consuiting with landowners in designing 

programs, options, and incentives 
32h. Providing incentives that fit the levei of 

cornmitment invoived 

Over 60% of respoadents agmd with: 
3h. Coordinating the &orts of various conservation 

organizations and agencies 
3j. Ensuring a strong cornmitment to private land 

conservation From conservation organizations 
and agencies 

2b. Providing srnall grants to landowners 

Over 50% of respondents agreed with: 
2g. Providing conservation awards and public 

recognition to landowners who participate 
31. Ensuring other support for private land 

conservation (Iegai. economic, social, political) 
3m. Providing fleu'bility in the length of tirne 

involved in a conservation agreement 

Hants landowners and professionals agreed 
with: 
2a. Providing cash incentives to encourage 

landowners to becorne involveci 
2f, Providing cost sharing with landowners for 

management assistance 

Only involved landowners agreed with: 
3c. Providing a variety of conservation 

organizations to meet di0rerent landowner 
needs/i ntcrests 

AI1 groups were unsure about: 
2e. Providing large grants [O landowncrs to 

cover land management costs 

Questions asked only of Professionals 

Over 80% agrced with: 
3p. Rcvise tax Iaws 
30. Increase and improve communication 
3n. Develop innovative approaches to private 

land conservation (integrated/cooperative) 
3q. Provide more training and education of 

private land conservation staff 

Over 50% agreed with: 
3k, Providing govemment grants for non- 

govermentai organizations 



Table 20: Recommendations-Cornpanson of Survey Groups 

la Providing infomtation on the I 

I 
values of conservation I 

Ib- Providing information on the 6.40(1) 5 4 
benefits of conservation I 

Ic- Providing information on 5.08(1) 5 4 
specinc areas/features of I 

I 
value to conservation I 

Id, Providing information on how to I 
manage land for conservation I 

le. Providing information on options 9.09 (1)  5 1 4 
available for landmers I 

2b- Providing srnail grants to 
I 

I 

Iandowne rs I I 

2c. Providing property tax breaks 7.72 (1) 5 4 
26 Prdriding income tax breaks I 

I 

2g. Providing awards and recognition I 
l 

of Darticiuation I 
r -  - 

3a Prdriding a Iandowner contact I 

program 1 1 

3b. Providing a varie@ of consenation 4.3 1 (1) t 

t 

organizational options 1 1 I 

3d. Consulting with landowners 1 1 I 

1 - 
3e. Ensuring an easy and 6.96 (1) 5 1 1 

uncomplicated process for I 
I Iandowner involvement I 

3f. Providing knowledgeable I 
1 

advisors I 

3h. Coordinating various conservation 1.8 1 ( 1)  5 1 4 
cfforts ! 

3i.ProVidingavarietJ.ofinfomtion 6-40 (1)  4.5 1 4 
approaches I 

3j. Enniring a strong cornmitment 13.44 (1)  5 4 

131. Ensuring other support for private 1 4.3 L (1) 1 4.5 ; 4 
1 landconsewation 1 1 I I 

Rcsporrres shown are significantiy diae~nt betwecn survey groups wO.05) 
'~av.=Involvod landownas 2PmE=commdon prof6ioa;ils ' ~ a r i r s = ~ m s  Imdowrw~r 
KWKruskail Wallace test (df)rdegrees of fiedom 

15.30 (L) 1 4 I 5 

(bfeasured on a sade of 1 to 5 with 1 --y d k g r œ  Z=disagrix 3--urrsurc Z - m g i y  agrce) 

Non-government groups agreed particularly strongly with recommendations for cash 

incentives, and property tax breaks for landowners (see Table 81 in Appendix 5 ) .  Non- 



govemment and preservation-oriented groups were also both particularly supportive of 

govemment grants for non-governent groups. 

Variables Related to Res~onses 

The variables that retated with one or more iandowners' recornmendations for 

enhancing private land consemation included the foilowing: level of education, 

background, occupation, income, percent of naturai area on the property, economic 

importance of the land to the landowner, residence, years of ownership of the property, and 

involvement in nature-related recreation activities and nature conservation practices, 

membership in conservation organizations and involvement in natural 

resource/conservation programs, environmental concem, and expressed interest in 

participating in stewardship or nature preservation (for specific relationships see Table 67 

to 68 in Appendk 4). 



5.2.7.1 Preferences for Conservation Agreements 

I asked both landowner groups "Ifyou were to enter into a conservation agreement, 

what thne period would you prefer?" (landowners' questionnaire page 6). Their responses 

are summarized in Table 21 (and see Table 48 in Appendix 3). 

Table 21: Preferences for Agreement Time Frame-Summary of Responses (n=79) 

Corn~arison of Landowner Grouos 

no interest 
l e s  tban 10 years 
10-25 

Hants County landowners were more likely to have no interest in an agreement at d l ,  

or an interest in a short-term agreement, whereas involved landowners preferred a long- 

terni or permanent conservation agreement (see Table 22). Only three of the involved 

landowners were currently c o h t t e d  to a conservation agreement, and ail three were 

permanent agreements. Others had donated land for conservation purposes, or were in the 

process of exploring the potential involvement in a conservation agreement. 

Table 22: Preferences for Agreement Time FramcComparïson of Landowner 
Croups 

27 
36 
17 

perence  for Agreement Time h u e  1 15.63 (1) 1 2 1 I 

O 
7 
27 



Related Variables 

The variables that related to landowners' preferences for agreement tirne-Mes 

included: level o f  education, background, income and involvement in conservation 

programs (see Table 66 to 68 in Appendix 4). 



5.2.8 Preferences for Institutional Arrangements 
1 asked al1 respondents to indicate their preference for institutional options for each 

of the following roles in private land conservation: providing prograrns, providig funding, 

ma~aging the land, and holding conservation agreements @oth questionnaires page 7). A 

nimmary of their responses is provided in Table 23. 

Table 23: Pnferences for Institutionai Options-Summuy of Responses 

private organizations 28 
federal government 19 

municipal government 13 
'roviding provincial governent 15 

federai govcrnment 38 
landowners 28 
coalition 27 
lprivate organizations 27 
1 municipal government 19 
local community groups 8 

ilanaging landowners 80 
nvate lands lcoalition 20 

1 private organizations 9 
1 federal govemment 6 
1 local community gmups 5 
municipal govenunent 3 

iolding provincial government 38 

1 private organizations 19 

I federal goverment 17 
coalition 14 
(local community groups 9 
Imunicipal govement 8 

provincial government 80 
private organizations 80 
coalition 76 
local cornmuni@ groups 60 
federd government 53 
Iandowners 33 
municimi government 27 
provincial government 73 
pnvate organizations 60 
coalition 60 
federai goverment 47 
local community groups 10 
Iandowners 40 
municipal goveniment 1 3 
private organizations 67 
coalition 67 
provincial govemment 53 
local community groups 10 
landowners 33 
f&ed governent 20 
municiml govement 20 
provincial goverrunent 7 3  
private organizations 67 
coaIition 53 
[ocai cornmuni@ groups 53 
federai goveniment 20 
landowners 13 

private organizations 9(1 
local groups 80 
provincial government 72 
coalition 54 
federal government 49 
municipal government 46 
landonmers 39 
provincial government 67 
private organizations 67 
federal govement 56 
coalition 56 
local community groups 49 
municipal goverment 46 
Iandowners 39 
landonmers 67 
d t i o n  67 
local cornmunity groups 62 
private organizations 5 4 
provincial govemment 56 
federai govemment 33 
municipal govcrnment 3 3 
private organizations 74 
provincial govemment 69 
local comrnunity groups 62 
fcderal government 46 
municipal govcmmcnt 4 I 
coalition 36 
Iandowncrs 21 

There was a wide range of preferences for institutional arrangements arnongst the 

respondents. There was some support for al1 levels of government involvement in private 

land conservation, as well as involvement by pnvate organizations, local cornrnunity groups 



and private landowners themselves. There was also support for a coalition of al1 these 

interests. 

There were some significant differences in preferences of the various survey groups 

(see Table 24). Professionals and involved landowners were more Likely to agree with 

several options for who should be involved in the various aspects of private land 

conservation. The Hants County landowners, on the other hand, were more likely to 

indicate a few preferences. Since these preferences varied between respondents, the overall 

percentage of landowners supporting any one option was small. 

Hants Counîy landowners consistently agreed that landowners themselves should be 

involved in al1 aspects of private land conservation efforts. The involved landowners and 

professionals, however, did not agree with such a central role for private landowners. 

Involved landowners ranked private landowners particularly low in management of land. 

There were a few significant differences between sub-groups of professionais (see 

Table 82 Appendix 5). Most important, preservation-oriented respondents preferred 

private organizations for running private land conservation programs, whereas government 

employees and resource-oriented respondents preferred the provincial govemment. 

Variables Related to Remonses 

Several variables were related to one or more preferences for institutional arrangements. 

Variables related to personai and land characteristics included: level of background, age, 

occupation, econornic importance of the land to the landowner, size of property, residence, 

years of ownership, and method of acquisition of the land. Other variables related to one 

or more preferences included: involvement in nature-related recreation activities, nature 

conservation practices, membership in conservation organizations, involvement in natural 

resourcd conservation prograrns, environmental concem, and knowledge about private 

land conservation (for specific relationships see Table 69 to 70 in Appendix 4). 



Table 24: Preferences for Institutional Options-corn parison of Survey Croups 

Rlsporrses shown are s iga indy  a e r r n t  €utween survey p u p s  (F0.05) 
'ïnv.=hvo~vcd landownas 'Prof -wommtian pmfessiouals '~ants=~ants landownm 
K W = K d l  Wailace test (df)--degrees of fieeQorn 
(bIcasurcd on a 2 p o h  sale with 1-4sagree 2=agree) 



5.2.9 Preferences for Private Land Consenation T& 

1 asked respondents to rate their level of preference for various tools for private land 

conservation (both questionnaires: page 8). A summary of their responses is provided in 

Table 25 (see Table 50 in Appendk 3). 

Table 25: Preferences for Conservation Tools-Summary of Responses ( ~ 1 1 8 )  

Over 70% of all tespoudents preferred: 
1. Landmer contact program 

Over 50% of dl respondents pretemd: 
3. Written agreements 
6. Conservation easements 
1 1. Rights of first refusal agreements 

Onl y Eants 1andownet-s and professionals pderred: 
Management agreements 

Only hvolved landowners and professionais preferred: 
5. Leases 
7. SeUing Iand (or interest in land) to a conservation 

W'UP 
9. Donating land (or interests in land) to a conservation 

group 
10. Donatuig land (or interests in land) to government 
12. Domting land (or interests in land) in will 
1 3. Land use zoning 

Only pmfessionaIs pceferred: 
8. Selling land (or interests in land) to government 

Al! groups were unsure about: 
2. Handshakeherbal agreements 

The moa widely accepted and preferred tool for private land conservation was 

landowner contact, with over seventy percent of al1 respondents agreeing with this option. 

Other options accepted by the majority of respondents were: written agreements, 

easements, and rights of first refùsal agreements. Most respondents were unsure about 

handshake agreements, and were against selling land to the govement for conservation. 

There were some dserences in preferences for conservation tools between the 

different survey groups (see Table 26). 



Table 26: Preferences for Conservation Tools-Cornparison of Groups 

Support for al1 conservation tools was significantly higher for involved landowners 

and conservation professionals, particularly for landowner contact and conservation 

easements. Eighty-nine percent of professionals and 80% of involved landowners 

recommended conservation easements. Eighty-seven percent of conservation professionals 

and over 90% of involved landowners recommended landowner contact. W~thin the Hants 

landowner survey, those respondents who were particularly supportive of landowner 

contact included low income landowners who were permanent residents on their property 

and those who rely on their land economicaiiy. 

Flexibility in preferences for conservation options varied. Involved landowners and 

conservation professionals were more likely than Hants County landowners to accept a 

range of consewation options. Hants County landowners generaily, and particularly those 



landowners with lower incornes, lower education levels, and rural backgrounds, were less 

likely to accept a range of tools for private land conservation. 

Some options were acceptable to ody certain survey groups. Involved landowners 

and professionals supported stronger types of conservation options including some which 

are not voluntary and which take away landowner rights and controls. They supported 

leasing, selling land to a conservation group, donating land to a group or govenunent 

agency, and donating land in a will. Eighty-two percent of professionals and 64% of 

involved landownen favoured zoning for conservation. Presemation-onented 

professionals and those respondents who were not landowners themselves were particularly 

supportive. Professionals. particularly govemment employees, were the only group in 

favour of selling land to the govemment (see Table 8 1 in Appendix 5 ) .  Other conservation 

professionals and most landownen were opposed to this option. 

Command and control approaches, such as zoning, which are based on increased 

legislation and restrictions were strongly opposed by many Hants County landowners. 

They preferred voluntary methods that maintain landowner control and ownership of the 

land, 

Variables Related to Resaonses 

The variables that related to one or more preferences for tools for private land 

conservation included: level of education, age, background. size of the properry. economic 

importance of the land to the landowner, method of acquisition of the land, environmentai 

concem. and espressed interest in participating in nature preservation (for specific 

relationships see 7 1 and 72 in Appendix 4). 



5.3 Influences on Participation in Private Land Conservation 

To determine potentiai influences on participation in private land conservation, I 

compared those landowners involved in pnvate land conservation with those who were not 

involved. Since no landowners in the Hants County survey were officïally involved in 

private land conservation, I compared the Hants County survey group with those in the 

survey group of landowners involved in private land conservation. 

The profiles of each landowner group were discussed in section 5.2.1 (see Table 8). 

There were significant diEerences between these groups in tenns of land and personal 

characteristics (see Table 27 and Table 28 below). 

Table 27: Land Characteristics-Companson of Landowner Groups 

Rqmmes show are significantly differnit bctwern s a m q  groups (p4 .05)  

Table 28: Personal Characteristics-Cornparison of Landowner Groups 

Acquisition ( 1 =obtained through the family 
2=obtained outside of family) 
Residence ( 1--permanent resident 2=non- 

Education (I=less than high school 2=high school 15.03 (1) 2 3 
3-yost secondary) 

permanent) L 

7.56 (2) 

13.98 (2) 

Gender (l-male î=female 3=maic and female cespondcd togeîher) 
Occupation (1-1esource 2=other 3=professionai) 
Income ( 1 =under 15.000 2= 1 S-24.999 3=25-3 5.000 4=over 

As indicated in Table 29 and Table 30. there were dserences in the level of 

participation in nature-related activities and practices between the two Iandowner groups. 

1 

t 

7.3 1 (2) 
10-26 (2) 
7 1  (1) 

2 

2 

I 
2 
3 

i 
3 
4 



Table 29: Involvement in Nature-related Activities-Summary of Responses 

Table 30: Involvement in Nature-related Activities-corn parison of Gro u ps 

Activities: 
Consumptive actMtics 
Nonansumptive activities 
Both activities 

Total involved 
Mernbership: 

Resoutce-oriented group 
Preservation-orienteci group 

Total involved 
Program Involvement: 

Resource-oriented program 
Presetvation-oriented program 

Total involved ,. 

Practices: 
Sustainable rcsoiirce use 
Habitat irnprovement 
Consideration of nature in how land and resourccs used 
Lcaving naturd areas donc for conservation purposes 

IInvolvement in nature-related activities (1-0 3 
2=consumptive 3 =non-consumptive) 
Membership in a consenation groups ( 1 =no 2=resource 37.04 (2) 1 3 

9 
32 
- 32 
73 

10 
- 7 
17 

20 
- 3 
23 

4 6  
26 
10 
11 

conservation-oriented 3=jxeservation-oriente& 
Leave naturai areas atone for conservation purposes ( I=no 36.27 ( 1) 1 2 
27es) 
Involvemcnt in a conservation program (l=no L=resource 40.2 1 (2) 1 3 

O 
80 

- 13 
93 

O 

- 80 
80 

6 
- 66 
82 

33 
33 
60 
86 

Cornparison of the two landowner groups suggested that involved landowners were 

more likely to participate in nature-related activities than other landowners. Eighty percent 

were involved in non-consumptive recreation activities such as hiking, nature study or 

reading nature magazines. Many were memben of presemation-onented conservation 

groups. Involved landowners were more likely to be involved in nature-related land use 

practices including: habitat improvement, consideration of nature in land management, and 



leaving natural areas alone for conservation purposes. Over 80% of involved landowners 

claimed to lave areas alone for conservation purposes. Overail, their land use praaices 

were more likely to be preservation-oriented rather than resource-use oriented. Finally, 

involved landowners were more likely to be involved in a conservation program of some 

kind, putïcularly a preservation-oriented program such as a land trust or a project with a 

local environmental group. 

Hants County landowners involved in conservation practices represent an important 

sub-group of landowners. Their responses indicated that they may not necessarily be 

interested in participating in pnvate land conservation. Some of their responses about 

participation in conservation practices may have been misleadmg. Landowners involved in 

these practices tended to be larger landowners, who acquired their land through the real 

estate market. Since they were owners of larger properties, there is a greater likelihood that 

some areas have been lefi undeveloped. Many also follow the tradition of leaving a 

woodlot, more for practical and economic reasons than for conservation. They may 

practice habitat improvement more for the protection of game species than for nature 

preservation. They do, however, represent a potential market for stewardship type 

agreements, which can lead to more preservation-oriented involvement. 

This chapter has highlighted other significant differences between the two landowner 

groups. Involved landowners showed greater concem about and support for the 

environment, conservation and pnvate land conservation. They were more knowledgeable 

about nature conservation and their options for involvement in private land conservation. 

They were more motivated by ecocentric and stewardship factors t han economic factors. 

They were more focused on landowner responsibilities than landowner rights. Involved 

landowners were more supportive of a range of pnvate land conservation tools, including 

both voluntary tools and stronger tools such as mning. They preferred long term or 

permanent agreements. They supported the involvement of a variety of conservation 

institutions. They made stronger recommendations for education, incentives, cornmitment 

from agencies and organizations, and support for private land conservation (Le. legal, 

political, social). 



Many Hants County landownen' responses suggested that they depend on their land 

economicaily, and at the same tirne, they had Iow levels of income. They were, therefore, 

necessarily more focused on the economic implications of private land conservation, and 

the potential impacts on their land and resource uses. They were not as interested in 

private land conservation, and were less f d a r  with the relevant issues. 



5.4 Cornparison of Responses Based on Survey Method 

There was an unexpected variation in the responses when 1 compared those 

respondents who chose to complete the survey together with me in an interview, with those 

who elected to fill in the questionnaire on their own (see Table 76 and 77 in Appendix 4). 

Fifty-the percent of respondents chose to have an interview. They tended to be owners 

of large properties, who depended on their land econornically, and who have lived on their 

property for over ten years. They had significantly Iower incomes and education than those 

who were not interviewed. Most had rural background and resource-based occupations. 

Respondents who selected interviews had signifcantly lower perceived knowledge 

related to private land conservation. They were also more "dominionistic" in their 

conservation attitudes in that they considered nature to exist for the benefit of humans. 

Their responses suggested that their need to make money would be a significant 

disincentive to their participation in pnvate land conservation. Non-inte~ewed 

respondents sho wed more positive environmental concem, recognition of the importance of 

private land conservation and support for encouraging conservation and preservation 

efforts. Non-inte~ewed respondents were significantly more supportive of private land 

conservation agreements, and particularly longer term agreements. 

The responses of those landowners who requested in te~ews  suggested that they 

were less trusting of government than those of landowners who were not h t e ~ e w e d ,  and 

more in favour of private landowners rnaintaining management of their lands. Non- 

inte~ewed respondents favoured the federal and provincial govemment for land 

management and the provincial government for holding consexvation agreements with 

landowners significantly more than inte~ewed respondents. 



6.1 Introduction 

My research identified some of the main issues influencing private land conservation 

in Nova Scotia, and potential actions to address them. from the perspectives of both 

landowners and conservation professionals. HopefÙlly, the results of this study provide 

important insights and build upon the existing literature. The findings are similar to some 

previous studies, but somewhat different from others. The study also provides empirical 

support for previously asserted recommendations for private land conservation in the 

Province, including the need for education, information-gathering, economic incentives, 

and legislative changes (e.g. Evans 1992; MacDonald 1990; Milton 1995b). Some specific 

findings contradict the recommendations of some of these reports that were not based on 

ernpirical study. The Wetland Stewardship Strategy for Nova Scotia (MacDonald 1990). 

for example. recommends verbal agreements and leases for a core stewardship program. 

My study did not support either of these options. Wrinen agreements, which were one of 

the most supported options in my study, were not recomrnended as part of the core 

prograrn. My study also provides empirical support for other issues discussed in the 

literature such as the importance of liabiiity issues and a lack of trust of ~ovemment. 

This study was unique in that it was the only research on private land conservation 

camed out in Nova Scotia, and it provides a case study specific to this context. It was also 

unique in that 1 integrated al1 the variables identified as significant in other studies. 1 

synthesized the responses to different questions. including the perspectives of al1 relevant 

interests, represented by my three survey groups, to develop overall recommendations for 

enhancing private land conservation efforts in the Province. The responses of my three 

survey groups were quite distinct. and were therefore usefid in providing the necessary 

range of perspectives. This study also examined relationships between variables that earlier 

studies did not examine including: perceived landowner knowledge of private land 

conservation issues and options, landowner attitudes about and recommendations for 

private land conservation, and perceptions of factors encourashg and discouragins 



landowner participation. It was also the first study t o  empiricaiiy examine the perceptions 

of conservation professionals related to private land conservation. 

The following section provides a discussion of the study results in terms of the 

research sub-questions, and how the results relate to the literature. A summary of these 

findings is provided in Table 84 through Table 90 in Appendix 6. 1 then discuss the results 

in terms of the two main research questions: 

1) What are the important issues influencing private land conservation in Nova 
Scotia? 

2) What actions c m  be taken to address these main issues? 



6.2 Discussion of Research Sub-questions 

6.2.1 Landowner Amludes 
The literature suggests that landowner attitudes have an important influence on 

private land conservation (Brechtel et al. 1987; Cutting and Cocklin 1992; Haymond 1 990; 

Hilts 1984). Landowner attitudes revealed in my study seem to support this suggestion. 

Most landowners demonstrated some degree of environmental concem and interest in 

nature conservation. Over 80% of ail landowners agreed with statements indicating that 

they consider the environment and conservation to be important. These findings are 

consistent with many previous studies (Kreutzwiser and Pietraszko 1 986, Morgan 1985; 

Moull 1987; Scenic Hudson 1986; Van Patter et al. 1990; Waddefl 1990). Responses also 

indicated that landowners support and recognize the specific need for private land 

conservation efforts (attitudes that have not been studied previously). 

There were some attitudes arnong the Hants County landowners, however, that may 

not work favourably for private land conservation. Cornparison of the two landowner 

groups suggested that Hants County landowners, for example, were significantly more 

likely to agree with the statement that "Landowners should not have to preserve natural 

areas and speciai features on their lands because we have parks on public lands for nature 

preservation." Hants County landowners had significantly more "dominionistic" and 

utilitarian attitudes towards nature. For example, they were more likely to agree with 

statements indicating that nature exists mainly for the benefit of humans and that humans 

have a right to change the natural environment to suit their needs. Their responses suggest 

that they were not as accepting of the non-utilitarian and more "ecocentrid' and intnnsic 

values of nature, and less in agreement about the responsibility of landowners to look after 

their land to protect nature. Their responses also suggest less support for encouraging 

private land conservation efforts. Some of these findings were consistent with the findings 

of other studies. Cutting and Cocklin (1992), for example, suggest that there may be 

landowner attitudes that work against private land conservation, and KelIert ( 198 1 a) found 

that many rural landowners are limited to utilitarian values and dominionistic views. Maass 

(1992) also suggests that rural comrnunities tend to be more utilitarian in attitudes to 



nature than urban dwellers. However, no previous studies have examined attitudes related 

to private land conservation specifically. 

Landowners who had pdcipated in private land conservation and those who 

responded to a statement indicating their interest in participating, demonstrated a 

sigmficantly higher degree of environmental concem than other landowners. Both the 

number of responses, and the strength of their responses to statements about the 

environment and conservation suggest their level of concem. Specifically, they were more 

iikely to recognize the need for conservation and private land conservation, and to support 

private land conservation efforts. 

More positive conservation attitudes among Hants County landowners were 

related to the following variables: involvement in conservation programs, nature-related 

recreationai activities, and membership in conservation groups, and conservation 

knowledge. Some conservation attitudes were more negative in owners of large 

properties, who were permanent residents on their rural property and landowners with the 

following personal characteristics: lower levels of education and income; resource-oriented 

occupations; rural backgrounds and over 50 years old. No previous studies have compared 

conservation attitudes between participants and non-participants, or exarnined attitudes 

about private land conservation specifically. However, some of the relationships my study 

found between personal variables and conservation attitudes were consistent with the 

findings of other general conservation attitude studies. The Agency of Environmental 

Conservation (1982), for example, found that fmer s  were l es  appreciative of wetiands 

and less likely to favour their protection than non-fmers. They also found that college- 

educated owners were more appreciative and more likely to favour their protection than 

landowners with less education. Kellert (198 la) found that rural landowners of large 

properties were less likely to appreciate conservation for reasons other than dominionistic 

and utilitarian values. Studies have also found relationships between each of these 

personal, land and participation variables, and general environmental concem. As in 

previous studies, I found that occupation was related to environmental concern (Agency of 

Environmental Concern 1982; Kreutzwiser and Pietraszko 1986; Mou11 1 987; Van Liere 

and Dunlap 1980). However, some personal and land variables identified in previous 



studies were not significantly related in my study (see Table 36, 37 and 38 in Appendix 2). 

Other variables related to environmental concern in my study included conservation 

knowledge, involvernent in conservation practices, involvement in conservation programs, 

and expressed interest in participation in preservation-onented efforts. 

Fifty-four percent of conservation professionals, particularly those involved in 

preservation-onented efforts, believed that landowners Iack an adequate environmental 

ethic for the sake of private land conservation. Landowners in the study, however, 

indicated through their responses that they had a strong environmental ethic, as outlined 

above. This discrepancy may be due to dEering perspectives of conservation. From 

landowner comrnents on the questionnaire and in the i n t e ~ e w s ,  it seemed that some 

hdowners had a resource-use based perspective of nature conservation and were not 

aware of preservation as an important component in nature conservation. Sorne 

landowners expressed concern that efforts such as Ducks Unlimited and the Department of 

Naturat Resourceys woodlot management program shape landowners' views of 

conservation into one that is too resource-use focused. Others made comrnents that some 

landowners equate nature conservation with sustainable forestry. Another indication of this 

differing perspective relates to the finding that 80% of Hants County landowners expressed 

interest in participating in private land conservation if it did not involve sacrificing current 

land and resource uses. This suggests strong support for "stewardship" efforts based on 

sustainable resource use. Unfominately, however, there was less interest in participating in 

private land conservation focused on the preservation of nature. This discrepancy may be 

due to economic factors, a desire for independence and more control over land uses, and/or 

the desire to keep options open for future use by other farnily members. It may, however, 

also be due to a lack of a preservation ethic or understanding of the importance of 

preservation. 

Although many landowners rnay want to do what is right for the environment, a 

primary concem seemed to be maintaining landowner rights. Thirty-nine percent of Hants 

County landowners (significantly more than involved landowners) agreed with the 

statement that "Landowners have a right to do what they want with their own land." 

Landowners with less education and iower incomes were particularly apt to agree with this 



statement and the statement that "People have the right to change the n a d  environment 

to suit their needs." Although no empiricai studies have examined the impacts of 

perceptions of landowner rights on private land conservation, the literature does suggest 

that conservation professionals are encounte~g this concem, particularly in the United 

States (Beatley 1994; Cox 1995; Cutting and Cocklin 1992; Evans 1992; Filyk 1992; 

Hamilton and Baxter 1977; Large 1973; and Samdahl and Robertson 1989). Part of this 

attachment to landowner rights in Nova Scotia may relate to farnily history on the land, 

which has created a strong attachrnent to the land and a strong sense of ownership.. 

Results also indicated that 28% of Hants County landowners (significantly more than 

involved landowners), believed that there are too many restrictions on private landowners 

due to environmental concems. Seventy-one percent of Hants County landowners agreed 

that they fear restrictions on their land use and management, and felt that these remisions 

limited their involvement in private land conservation. 

Landowner comments provided some potential insight into this concem about 

restrictions. Some cornments suggested that landowners were concemed about the 

econornic burden that these restrictions place on rural landowners, particularly farmers. 

They were also concerned about how far such restrictions might go. There were some 

comments which suggested that landowners lump together al1 programs, policies and 

regulations related to the environment or natural resources, and there were varied 

perceptions and even mis-perceptions about the implications of existing regulations for 

rural landowners. Landowner interest in private land conservation may be affected by 

their understanding of, and support for, these various other efforts. Respondents' 

comments also suggested that they perceive inconsistencies between the strong 

environmental regulations placed on landowners, who are most economically 

disadvantageci, and the lenient treatment of industry. Some landowners expressed concern 

that it is big indu- that causes much more substantiai damage, particularly the forest 

industqc They resented this inequity, particularly at a time when they perceive that 

environmental regulations on private land owners are increasing. Sorne landowners 

commented that large companies should pay for their environmental impacts, and that they 

should pay for private land conservation as compensation. Landowner concems about 



restrictions on their land resulting fiom involvement in pnvate land conservation have been 

identified in the fiterature (Beatley 1994). 

Through comments on the questionnaire and through the interviews, some 

landowners also expressed concems about the forest industry and related govenunent 

policies, in tems of their impacts on the environment and on private landowners. 

Comments echoed concerns in the literature related to the induary domination over the 

Me, poolitics and economies of many resource towns, and the resulting dependent 

development and control of prices and markets (Sandberg 1992). The industry, according 

to these comments, shows Iittle interest in sustainable practices. Funding tends to be 

production oriented, to support an economic-based political agenda. Some landownen 

expressed concem that the govemment is too supportive of mechankation and large-scale 

operations, through policy, subsidies, and low stumpage fees. These factors work together 

to keep wood prices extremely low and production high. The literature indicates that 

forest praaices and policies, and the resulting low wood prices may penalize srnall woodlot 

owners. They make it difficult for srnaIl woodlot owners to cornpete with large industries, 

particularly if the landowners are interested in sustainable resource use (Sandberg 1992). 

As a result, many landowners have been tempted to clearcut their lands, to seIl out to these 

forestry companies, or to accept financial incentives in exchange for logging rights on their 

land (Land Resource Group 1990). Other landowners may want to hold onto their lands to 

keep future economic options open. Again, both respondents' cornments and the literature 

suggest that landowners maÿ be resistant to participate in any endeavour with their land, 

particularly if the govemment is involved (Land Resource Group 1990). 

Some landowners also made comments indicating that large forest companies are 

destroying the local resource and environment for short term profit, and that local people 

are not getting the benefit of employment or local economic stimulation. They opposed the 

amount of clear-cutting that is being done, but felt powerless to do anything about it. 

Some landowners also feared that, as forest companies use up their lands and the crown 

lands under timber agreements, leases and licenses, there will be increasing pressures on 

privately owned land. Some feared that govemment and industry together will control 

private wood owners and force them into inappropriate actions. Finally, some landowners 



complained that m e n t  govemment approaches to forestry, including their woodlot 

management program, focus too much on production and not on sustainability and 

conservation. 

Some landowners' comments indicated resentment of the role of the Province in land 

deals and support of forestry giants. The literature suggests that this role has instilled 

suspicion and distrust towards the Department of Natural Resources, and the provincial 

govemment generally (Land Resource Group 1990). I ts  role in such deals has also led 

some landowners to jealously protect their private property and selling rights (Land 

Resource Group 1990; Sandberg 1992). This attitude may also inhibit interest in 

conservation on their lands. 



My study reveaied that perceived landowner knowledge about conservation, and 

specifically private land conservation, is limited. Landowners who were involved in private 

land conservation. and those who expressed interest in participating. were more aware of 

private land conservation issues, options and organizations than other landowners. 

However, there were areas where even these landowners were lacking in knowledge, 

particularly concerning govemment preservation-oriented efforts. Less than half of the 

involved landowners rated their level of knowledge high to very high for government 

resource prograrns and govemment presenration programs. Only 54% rate their 

knowledge on how to practice conservation, private conservation groups, and aiternatives 

available for landowners as high to very high. Although these ratings were higher than 

those of Hants County landowners, they still indicate that some landowners are not aware 

of their private land conservation options. 

Less than haif of the Hants County landowners considered themselves knowledgeable 

about how to practice conservation or the science of conservation. Over 70% did not 

consider themselves knowledgeable about institutional options and alternatives available 

(e-g. agreements etc.) for landowners interested in private land conservation. Some 

comments from Hants County landowners, however, emphasized the amount of knowledge 

held by many landowners who have Iived sustainably on the land for generations. They 

emphasized the need to integrate this knowledge into private land conservation efforts. 

Existing studies have reported conflicting results about the level of landowner 

knowledge related to the environment and conservation, likely because of the different 

ways in which knowledge was measured and defined. Some researchers found that 

knowledge about the environment and conservation, and about the value of land for 

conservation purposes was limited (Arcury et al. 1 986; Brusnyk et al. L 990; Kellert 198 1 ; 

Kreutzwiser and Pietraszko 1986; Smutko 1986). Hilts (1989% 1993a), on the other hand, 

found that landowners were quite knowledgeable about conservation issues and values. 

No studies have examined the influence of knowledge specifically about private land 

conservation and private land conservation options on participation. My results indicated a 

significant dzerence in the perceived private land consemation knowledge of involved 



landowners and those landowners not involved in private land conservation. A higher level 

of perceived knowledge on specifk items was also related to higher levels of income and 

education, land acquisition through the market (not fàmily), as well as involvement in 

nature-related activities, membenhip in conservation organizations, participation in naturd 

resource/conservation prograrns, and environmental concem. The only research that 

examined relationships between conservation knowledge, and personai and land variables, 

was a study pertaining to knowledge about specific forestry/resource prograrns available in 

Nova Scotia (forest management). That study (Wellstead and Brown 1993) found that 

knowledge was higher for landowners of large properties and lower for less educated or 

retired landowners. My results support the claim that landowner knowledge about the 

environment is related to attitudes (Arcury et ai. 1986). My results also seem to support 

the suggestion in the literature that landowner conservation knowledge may be an 

important variable influencing participation in private land conservation (Arcury et al. 

1986; Gobster and Dickhut 1988; Lichtenberg and Lessley 1992; Smutko 1986). 



6.2.3 Factors Encoumghg Parfr-c@ation in hivate Land Cornenation 

The study result s suggested that t here were several important factors encouraging 

participation in private land conservation. Over 80% of respondents fiom al1 survey groups 

agreed that landowners are encouraged to participate in private land conservation by their 

concern about nature and a desire to protect it. ûver 70% felt that landowners' feeling of 

responsibility to protect the land, and concems about protecting land for their hein were 

also important encouraging factors. Over 50% felt that other important encouraging 

factors were family tradition, wildiife viewing oppominities, assurance that land is 

protected for the future, and the educational benefits of pnvate land conservation. 

Involved landowners were more motivated by "ecocentric" and stewardship-related 

factors, as indicated by the strength of their responses. Hants County landowners felt more 

strongly than involved landowners about economic security. economic incentives, and 

providing hunting and fishing opportunities. Mnety-four percent expressed a desire to 

protect land for their children, while oniy 73% of involved landowners did  and 82% 

expressed concem about maintaining family heritage, compared to 42% of involved 

landowners. Hants County landowners also rated concern about maintaining family 

heritage significantly higher than conservation professionals did. Both landowner groups 

also felt that protecting usefùl products, and an opportunity to l e m  about conservation 

were motivating factors. Additionai factors that over 50% of conservation professionals 

and Hants County landownen considered important including to providing non- 

consumptive recreation opportunities. and whether fnends or neighbours were involved. 

The only empirical study that has explored factors perceived to encourage 

participation, supports my findings. The study by Scenic Hudson ( 1986), indicated that 

landowners were interested in preserving land for a variety of ecocentric (environmental 

concem, desire to protect wildlife, a sense of stewardship), financial, practical (resource 

protection), and family reasons. This study did not examine the incentives of recreationai 

opportunities and educational opportunities, family tradition, or whether tiiends, 

neighbours or relatives were participating. 

Seventy-four percent of conservation professionais also indicated that financial 

incentives were important and 59% indicated that other incentives were important. 



Comments by some of these conservation professionals suggeaed that financial incentives 

may be particularly important for preservation type efforts. There are no financial gains to 

the landowner with this type of effort, yet the landowner is asked to give up certain land 

and resource uses. Previous studies did not examine the perspectives of conservation 

professionals. The literature, however, strongly advocates the use of incentives for 

encouraging private land conservation (Canadian Advisory Council 199 1 ; Denhez 1992; 

McNeely et al. 1 990; Rubec 1 995; World Resource Institute et al. 1 992). Empirical studies 

have aiso recommended hancial incentives (Brusnyk et al. 1990; Kellert 198 1 ; Melinchuk 

1987; Russell and Eskowich 1989; Smutko 1986; Van Patter et al. 1990). 

There have been no studies examining the variables associated with perceptions of 

incentives to participation. My results indicated that perceptions of incentives are 

associated with various personal and land variables, conservation knowledge, and 

participation in various nature-related activities and prograrns. Rural landowners, 

particularly fmers ,  were particularly motivated by opportunities for wildlife viewing, 

providing hunting and fishing oppominities, and social incentives. 



6.2.4 Factors Discouraging Participation in Private Land Comervutio~rr 

The only disincentive to which al1 respondents agreed was a lack of trust of 

government. Fifly-four percent of involved landowners. 56% of Hants County landowners 

and 85% of conservation professionais indicated that a lack of trust of govemment was an 

important disincentive to participation. This lack of trust was particularly prominent in the 

76% of landowners with lower levels of education. Landowners' comments provide some 

possible insight into this issue. Some landowners indicated that they did not trust the 

govemment to keep its word and to follow through with conservation efforts. Others felt 

that the government has too much power and is abusing it to the detriment of the 

environment. Others indicated that the govermnent is too supportive of big industry and 

too lenient with their environmental regdation of industry. Scme landowners felt that the 

governent is hypocritical and does not set a good example for landowners. Others cited 

the inconsistencies within govemment as their reason for concems with govemment. Still 

other landowners did not trust the government based on negative experiences with the 

woodlot management prograrn. They felt that this program worked against nature 

conservation and sustainable resource use. They also felt that the govemment did not 

address their concerns with the prograrn. No other empirical studies have examined this 

issue, nor most of the disincentives to participation found in my study. These disincentives, 

however, have been discussed in some of the literature (e.g. Hilts 1989; Mitchell and 

Labaree 199 1 ), 

Seventy percent of Hants County landowners felt that liability issues were an 

important disincentive. Through their comrnents, some landowners also related concerns 

about hunters, ATV users and other recreationias using their property because of privacy 

invasion, intentional and unintentional vandalism, and safety issues. They expressed 

concem that they do not have adequate power and legislative support to control others' 

use of their land. Some landowners indicated that they feel social pressures to allow 

unlirnited access to their lands. They feared that involvement in private land conservation 

efforts might increase such access and use of their land, and therefore increase liability and 

darnage to the property. The Trails Act (S.N.S. 1988 c.20), was revised to reduce the 

liability of landowners or occupiers of pnvately owned lands, but only when they give their 



consent to designate a trail through their property. The Occupiers of Land Liability Act 

("Liability Act" 1977 R-S. c.322) may not provide adequate protection for landowners 

involved in private land conservation. The literature also suggests that liability and trespass 

issues are a disincentive for landowner involvement (Fanis 198 1; Lacey et al. 1988; 

Wildlife Advisory Council 1993). 

The majority of Hants County landowners agreed that another disincentive was that 

they had never really given thought to conservation issues on their land. The majority of 

both Hants County landowners and conservation professionals agreed that other 

disincentives related to a need for landowners to make money frorn their land, and a fear of 

the implications of restrictions on their land uses because of the economic implications. 

Significantly more Hants County landowners than involved landowners agreed with 

statements indicating concem about economic issues. Hants landowners most likely to 

agee with these statements were those who own large properties, depend on their land 

economically, live permanently on their mrai property, work in resource-based 

occupations. or those who have lower levels of education andor incorne. On the other 

hand, 73% of involved landowners did not consider econornic concems an issue. Similarly, 

64% of Hants County landowners, significantly more than involved landowners. were 

concemed about the time M e  of conservation agreements. IE is probable that this 

concem stems from their economic dependence on their land. Morgan's landowner study 

(1985) also found that landowner concerns about the time fkme of agreements could 

impede participation. 

The majority of both Hants County landowners and conservation professionals 

agreed that landowner concems about imposition on landowner nghts is a disincentive to 

participation, as discussed previously. Seventy-five percent of Hants County landowners 

also agreed that their desire for independence in their land management influences 

participation. Eighty-seven percent of conservation professionals agreed that a desire for 

independence can impede participation in private land conservation. Respondents' 

cornments suggest that there is some general landowner resistance to any "outside? 

control, including environmentalists, and that this resistance is increasing. Some 

landowners made cornments expressing concem about maintaining as much control as 



possible during private land conservation efforts, and maintaining the ability to change their 

land use and resource use with changing market conditions. 

Fifty-four percent of conservation professionals agreed that another disincentive is a 

lack of trust that programs wilI protect land in the future. Some conservation professionals 

commented that landowners had expressed this conceni to them in the past, with a 

particular fear of govenunent seüing off the land. Sixty-four percent of conservation 

professionals agreed that a lack of landowner consultation was another disincentive, and 

this issue has not been identified previously in the literature. 

Over 65% of conservation professionals considered tax issues to be a disincentive to 

participation in private land conservation. Landowners who participate in private land 

conservation are required to pay property taxes, despite giving up particular nghts, such as 

development and resource extraction rights. There is no precedent in the Province, and 

therefore there is uncertainty about whether removing land from tax-reduced status (forest 

land or aMcultural land) to protect it for conservation value rnight increase the tax rate on 

the land. If it does. this disincentive would further inhibit participation in private land 

conservation. More involved landowners agreed with concern about property tax issues 

than Hants County landowners. It is likely that they have had direct experience with the 

tax issues through their involvement, or attempts to become involved, in private land 

conservation. Current income tax barriers and uncertainties about the tau implications of 

some private land conservation efforts were also significant. Even though the majority of 

involved landowners were in the over $35,000 income bracket, and do not face the same 

economic challenges as many of the other landowners in the study, they agreed that income 

tax issues are a disincentive to participation. Their comments indicate that capital gains tax 

implications of donating land were particularly important to these landowners.. One 

landowner spent several months exploring options for donating or selling a significant 

property for conservation purposes. The tax issue was not resolved and rnay have ended 

attempts at pnvate land conservation in this case. Two other landowners made comments 

suggesting that tax issues impeded their efforts to become involved. Some concems were 

also expressed about the need to pay deed transfer taxes on properties given conservation 



status. Aithough tax issues as a disincentive have not been studied empirically, the need for 

incentives is expressed widely in the  Iiterature (Denhez 1992). 

The majonty of conservation professionals agreed that competing incentives (e.g. 

forestry) could impede participation, as proposed by Caza ( 1993). Conservation 

professionais indicated that other disincentives were: a lack of landowner knowledge on 

options, conservation values, recognition of land of conservation value and a lack of 

conservation ethic, as well as a lack of educational, social and economic incentives. 

Literature supporting these concems was discussed previously. Preservation-onented 

conservation professionals were more likely to consider the lack of a conservation ethic and 

relevant knowledge, as well as incentives, to discourage participation. individuals from 

non-govenunent organizations were more likely to see tax penalties as a disincentive. 

Although the majonty of landowners did not indicate that any of these factors were 

disincentives to them personaily, they did agree with recommendations to address these 

issues. This response suggests that they may perceive these issues as disincentives to other 

Iandowners. 

Variables related to perceptions of disincentives to participation have not been 

examined previously. In my study personal and land variables, as well variables related to 

participation in nature-related acivities and prograrns, were associated with perceptions of 

disincentives. 



6.2. 5 Challenges Facing Conservation Efforts 

Conservation professionals were asked about challenges facing private land 

conservation efforts. No other empirical studies have explored this perspective. One 

chailenge to which most conservation professionals in this midy agreed, related to 

coordination of efforts. Over 80% agreed that there is a lack of coordination of efforts 

between govement, non-goverment and community groups. ûver 50% agreed that the 

varied goals of different agencies challenges eeorts. Over 60% agreed that there is a lack 

of inter-departrnentfagency coordination. Th literature emphasized this challenge (Mitchell 

and Labaree 199 1; Munro 1989; and Moull 1987). Over 80% also agreed that the lack of 

communication with private landowners impedes private land conservation efforts. 

Over 70% of conservation professionals agreed that another challenge is the lack of 

commitment to private land conservation from groups and agencies, including staff. time 

and financial commitment. Part of this lack of commitment has lead to a iack of scientific 

data and information, which was also recognized by 60% of the conservation professionals. 

Over 60% agreed that there is a lack of legal and policy support for private land 

conservation efforts- and respondents from preservation-oriented and non-govemment 

groups indicated particularly strong agreement. Comments by respondents suggest that 

part of this lack of support might be due to a lack of politicai will to act for private land 

conservation, including making necessary policy and legislation changes. Other comments 

suggest negative attitudes in government agencies that Mew pnvate land conservation as 

taking away from the local t a -  base, and tying up valuable land and resources. This 

attitude was aiso suggested in the literature (Elfnng 1989). A general lack of comrnitment, 

particularly adequate legal support and hnding, was expressed as a concem by Mitchell 

and Labaree (199 l),  Moull (1 987) and Munro (1989). Caza (1993). and Rubec (1995) 

emphasized the impacts of land and resource policies on the use of private land. None of 

these issues. however, have been studied empirically. 

Another challenge with which over 60% of conservation professionals agreed, was 

the lack of permanency of private land conservation programdefforts, as volunteer efforts 

and fûnding levels fluctuate. Rakowski and Massey (1993) and Mou11 (1987) also indicate 

concerns about the permanence of programs. Over 50% of conservation professionals 



agreed that a lack of skill and experience among personnel of agencies and groups, and 

specifically a lack of adequate knowledge about options for private land conservation, 

challenged private land conservation efforts. This finding is echoed in the work of Mitchell 

and Labaree (199 1). Property tax implications for non-govenunent groups were seen as a 

challenge by the majority of conservation professionals, particularly individuais fiom 

preservation-oriented and non-government groups. The conservation Iiterature also 

disnisses these challenges @enhez 1992). 

Conservation professionais, as well as respondents from the two landowner groups, 

also comrnented that there were challenges posed by local social, economic and resource 

use trends. They suggested, for example, that there are pressures on rural lands resulting 

fkorn urban sprawl and recreational propem development. They suggeaed that at the 

same tirne there is a decrease in the number of family members interested in taking over 

family f m s  and rural properties, largely because they do not consider faming 

economically feasible. Once landowners give the land to the next generation, it is likely 

that many lands may be sold to development or resource extraction interests, or they may 

be independently logged, to deal with economic challenges. They also suggested that 

there is a high degree of land flipping and speculation, which has negative consequences for 

private land conservation efforts. Another issue that was suggested related to the 

persistent lack of employment opportunities for local people, which may create a social and 

economic climate that may inhibit private land conservation efforts. The extent and nature 

of forestry activity in the Province was also suggested to be a challenge to private land 

consenration efforts. Such activity may make the decision to become involved in private 

land conservation more difficult for landowners. There were also concems expressed 

about the negative consequences of the forest industry for landowners, woodsworkers, the 

environment and private land consenration efforts. These issues are also discussed in the 

literature (Filyk 1992). Although there may be little private land conservation professionals 

can do to address these issues, they should at least be aware of their influence on private 

land conservation and should be open to creative approaches to addressing them. 



6.2.6 Respondents ' Recommendations for En ltancing Private Land 
Conservation 

This study was unique in that it identified respondents' recommendations for 

enhancing private land conservation. A few particular items were examined in previous 

studies, including preferences for incentives, institutional options and conservation tools. 

However, rnost recommendations examined in this study were not examined previously. 

The results of this study suggest that the rnost important recommendations, agreed upon by 

over 80% of respondents, related to a need for a variety of incentives, increased 

educationai efforts, accessibility for landowners, appropriate infiastructure and tools, and 

effective approaches to private land conservation. Specific recommendations are discussed 

in Section 6.3 as they relate to potentiai actions to address the main issues influencing 

private land conservation in the Province. 



62 .7  fieferences for Instihctiottal Options 

This study revealed that, unlike in previous studies, preferences for institutional 

arrangements varied considerably, with no clear separation between the most and least 

preferred options (Kreutzwiser and Pietraszko 1986). Similar to previous studies, there 

was interest in al1 three levels of govement, and in non-govemrnent groups and local 

cornmunity groups, as well as a coalition of al1 interest groups (Agency of Environmental 

Conservation 1982; Scenic Hudson 1 986). 

Responses by Hants County landowners suggest that this group felt particularly 

strongly that landownen should be involved in al1 aspects of private land conservation 

including programs, funding, and holding conservation agreements, and most irnportantly, 

managing their land. This result has not been found in other studies. Over 80% of Hants 

County landowners, particularly those who working in resource-based occupations, felt 

strongly that private landowners should be involved in land management. The low level of 

agreement with this by involved landowners may be because these Iandowners were 

familiar with the idea of donating or selling land for nature preservation purposes. They 

may, therefore, be more cornfortable with the landowner taking a less active role in the land 

management. 

One somewhat unexpected result was the support for govenunent involvement, 

particularly the provincial govemment, in private land conservation efforts. This result 

seems somewhat contradictory since both landowners and conservation professionals 

indicated a strong landowner distrust of government. They were both concemed that such 

distmst could inhibit participation in private land conservation efforts. Many of the same 

landowners who supponed govemment involvement in private land conservation also 

revealed their own lack of trust in government and their resistance to participating in 

government prograrns. It is possible that respondents were familiar with the provincial role 

in other prograrns such as resource management and provincial park management. 

Government programs may be the only pnor contact some landowners have had with land 

and resource issues. Some landowners may not have been as familiar with alternatives such 

as coalitions and private organizations. Those landowners who did not support 



government involvement in programs and land management were more Iikely to have mral 

backgrounds, and to have owned their land for over 10 years. 

Flexibility in preferences for institutional arrangements was linked with several 

variables. Hants County landowners were much less flexiile than involved landowners and 

conservation professionals in their preferences for institutional mangements. Within the 

groups of Hants County landowners, those individuals who were less likely to be flexible in 

their preferences were older, had resource-based occupations, and rural backgrounds. 

Those landowners who were long time owners, who depended on their land economicdy, 

those who acquired their lands through f h i y  andfor who were permanent residents on 

their rural land, were also less flexible in their preferences. Finally, landowners with Iow 

levels of environmental concern and conservation knowledge were less flexible in their 

preferences. It is possible that these less flexible individuals were unfamiliar with certain 

institutional arrangements and were, therefore, less open in their preferences. Specifically, 

acceptance of coalitions and private conservation organizations for different roles in private 

land conservation was stronger for those landowners who were younger, who had urban 

backgrounds, who not acquired their land through their family and who were not 

permanent residents on their rural property. Alternatively. the lack of interest in various 

institutional arrangements may indicate a lack of interest in being involved. Landowners 

May want to keep to themselves and do what they want with the land. 

Sixty-seven percent of conservation professionals expressed concems about the 

permanence of institutional arrangements. They commented that some landowners had 

expressed concems to them in the past about the security of lands donated or held in 

conservation agreements. The landowners, according to these comments, feared that 

conservation groups may dissolve or that policies or priorities may change, and that 

conservation land may then be sold or developed. 

Variables related to preferences that were found in previous studies included 

education, occupation, size of property and economic importance of the land (Agency of 

Environmental Conservation 1982; Kreutzwiser and Pietraszko 1 986; Scenic Hudson 

1986). New variables identified in this study were: age, income, background, conservation 

knowledge, method of acquisition of the land, residence, and participation in nature-related 



activities and prograrns. Specifically, some of the relevant relationships between these 

variables included one in which older landowners, or landowners who had been owners for 

longer periods and were permanent residents on their rural property were less supportive of 

coaiitions and private organizations. Landowners of rural backgrounds were less likely to 

support govemrnent involvement. Landowners of larger properties and who worked in 

resource-based occupations were more likely to agree that private landownen should 

manage their own land. 

The results of the survey, and i n t e ~ e w s  with individuals from conservation agencies 

and organizations suggested that there may be a lack of adequate institutional arrangements 

for private land conservation. Severai landowners frorn both survey groups made 

comments about negative experiences in their attempts to become involved in private land 

conservation because there was not an organization or group suited to their needs. The 

literature suggests that narrowly defined institutions focus on a particular subset of 

landowners, and limit participation by others (Edwards and Sharp 1990). 



6.2.8 Preferenees for Consentution Took for Private Land Consetvation 

The Most preferred tool for private land conservation was landowner consultation, 

with over 70% of al1 respondents supporting this option. Previous studies support this 

finding (Agency of Environmental Conservation 1982; Hilts 1989; Kreutzwiser and 

Pietradco 1986). Other options supported by the majority of al1 respondents were written 

agreements, conservation easements and nghts of  first refusai agreements. Although other 

studies have found landowner support for these options (Gobster and Dickhut 1988; Mou11 

1987; Scenic Hudson 1986), some studies found that landowners are riot in favour of 

highly cornmitting options such as conservation easements (Hilts 1989% Van Patter et al. 

1990). 

A surprising and particularly noteworthy result was that respondents did not support 

verbal agreements, which have been one of the most popular tools in other landowner 

studies (Hilts 1989: Kreutzwiser and Pietraszko 1 986; Waddell 1990). Comments made by 

respondents suggest that verbal agreements may be too weak, that they could lead to 

misunderstanding, and that they would not be honoured. Most respondents also did not 

support large govenunent grants for landowners. Comments suggest that landowners 

abuse too rnany grants currently available, or use them inappropriately. Although this 

particular option was not studied previously, findings have suggested that landowners find 

some expensive incentives for landowners to be excessive (Van Patter et al. 1990). Hants 

County landowners did not support leases for conservation purposes. although both 

involved landowners and conservation professionals did, and leases were popular in other 

landowner studies in the prairies (Melinchuk 1987). 

Landowners did not support zoning for conservation. This result is similar to 

findings of other studies that landowners strongly opposed command and control 

approaches, based on increased legislation and restrictions (Van Patter et al. 1990). The 

literature suggests that these approaches would likely evoke public opposition and 

controversy. Comments by landowners in this study suggested that some of the opposition 

to zoning may relate to a concern about insufficient resources to police such an effort. 

Other comments suggested that since the land is pnvately owned, it is not a responsibility 

of the municipality, and that landowners fear that zoning is too permanent. Some f m e r s  



reported expenence with agriculhiral zoning that has made it difficult to seIl their land or to 

let their children have options for using the land. Overail, the responses of Hants County 

landowners suggested a preference for voluntary methods that maintain landowner control 

and ownership of the land. 

Also similar to previous findings, moa landowners supported short term and flexible 

agreements. Landowners with higher levels of education, and income, and who had urban 

backgrounds, and landowners who were involved in or e x p l o ~ g  involvement in private 

land conservation efforts were more likely to support longer term agreements. Some 

involved landowners made cornments indicating that agreements are only vaiid if they are 

long-term. Others commented that although long-tenn agreements are vital for 

preservation of nature, shorter term agreements may be an important first step in achieving 

long term protection. They suggested that in other cases such agreements may provide a 

buffer of sustainably managed lands to complernent the protected areas network. The 

majority of al1 respondents agreed with recommendations for flexible agreements. Such 

agreements would enable a step-by-step process through which landowners could become 

increasingly involved and c o d t t e d  over tirne as they leamed more and gained confidence 

and tmst in the private land conservation effort. Newer landowners and those with lower 

incomes and education and rural backgrounds were particularly concemed about 

agreements that would tie up their land and resources over a long period. Although 

involved landowners were more interested in longer term agreements than Hants County 

landowners, their comments suggest that flexible agreements and trial periods could 

encourage cooperation fiom a large number of landowners. 

Hants County landowners and conservation professionals supported management 

agreements. Mou11 (1987) also found that landowners supported this option. It is possible 

that involved landowners were less supportive of this option since they were more Iikely to 

support and to consider participation in preservation-oriented efforts that do not involve 

active management of the land. They may also be less familiar with woodlot management 

programs (based on management agreements) than rural landowners. 

Most landowners did not support sale or donation of land to the governrnent for 

conservation purposes. It is possible that this result relates to the lack of tmst of 



government discussed previously. Some of the conservation professionals did support this 

option, particularly government employees. 

Some variables infiuencing preferences for conservation tools were similar to 

previous studies including age (Gobster and Dickhut 1988), and land uses and proportion 

of natural ara on the property (Kreutrwiser and Pietraszko 1986). In this study, other 

variables related to preferences included: education, background, size of property, method 

of acquisition of the property, econornic importance of the land, and environmentai 

concern. 

There was a fairly high level of variation ùi preferences. This variation dflers fYom 

previous studies in which there was homogeneity in responses and a clear separation 

between the most and least preferred options (Kreutzwiser and Pietraszko 1986). Support 

for tools was signifcantly higher for conservation professionals and involved landowners, 

possibly because these groups are more familiar with the tools and more interested in 

pnvate land conservation. They supported dmost ail conservation tools, including options 

for donating or selling land and interests in land for conservation, as well as zoning for 

conservation. Although the perspectives of these two groups have not been studied 

empirically, the literature suggests that the tools they supported are important in meeting 

the needs of al1 landowners (Board on Environmental Studies and Toxicology and 

Commission of Life Sciences 1993; Evans 1992; Hilts and McLellan 1984; Van Patter and 

Hilts 1990). 



6.2.9 Variables Related to Partrkipatiun 

My study found that Hants County landowners and involved landowners difFered in 

ternis of many of the study variables. Hants County landowners were significantly more 

likely to be male, engaged in resource-based occupations, to have lower income and 

education, and to have a rural background. They were more likely to have attained their 

property through their family, and to be permanent residents on their rural property. They 

were less Sikely to be members of conservation groups, or to be involved in a conservation 

program, or to practice conservation activities on their land. They were significantly 

different in their attitudes, knowledge, preferences and recommendations. Overall, Hants 

County landowners were more focused on economic concerns, and control of their land 

resource uses and management. 

Within the Hants County landowner group, a sub-group was identified that was 

similar to the involved landowners in terrns of socio-economic status and attitudes, 

knowledge and preference. This sub-group expressed more interest in participating in 

private land conservation, and may be more likely to participate than other Hants County 

landowners. The involved landownen, and this sub-group of Hants County landowners 

represent an important sub-group with particular needs, interests, and concerns, distinct 

fiom those of other landowners. Brusnyk et al. (1990) found that landowners who 

participation in private land conservation progams tended to be more highly educated, to 

have higher net income levels, and more family employed off the fm. Hilts (1991) also 

found that landowners who donated conservation easements were more likely to be fairly 

wealthy individuals, over 50 years old, whose primary motivation was a love of the land, 

and who were not residents of their rural property. 



6.3 The Main Issues Influencing Private Land Conservation and 
Recommended Actions 

Patterns in the ninrey responses suggest several overall themes that were used to 

identify the main issues influencing pnvate land conservation. These issues. which rnust be 

addressed to ensure successfirl conservation efforts in Nova Scotia, are: 

Information needs 
Economic issues 
Landowner concerns 
Conservation tools 
Institutional options 
Educational needs 
Integrated planning and coordination 
Approach-related issues 

Recent social science research on community-based social marketing suggests that in 

attempting to change behaviours related to the environment, the multiple barriers or issues 

infiuencing a behaviour must be addressed simultaneously (McKenzie-Mohr 1996). This 

includes those barriers intemal ( e g  attitudes, knowledge) and extemal (e.g. economic 

obstacles, convenience) to the individuals whose behaviour is of interest. The following 

section provides a discussion of the survey results in terms of each of these main issues, as 

well as how the results suggest addressing each issue. Relevant insights from the literature, 

background research, and respondents' comments from the questionnaires and personal 

interviews are also discussed. 



6.3.1 In formation Needs 

Background study on the current status of private land conservation in Nova Scotia 

reveaied that data bases, scientific information and other resources are lacking. 

Specifically, the information about significant features on pnvate lands, which is the 

information upon which private land conservation efforts should be based, is inadequate. 

Over 60% of conservation professionals felt that this lack of sufficient Uiforrnation was an 

obstacle to effective private land conservation. The necessary actions to address this lack 

of information include efforts by the Department of Naturai Resources to extend its field 

study of crown lands to include ail private lands in the Province. These efforts must 

identie and map significant habitats, ecologically-significant sites and areas in need of 

protection, based on a provincial system of representative naniral landscapes. In other 

provinces, such as Ontario and Prince Edward Island, a significant effort has been made to 

study and document al1 areas of conservation value. This infornation must then be 

synthesized in a cornmon database and made available to the various pnvate land 

conservation interests so that a strategic plan and pnorities can be established. Maps could 

be produced that demonstrate the importance of private land to effective private land 

conservation in Nova Scotia. These maps could then be used in promotional events and 

activities and public consultation. At the same time, a private conservation group, such as 

the Nova Scotia Nature Trust, should initiate an effort to collect local knowledge about 

significant features on private land, through community-based groups. Other information 

gathering efforts, such as the Department of Fisheries and Oceans and Nova Scotia 

Department of Fisheries efforts to support community based activities should aiso be 

encouraged and the information integrated with existing information. Non-govemrnent 

groups may achieve greater success in these efforts than govenunent agencies because of 

the lack of trust of governent revealed in the audy results. 



6.3.2 Economic Issues 

The results of the study suggested that there are economic obstacles to both 

landowner participation in private land conservation, and to the administration of 

conservation efforts. 

6.3.2.1 Economic Influences on Participation 

Landowners may want to do what is best for the environment and for conservation, 

but my study suggested that they are limited by economic realities. Over 60% of Hants 

County landowners were at least somewhat economically dependent on their land, or 

needed it as financial security for the firture. Responses suggested that many landowners 

could not a o r d  any decrease in income h m  their land, nor could they fiord extra 

expenses for conservation, such as the cost of negotiating agreements, paying deed transfer 

taxes, or monitoring and enforcing agreements. Over 40% of landowners in the survey had 

household incomes under $25,000. Over 50% indicated that they need to make money 

from their land, and that this could be a disincentive to their participation. Some 

respondents also expressed a concem about the implications of recent increases in activity 

in the forest sector, and the pressures on financially stressed rural landowners to sel1 

logging rights or land to forest companies, or to partake in non-sustainable harvesting for 

immediate profit. Seventy-seven percent of conservation professionals feared that these 

competing incentives could undemine private land conservation efforts. Incorne and 

property tax implications of private land conservation also add to the economic obstacles 

for landowners. 

If landowners are to risk losing &ture econornic gains by giving up certain land use 

rights, to maintain the property without economic retum fiom the resources. and to incur 

additional expenses, the marginal costs of conservation, including its magnitude and the 

distribution of costs, rnust be lowered. Conservation literature suggests that this can be 

achieved by lowering costs to the landowner or increasing the benefits of protection 

(Danielson and Leitch 1986; Edwards and Sharp 1990; Maynard 1995; Van Vurren and 

Roy 1993). 



To offset costs and increase benefits of conservation, the majority of respondents 

agreed with recommendations to provide financial, educational and social incentives. The 

most preferred incentives were education and tax incentives supported by over 80% of 

respondents. These incentives should, therefore, be the focus of an incentive program. 

Seventy-seven percent of conservation professionals indicated that a lack of these 

incentives is an important challenge to private land conservation efforis. Over 70% of al1 

respondents agreed with recommendations that these incentives be matched to the level of 

conservation commit ment involved. A stewardship award, for example, may be 

appropriate for a resource-conservation type written agreement, whereas property and tax 

breaks may be appropriate for the donation of a conservation easement. 

Over 80% of respondents from dl survey groups recommended property tax breaks 

to encourage participation in private land conservation. Removal of land taxes would not 

likely burden municipalities greatly since the number of such properties would be small. 

Yet a tax break would provide an important symbolic and psychological impetus for 

landowners. Tax breaks have been used successfully to encourage participation in private 

land conservation in other areas, such as in the Natural Herïtage Tax in Ontario (Hilts 

1989). Over 80% of respondents also recommended income tax breaks as an incentive for 

private land conservation. This could be achieved by amending the Federal Tax Act to 

eliminate capital gains taxes on donations or even sale of land or interests in land 

(easements) for conservation purposes (Denhez 1992). 

S k t y  percent of respondents, including 80% of conservation professionais, agreed 

with recommendations for smail grants for landowners. Hants County landowners 

(particularly those with rural backgrounds) and conservation professionals (particularly 

those from non-govemment groups), supported the idea of cash incentives. Unfortunately, 

it is unlikely that grants or cash incentives would be economically feasible in Nova Scotia. 

Economic issues were particularly relevant to certain landowner groups and 

particular conservation efforts, based on andysis cornparhg sub-groups of landowners and 

examining correlation between variables. Economic incentives were most important for 

large rurai landowners who were economically dependent on their land, individuals 

employed in resource-based occupations, and landowners in lower income brackets. These 



landowners indicated concern about economic issues. Respondents' cornments suggested 

that some landowners also felt that they were being pressured into unwanted exploitation 

of their land and resources for economic reasons. Economic incentives may also be 

important for landowners familiar wïth the woodlot management program because 

cornments suggest that they may expect a similar type of financial benefit to accrue from 

private land conservation. Econornic incentives are important for preservation-oriented 

efforts. Conservation professionds commented that efforts should be made to ensure that 

preservation is as economically attractive as resource conservation efforts. This is 

important to compensate for the more significant sacrifice of land and resource uses or 

rights required. including traditional sources of income fiom resource extraction activities. 

It would appear from these results that there is a need for a program of targeted incentives 

to ensure that resources are allocated efficiently and that all landowner needs are 

addressed. 

Another approach to reducing the cost of private land conservation to landowners is 

through organization and program related mechanisms. For example, over 50% of 

respondents agreed with the recommendation for flexible agreements that allow economic 

security for the future, and stewardship agreements that allow for some economic use of 

resources. Fiexible agreements were particularly important to Hants County landowners 

with lower incornes. Sixty-seven of Hants County landowners and conservation 

professionals agreed wïth recommendations for cost-sharing efforts to encourage private 

land conservation and to help overcome economic bamers. Cost shanng was particularly 

supported by landowners who were permanent residents of their niral property, and those 

who were economically dependent on their land. Institutions could provide seMces such 

as legal and survey s e ~ k e s  and advice, to mïnimize costs to the landowner. 

The cost of pnvate land conservation for landowners can be offset by providing 

additional non-monetary benefits. Over 80% of al1 respondents agteed with 

recommendations to provide educational incentives. In existing landowner contact work, 

landowners have been enthusiastic to ledm that they owned something considered to be 

ecologically significant. They appreciated receiving information about their land (Kilts et 

al. 1991). 



Aithough not as many landowners recommended social incentives, almost 60% of 

Hants County landowners indicated that involvement of their fiiends, relatives and 

neighbours might motivate their own participation. The lack of Hants landowner support 

for social incentives may be due to a lack of familiarity with thern, or a lack of 

understanding of the concept. Other landowner contact programs throughout Canada have 

used social incentives and recommend them strongly (Hilts 1993a). Sixty-seven percent of 

involved landowners, and 78% of conservation professionals agreed with recommendations 

to provide social incentives. Social incentives that involve public display of participants' 

names can aiso serve another purpose. They increase the likelihood of landowners 

honouring their cornmitment to private land conservation (McKe~e-Mohr 1 996). 



6.3-2-2 Economic Obstacles to Conservation Efforts 

There were important economic issues facing the Unplementation of private land 

conservation efforts. Fist, 79% of conservation professionals agreed that there is 

inadequate hanciai cornmitment to private land conservation efforts. There is, t herefore, a 

need for creativity in funding such efforts. Respondents' comments included 

recomrnendations for increased partnerships between govenunent and private groups, and 

fùnd-raising by private groups. Partnerships are strongly recommended in other research 

(Filyk 1992). The literature has suggested other creative fùnding mechanisms for private 

land conservation such as trusts and endowment funds, tax programs, and encouraging 

participating landowners to provide fùnding or to assist with securing funding for on-going 

management and monitoring costs (Cox 1995; Edwards 1994). 

My review of research indicated that there is an inadequate amount of research 

supporthg the economic rationale for private land conservation efforts generally, and 

specificaily in the Nova Scotian context. Some respondents suggested conduding research 

on the costs and benefits of alternative methods of protecting private lands for conservation 

purposes. The economic arguments favouring pnvate land conservation could then be used 

as leverage to obtain additional funding. 

The literature suggests that private conservation organizations face specific economic 

challenges Pilyk 1992). They are subject to land taxes, which can be signifiant, 

particularly if an organïzation acquires a large number of properties. The majority of 

conservation professionals agreed that propeq  tax issues for consemation groups are 

serious disincentives for private land conservation. Over 80% of conservation 

professionais agreed with recornrnendations to amend property tax rules to ensure that 

municipaiities exercise their option to remove this tax burden. These amendments could 

elirninate or significantly reduce property taxes for conservation organizations holding 

lands for conservation purposes. There are, however, specific attitudes within municipal 

govemments that may work against conservation (Elfing 1989). There are fears related to 

a loss of tax dollars and a loss of land and resources for the cornmunity. Municipalities, 

therefore, may be resistant to encouraging private land conservation efforts and resistant to 

providing tax exemptions. 



Private organizations may also face several Iiability issues, related to people (officers, 

s t a  members and individuals using their property), as weii as property (including the 

environment). In response to the high cost of insurance, some respondents' cornments 

suggested changes to the Liability Act to protect conservation groups, and the provision of 

information about liability issues for these groups. The majonty of conservation 

professionals supported grants for non-government orgaNzations to assist in setting up 

private land conservation efforts and overcoming some of the economic barriers that they 

face, including insurance costs. Respondents from non-govermental organizations and 

from preservation-onented efforts strongly supported the idea of such grants. They 

commented that preservation efforts in particular need funding assistance since they are 

based more on acquisition of land than resource-conservation efforts are. 



6.3.3 Landowner Concerns 
There were several important landowner concems that may inhibit pnvate land 

conservation efforts. These concerns were not important to involved landowners, but were 

significant for Hants County landowners. Since woodlot owners own 50% of the 

Province's forested land, and private landowners own almost three quarters of the total 

land in the Province* the potential impact ofthese concems is significant. 

Tres~ass and Liabilitv Issues 

As discussed above, 70% of Hants County landownen were concerned about liability 

issues. One action to address this issue is to clari@ and make the necessary amendments to 

the Liability Act, if required to ensure that landowners participating in private land 

conservation are not unduly burdened with additional liability. Another possible action is 

to provide recognition of the issue and information for landowners on the most likely 

sources of liability, through a landowner education program. 

Concern About Heirs 

The concems of Hants County landowners about p r e s e ~ n g  land for their children 

and maintaining their fmily heritage on the lands have implications for private land 

conservation. Many landowners may be hesitant to enter into conservation agreements 

perceived to restrict future farnily use of the land and resources. To address this issue, 

Iandowners must be provided with information about private land conservation options that 

enable family use of the land and that provide advantages to heirs of the property. 

Concern About Landowner Riehts and Control 

Landowners' responses reflected their concem about their rights as landownen, and 

their desire for independence in how they use and manage their land. To address these 

concems, private land conservation professionals must work to ensure that their efforts are 

not perceived as restrictions being imposed on landowners. Information must be provided 

on how involvement in private land conservation can still allow for landowner 

independence and control. To address concems about the restrictions of various land and 

resource programs, policies and legislation for rural landowners, educational efforts should 



indude information about, or access to sources of information about these issues and 

initiatives. 

Lack of Trust of Government 

Another issue of concem to landowners is a lack of trust of govement. Cher 65% 

of al1 consenration professionals and involved landowners recommended a range of 

institutional options for private land conservation, and this must include non-government 

options. The roles govenunent plays in private land conservation efforts should be carefirlly 

considered. The results of this study suggest that landowner contact work and comrnunity- 

based information-gathenng and sharing should probably be the responsibility of non- 



6.3.4 The Need for Adequate Tools for Private Land Conservation 

Preferences for conservation tools varied considerably among respondents. There is, 

therefore, a need to make a variety of options available, including options to donate, sel1 

and maintain ownership of the land. Over 80% of dl landowners and conservation 

professionals recommended a variety of options for private land conservation. Many 

respondents aiso recommended flexibility in the use of these tools. The most widely 

accepted option was landowner contact. Over 70% of Hants County landowners 

supported this tooi, and over 85% of ail other respondents. The finding that the majonty 

of respondents to the Hants County landowner survey chose to have a persona1 interview 

rather than to answer the questionnaire on their own, rnay also give further indication of the 

importance of landowner contact. 

Other options accepted by the majonty of respondents in al1 survey groups were: 

written agreements, easements, and rights of first refusal agreements. Involved landowners 

and conservation professionais supported other options for donating or selling land and 

these options should also be made as attractive as possible. Although many options should 

be made available to landowners, the most preferred options should be made as attractive 

as possible. Unless future study or pilot testing indicates support for sale of land to 

government, zoning for conservation, verbal agreements, and leases for private land 

conservation, these options should not be the focus of private land conservation efforts. 

They were not supported in the study. Further study may be warranted for verbal 

agreements, based on their success in private land conservation efforts elsewhere in Canada 

(Hilts I993a; Waddell 1989). A pilot landowner contact program for example, could 

explore landowner attitudes about and support for verbal agreements. 

Considering respondents' comments, and background research and interviews, it 

seems that there may be inadequate tools available to meet landowners needs. Several 

landowners in the study made comments about attempting to become involved in private 

land conservation only to find thaï there was no agreement or arrangement appropriate for 

their needs. In particular, there appears to be no intemediate type agreements for those 

landowners without large or provincially significant properties. There are currently no 

agreements for landowners interested in pnvate land conservation, but who wish to 



maintain some economic uses of their land and resources (other than specific agreements 

for woodlot management or protection of a wetland). Over 50% of al1 landowners in the 

survey, including over 80% of Hants Counîy landowners, expressed interest in a 

stewardship type agreement that involves resource conservation rather than preservation. 

The resdts suggest that there may be a market for this type of agreement. Without such an 

alternative, interested landowners may be tunied away by a conservation group (such as a 

land trust or conservancy). even though their coIllfnitment and interest would likely have 

grown had they been offered a more flexible agreement. Lands under stewardship type 

agreements may also be an important complement to strongly protected lands. 

There is a need for a range of agreement time fiame options, including short te- 

flexible agreements as well as long term, permanent ones, to meet dl landowner needs and 

concems. A range of options would ensure that there is at least one option available that 

most landowners would support. This is i m p ~ t  so that private land conservation efforts 

can begin in a positive way, by focusing on landowners' interests. In community-based 

social marketing research, it has been shown that commitment to a behaviour change can 

be enhanced by beginning with obtainuig a small initial commitment (McKenzie-Mohr 

1 996). 

Eighty percent of respondents fiom al1 survey groups favoured making the process 

for landowner involvement in private land conservation easy and accessible. by strearnlining 

the process for involvement and ensuring that tools are easy to understand, efficient to 

complete and accessible ro ail Iandownen. Standardized agreement foms for ail private 

land conservation efforts could help to ensure that conservation tools are effective and 

responsive to landowner needs. The forms should clearly define d e s  and responsibilities 

(such as who is responsible for monitoring the land). At the same tirne, over 50% agreed 

with recomrnendations to make agreements flexible, so t hat they allow graduated 

involvement, through a step-by-step process, and address concems about economic 

security for the future. Social science research supports the need for a graduated approach 

to allow the individuals (landowners) to slowly build their level of commitment, trust and 

interest (McKenzie-Mohr 1996). 



To date, there has been minimal landowner contact work undertaken in the Province, 

and Iittle information shared about the potential options available. This lack of information 

may relate to the lack of interest in some options. Educational efforts focused on private 

land conservation tools codd be important in enhancing private land conservation. They 

were recommended by over 80% of respondents. Education could also be used to provide 

landowners with information on the rationale for longer term conservation agreements. 



6.3.5 The Need for Adequate Institutional Options for Private Land 
Conservation 

Considering the diverse preferences for institutional options found in the study, it 

would seem that a range of options must be made avaiiable in the Province. Sixty-seven 

percent of involved landowners agreed with recornrnendations for such a range. A more 

flexiile and dynamic arrangement, involving more local groups, could spread the private 

benefits of protection across a greater cross-section of landowners. Such an arrangement 

would also provide more opportunities for the evolution of alternatives and creative 

solutions for pnvate land conservation issues. A range of options would also ensure that at 

least one option is available that is credible in the eyes of most landowners. Credibility of 

the information source has been shown to be an important influence on receptivity to 

environment/sustainability uifonnation (vIcKenzie-Mohr 1 996). 

The lack of flexibility in preferences for institutional options may be because some 

individuals were unfamiliar with certain institutional arrangements and were, therefore, less 

open in their preferences. Educational efforts about options available could be very 

beneficial. They were recommended by over 80% of al1 respondents. These efforts would 

be particularly important for rural landowners, (having a rural background, employed in 

resource-based occupations, owners for over 10 years. econornicaily dependent on the 

land) since they were less supportive of some options than other landowners. 

To address concems about the long-term viability of private conservation groups. 

some respondents made comments recommending expansion of the inaitutional framework 

to increase the likelihood of long-term success of the institutions. They also suggested 

providing support to smdler local groups that are less likely to be long-terrn. Prograrns 

and arrangements could be put in place to provide a back-up to ensure that conservation 

agreements and properties donated to these smaller groups cm be held in perpetuity by 

another group, such as a provincial land trust. 

In response to the lack of community level non-govemment options currently 

available to landowners in the Province, there should be a network of private efforts. Such 

a network could share resources, information and expertise and provide the necessary 

support for emerging efforts. 



Respondents' comments suggested that the government take on the following roles in 

private land conservation: provide data and information on priority areas for conservation, 

provide technical support, ensure that adequate mechanisms are in place to support private 

land conservation efforts, provide educational materials for landowners and for 

conservation professionals, ensure stewardship of areas under their control (such as 

corporate stewardship); and provide fùnding and support for non-govemment groups to 

facilitate private land conservation initiatives. They felt that the government groups should 

not work directly with the landowners and local cornrnunities. 

Recomrnended roles of non-governrnent agencies include: provide a non-govemrnent 

alternative; develop private land conservation strategies and programs at the appropriate 

scale; provide landowner contact work and other education and promotion, provide 

networks to support and encourage other private efforts; acquire properties for 

conservation purposes; and undertake fund-raising efforts (including providing matching 

funds and leverage of public h d s ) .  



6.3.6 Education and Promotion Issues 

Landowner Education Needs 

My study reveaied that perceived landowner knowledge about conservation, and 

specifically private land conservation, is limited. The results also revealed a difference in 

the perceived level of knowledge of Hants County landowners compared to involved 

landowners. Over 80% of conservation professionals agreed that a lack of landowner 

knowledge of options, and a lack of adequate conservation values, were important 

challenges facing private land conservation. Eighty-two percent also agreed that a lack of 

educational incentives discouraged participation in private land conservation. Some 

respondents made comments expressing concem that present services, such as extension of 

government agencies, are already declining. 

The survey results related to conservation attitudes also suggested the need for 

landowner education. The results indicated that involved landowners had more positive 

attitudes than Hants County landowners, and that some existing attitudes of Hants County 

landowners may work against private land conservation. Specifically, Hants County 

Iandowners were not as concemed about the environment, some had a narrow resource-use 

and utilitarian perspective of conservation, and many had concems about landowner rights, 

a desire for independence and a concem about restrictions on their use and management of 

the land- 

Respondents recognized the need for educational efforts in that over 80% agreed 

with recommendations to provide landowners with relevant information about private land 

conservation. Specifically, they agreed with recomrnendations to provide information on 

how to practice conservation. Since there were numerous landowner comments about the 

forest industry, clearcumng and concems about the woodlot management program, 

additional information about environrnentally-friendly and responsible land management- 

considerations for sensitive habitats and sustainable resources use could be provided as a 

complement to specific information on private land conservation. Over 80% of 

respondents agreed with recornmendations to provide information on the 'science' of 

nature conservation. Many landowners also made comments, however, about existing 

landowner knowledge and experience on the land. Traditional knowledge should be 



acknowledged and promoted and integrated into conservation efforts. Over 80% of 

respondents agreed with recommendations to provide information on the value of specific 

properties for private land conservation. Locaily relevant uifonnation such as aeriai 

photographs, maps and biophysical data can be used to supply this information, and to 

increase local interest (Hitlts 1993). Over 80% of al1 respondents also agreed with 

recommendations to provide information on how to become imrolved in private land 

conservation efforts through information on landowner options and contacts within various 

conservation groups or agencies. 

Considering the results related to attitudes, it is important to design education 

prograrns that encourage more supportive attitudes by increasing landowners' sense of 

stewardship and personal responsibility for the land. Over 80% of respondents agreed with 

recornmendations to provide information on the benefits of private land conservation to 

change these negative attitudes. Over 80% of ail respondents also recognized the need for 

providing education on the diverse values of nature conservation. This could include the 

differences between resource conservation~sustainable resource development and 

preservation of nature, and the need for both types of conservation. The literature strongly 

advocates landowner education to enhance attitudes (Griffin 199 1 ; Smutko 1986), and one 

paper even suggests that there is no culture of preservation in Atlantic Canada (Harvey 

1993). My results suggest that education to address attitudes and to increase support for 

pnvate land conservation may be less important for landowners who have already 

expressed an interest in such conservation. Their attitudes were generally already 

sympathetic to conservation concems. 

Educational Approaches 

The results suggested that the approaches used in educationai efforts must be 

appropriate to landowner needs and interests, and information must be accessible to 

landowners. Specificdly, over 80% of respondents in al1 survey groups agreed with using a 

diverse range of approaches to providing information. The preferred method was 

overwhelmingiy one-on-one contact, through personal meetings held in the landowners' 

homes. This is a familiar fom of information sharing for many rural landowners. It allows 



them to feel cornfortable. Over 70% of al1 respondents agreed with recommendations for a 

landowner contact program. Social science research suggests that personal exchange is the 

most effective way to change behaviour (McKenzie-Mohr 1996). 

Respondents' comrnents suggested that many respondents favoured alternatives to 

Witten material for receiving information about private land conservation. Most rural 

landowners did not have a high level of education., and their comments suggested that they 

were not farniliar with or interested in reading complex or long documents. Over 80% also 

agreed with recomrnendations for providing idionnation in a format that allows them to 

find the answers they need to make decisions on their own. 

Respondents also supported information sharing through public meetings, and small 

group meetings to encourage local groups to coordinate efforts, and to begin the word-of- 

mouth process that is important in rural areas. Many comments included recommendations 

to ensure local support for private land conservation by bnnging on side many of the 

existing local groups such as farming and forestry groups. Landowners suggested that 

their support was vital to the success of an effort because of their traditional influence in 

the comrnunity. Their support is also recognized as important in other conservation 

progrms (Atkinson 1986; Morgan 1987). These groups also provide an accepted vehicle 

for communication and as a source of information. Since 70% of the landowners were 

permanent residents on their rural properties in Hants County, it would seem that working 

with local groups and existing networks of support and communication could be a feasible 

option. In particdar, community-based networks rnay be an important comection to those 

landowners most in need of education about the rationale for conservation, and education 

aimed at attitude change. These tend to be the large landowners, involved in resource- 

based occupations, who live permanently on their rural property. 

The differences in land characteristics, personal characteristics and attitudes of 

landownen who chose to complete the questionnaire on their own and those who chose to 

complete the questionnaire in an i n t e ~ e w  may have implications for educational efforts 

(see Table 76 and Table 77 in Appendix 4). Landowners who preferred one-on-one 

contact for information exchange may have dEerent needs and concems than other 

landowners, based on their lower education levels, and attitudes and knowledge that were 



not necessarily supportive of conservation. Specficaily, they may require more emphasis 

on the wide array of conservation values, and the benefits of private land conservation. 

These efforts may require greater care in providing information at a level appropriate for 

landowners with less education. 

The results suggested that landowners had varied educational ne&. They may, 

therefore, require targeted educational efforts. The literature suggests that it is important 

for education efforts aimed at instiihg behaviour change to provide vivid information that 

clearly relates to the individuals' pnor knowledge, experience and interests (McKenzie- 

Mohr 1996). Efforts should be made in private land conservation to ensure that 

information is tailored to specific landowners, and presented in a format that is relevant and 

accessible. 

Landowners who expressed an interest in participating in private land conservation, 

for example, were more likely to require only information on the options available, the 

advantages and disadvantages of each option and contact information for becoming 

involved. Supplementary literature that provides background information on why pnvate 

land conservation is important, why nature conservation is important, and information on 

specific conservation needs and values of various landscapes in Nova Scotia could also be 

made available. It should, however, be a secondary focus. 

Knowledge about the different factors that motivate landowners in general, compared 

to those factors that motivate landowners who are aiready committed to conservation, 

should also be used in promotional efforts to target specific landowner groups. 

Promotional efforts for landowners who express interest in participating, for example, 

should focus on the following: a sense of stewardship (responsibility for the land and the 

need to protect land for the future); the importance of pnvate land conservation in ensuring 

protection of lands for the fmily; lifestyle incentives including p r e s e ~ n g  land for personal 

pieasure and heirs; an opportunity to leam about nature conservation; and environment- 

centered incentives including the desire to protect nature, wildlife and scenery. 

The results suggest that for educational efforts aimed at a general landowner group, 

information should be provided to instill a conservation ethic and sense of responsibility 

and support for the environment and conservation. These efforts should include rationale 



for private land conservation, as well as information about the options and institutional 

arrangements for landowners. Participation should be encouraged by emphasinng the Ml 

range of landowner benefits in advertising and promotion. These benefits include: the 

econornic, and practicai benetits of private land conservation (such as increased wildlife 

viewing, oppominities for recreation and the protection of economically valuable 

resources), the leaming oppominities, the oppominity to ensure continued farnily tradition 

by passing on their land as their forefathers did; and the opportunity to protect natural 

heritage and hiaoncal aspects of their local are% as weU as the essential ecological role of 

pnvate land conservation and the importance of landowner stewardship. 

There should also be specific educational efforts airned at mal landowners. These 

efforts should include al1 the issues and incentives that are important for general 

educational efforts, but should be carried out through landowner contact, using existing 

local networks and other techniques appropriate for rural landowners. This type of 

information and educational approach may be particularly important for those landowners 

who are permanent residents on their rural land, owners of large properties, and those who 

are economically dependent on their land. It is also important for landowners with 

resource-based occupations, rural backgrounds and those having low incomes and levels of 

education. 

The results suggest that mral landowners should also have access to information 

about the current restrictions on landowners due to environmental concerns. Since 

iandowners with less education were particularly concerned about such restrictions, it 

seems that this information should be shared with landowners through alternative 

educational approaches since they may not find written materials appropriate. Such 

approaches include: persona1 contact, public meetings and infornial information sharing 

through established networks in the comrnunity such as farming and forestry groups. 

Since landowners involved in nature-oriented recreational activities, conservation 

groups and programs were more likely to be supportive of nature conservation generaily, 

and more interested in private land conservation on their own land, such groups could be 

targeted for educational efforts. These efforts should focus on providing information on 



access to options to private land conservation programs and contact information for 

interested landowners- 

Large rural landowners showed greater likelihood to pradce sustainable resource 

use and habitat irnprovement, to consider natural areas when planning and managing land 

and resources, and to leave natural areas alone for conservation purposes. Speciai efforts 

could be targeted for these landowners. Such efforts should emphasize their current efforts 

and work to increase their cornmitment to stronger preservation. Access to this group may 

be possible through local resource-based groups such as farming, forestq and game 

associations. 

Although only 1 1% of the survey respondents were not resident in Nova Scotia, 

there should be some strategy for addressing the needs and interests of these absentee 

Iandowners. 



Educational Needs for Conservation Professionals 

The majority of conservation professionals agreed that conservation professionais 

generally lack adequate knowledge and experience for private land conservation, and that 

this is a challenge to private land conservation efforts. Background study on private land 

conservation efforts in Nova Scotia revealed that there is some information on stewardship 

philosophy, rationale, methods and techniques, within the Department of Naturai 

Resources, however this information is not very accessible. Government agencies. non- 

govemrnent groups and community groups interested in pnvate land conservation require 

information on the specific methods and tools for private land conservation. This 

information is important so that programs can be designeci, organized and canied out in the 

moa efficient and effktive way. It is aiso important in Iight of agreement by 80% of 

respondents that there should be knowledgeable advisors in conservation groups and 

organizations to support landowners. Seventy-five percent of conservation professionals 

also agreed with recomrnendations for training for individuals involved in providing 

programs. A manual providing necessary information for conservation professionals and 

others involved in private land conservation program administration and support could be 

developed and made available through the Department of Natural Resources. The 

literature suggests that such a manual should outline the following: private land 

conservation philosophy and background; private land conservation tools and incentives; 

agencies and groups involved in private land conservation and their roles and resources; 

strategies and techniques for landowner contact; procedures for van-ous conservation 

agreements; and the legai and tax implications of various agreements (Natural Heritage 

League, undated; Hilts and Reid 1993). 

Some respondents made comrnents indicating that within conservation efforts, there 

is a disparity of attitudes between those who take a resource-conservation approach and 

those oriented towards nature preservation. This disparity is evident both within and 

between agencies. It leads to codicts that can, in extreme cases. lead to irrational policy. 

A good example of this is evident in the recommendations for a wetland stewardship 

strategy for Nova Scotia (by MacDonald 1990). The report questioned the 

appropriateness of involving naturalist and wildlife groups, or land trusts, in provincial 



wetland stewardship efforts because of their preservationist orientation. The proprietary 

attitude taken by various groups and agencies involved in conservation has led to a 

fiagrnentation of efforts. It can ultimately lead to a weakening of the effect of conservation 

efforts and a weakening of public support for conservation (World Resources Institute et 

al. 1992). Other comments suggested that individuals in various govemrnent agencies may 

see private land conservation working against other resource and land use goals, such as 

taxation income, resource extraction or urban development. These attitudes have been 

identified in other studies as well, and educational efforts are recommended to address 

them (Elfing 1989). 

Comments from conservation professionals, and follow-up interviews with 

individuals from the non-govenunent conservation groups in the Province revealed that 

there is also a lack of information avaiiable for groups such as local land trusts who are 

interested in initiating local efforts. Sorne interested respondents, for example, were 

uncertain about how to proceed with fonning such a group, how to fund private land 

conservation efforts and what is involved in becorning responsible for private lands. Some 

respondents were somewhat unclear about their options for involvement with private land 

conservation, the tools that they could make available to landowners. and the financial and 

other implications of various options. There has not been much networking among the 

separate efforts in the Province, yet the experiences of each could provide a wealth of 

information and experience for others. There is also a vast arnount of information avdable 

through larger land trust networks, particularly in the United States. and through the 

"internet". These resources could easily be shared among Nova Scotian efforts. A 

network of private conservation groups should be formed to provide the necessary support, 

advice and access to resources for new private groups. Information could be provided on 

how to create a private land conservation group, information on promotion and fùnd- 

raising, contacts in other conservation groups, and other information relevant to getiing an 

effort started. 



Public Education/Prornotion Needs 

Respondents considered social, economic, political and legal cornmitment as essential 

for effective private land conservation Yet 79% of consewation professionals agreed that 

there is a lack of such cornmitment, with both govemrnent and non-governrnent efforts. 

Preservation-oriented professionals and non-government groups were particularly 

concemed about this issue, likely because they felt that preservation-oriented efforts are 

less supported than resource conservation efforts. Over 75% of involved landowners and 

50% of Hants County landowners also recognized the lack of such support and its crucial 

role in private land conservation efforts. Some respondents expressed concem about 

ensuring that private land consewation becomes more prominent on the political agenda, 

and they expressed fiustration with a lack of progress on this front. To address cornplaints 

about a lack of politicai will to act for private land conservation, respondents suggested 

that initiative is needed fiom the community to show the need for changes, before the 

govenunent can respond. Government employees in particuiar indicated that the 

govenunent needs to hem frorn lobby groups and individual concemed citizens. Other 

comments focused on concems about existing resource policies that encourage resource 

exploitation, such as tax breaks for land used for forestry or agriculture. Respondents' 

comments dso highlighted the significance of the broader issues influencing private land 

conservation, the most important being general social attitudes and values. The prevalence 

of economic concems, a tradition of resource exploitation, and a focus on a short-term 

perspective, for exampie, work against sustainability generally, and nature conservation and 

private land conservation efforts specifically. 

Over 66% of Hants County landowners, and over 90% of al1 other respondents 

agreed with recommendations to ensure that there is a strong cornmitment to private land 

conservation, including time, human and financial resources. There iq therefore, a need for 

educational efforts aimed at government agencies and policy makers to increase awareness 

of private land conservation issues and options, and the benefits of private land 

conservation. One Nova Scotian study suggests that specific educational efforts should be 

aimed at municipal planners, since they have access to several tools that could support 



private land conservation efforts (Evans 1992). The document outlines numerous 

initiatives for using land use planning tools to address conservation issues. 

Considering concems about the lack of support for private land conservation efforts 

and some attitudes that may work against conservation, it seems that there is a need for 

educational efforts aimed at the general public. Such education should airn to increase 

understanding of consentation concerns and interests, and awareness of the importance of 

nature conservation. It should also aim to increase awareness of the role of private lands in 

nature conservation (Prince Edward Island Department of Environmental Resources 1994; 

Rousseau 1993). Continued public education efforts aimed at instilling an environmental 

ethic are also important, and are recommended throughout the literature (Biodiversity 

Working Group 1994; Burnett and Hundert 1994; Canadian Environmental Advisory 

Council 1991; Dottavio et al. 1990; Hamilton 1993; Public Review Cornmittee 1995). 

Conservation professionals should be cognizant of the issues lirniting support for private 

land conservation. Where possible, they should develop innovative ways to use their 

private land conservation efforts to work towards addressing the underlying issues. An 

example is offering land trust properties for use by school groups (Hilts and Reid 1993). 

Many of the respondents' comments stresseci the need to promote private land 

conservation efforts with diverse approaches including the media, advertising, public 

events, and wriaen materials. Public recognition of existing efforts, and sharing 

information about success stories, are also effective in promoting private land conservation. 

Some conservation professionals advocated pilot projects to use for motivation, education 

and promotion. One pilot project currently undenvay involves a cooperative effort 

between the Parks Division and the Margaree Environmental Association (Livingston, 

personal communication). The government is providing scientific data and performing a 

field study to identify significant ecological feahres. while the community works together 

to determine private land conservation strategies and approaches. The results of this pilot 

project could be significant for promoting pnvate land conservation in the Province. Pilot 

projects and advertising of success stones c m  help to create the perception of a social 

nom around pnvate land conservation. Social noms play a key role in influencing 

environmental behaviour (McKede-Mohr 1 996). 



6.3.7 The Need For Cooperafrun and lntegtation of Efforts 

Institutional Intemation 

Integration of conservation efforts on several levels is essentiai to effective private 

land consenration (Beatley 1994; Filyk 1992; Hilts l989b; Keith 1993). Over 60% of ail 

respondents recommended coordination of conservation efforts, and 80% agreed with 

recommendations for innovative. cooperative approaches. Specific actions to address the 

need for coordinating efforts were synthesized frorn the fiterature and fiom landowner 

comments. First, there is a need for integration and cooperation within government 

agencies and divisions. Different departments and divisions have their own resource and 

land management goals. mandates and pnorities. Some respondents suggested that forestry 

and game-related issues predominate provincial priorities and Department of Naturai 

Resources operations. Sixty-seven percent of conservation professionals, felt that an 

important obstacle to effective private land conservation efforts relates to temtorial issues 

of mandate within different departments and a lack of trust and cooperation between them. 

The majority of respondents agreed with recommendations to enhance cooperation within 

agencies. Such recommendations are advocated also in the conservation Iiterature 

(Carnithers 1989; Edwards and Sharp 1990; Goodier 1986). Senior managers in the 

government who were inteniiewed to provide background information, indicated that there 

is a need for increased cooperation on land management issues. They indicated that there 

have already been efforts to move in this direction within the Department of Natural 

Resources. Such coordination could happen through an integrated approach, or through 

some coordinating mechanism between different govemment efforts. 

Respondents comments also indicated the need for cooperative and integrated efforts 

between various govements and non-government groups. Some landowners related 

personal experiences of having more than one agency or organization approach them about 

their land. This resulted in confusion and frustration for the landowner. and inefficiency 

and inefféctiveness of the conservation efforts. Even if an integration of al1 private land 

conservation interests is not feasible or desired, partnerships between vanous interests 

could be significant. The Iiterature supports the need for integration between govemment 

and private efforts (Carruthers 1989; Edwards and Sharp 1990; Maynard 1995). 



Partnerships can bring unique perspectives to problems, and create motivation and 

synerpjsm (Fiiyk 1992). They can also hcrease the cred'bility of a partimlar effort. 

Partnerships can provide an opportunity to give landowners hl1 benefit of d l  the 

advantages of different conservation interests including both non-govemment organizations 

and govemment agencies in protecting their lands (see Table 7). An alternative to 

partnerships is a coalition of ail interest groups, including govenunent and non-govemment 

interests on a national, provincial and community scaie. Landowners could then be 

provided with a more holistic and complete information package in the landowner contact 

work, and efforts would be more efficient and effective. Alternatively, one conservation 

group could take on primary responsibility for private land conservation efforts in the 

Province, and they could be responsible for some coordinating mechanism to ensure 

adequate coordination between dxerent efforts. 

Because of the lirnited resources available in the Province for non-govemment 

groups, there are significant challenges in securing funding, technical resources, and 

expertise. It is therefore important for these groups to cooperate and provide mutual 

support for each other. Private land conservation coalitions and cooperative approaches 

have been used successfully in Prince Edward Island (Waddell 1989), and Ontario (Hilts 

1989). 

Cross-Sector Intmation 

Some respondents made comments suggesting the need to coordinate al1 efforts 

addressing resource and environment issues on private lands including both resource 

conservation and preservation efforts. This would enable the attainrnent of comrnon goals 

and to avoid competition and redundancy. Such coordination is also recomrnended in the 

conservation literature (Beatley 1994; Filyk 1992). Other respondents felt that such 

coordination is not feasible because of the different goals and agendas of different groups 

resulting in possible incompatibilities, the potential Uiequities in the influence of certain 

interests, and a belief that a cooperative effort is not worth the time and energy required. 

Some respondents stated that power differences between preservation-onented interests 

and resource-onented interests impede cooperative efforts because of fears that resource 



conservation interests might dominate at the expense of preservation interests. The 

titerature also agrees with these potential challenges to this type of coordination (DottaMo 

et ai. 1990; Moull 1 987). 

There is also a need for more integrated efforts in planning and management of lands 

and resources more generally (Carnithers 1989). Examples include roundtables and other 

cooperative efforts that focus on overall environmental health and bring together all interest 

groups and stakeholders such as integrated land management on crown lands, land use 

working groups, and watershed management planning. 

Inteeration of Scales 

As in protected areas system planning, there must be hierarchical integration of 

efforts on vanous scales, to ensure adequate representation of significant local, regional 

and provinciai ecological areas and feaîures (National Biodiversity Working Group 1 994). 

The magnitude of privately owned lands in the Province and the small size of many parcels 

also dictates the need for integrated planning. Such planning is important in determining 

priorities at each scale and focusing efforts on the most important lands. To add even two 

percent more land to the protected areas system of the Province would require protection 

of 100,000 hectares (Milton, persona1 communication). There should be a provinciai level 

private land conservation strategy, which integrates both local and provincial priorities. 

This strategy could include the development of an inventory of pnvate land conservation 

initiatives to enable coordination and to use as examples of successful efforts. Efforts at 

the provincial level should focus on the development of a strategic framework for private 

land conservation, including identification of pnority areas, and the development of a 

landowner contact program. Efforts on a local level should focus on gathering public input 

on an inventory of important lands and features in the community, as well as interested 

individuals and community leaders and groups who may wish to become involved. They 

should also focus on providing local landowner contact programs. Focus groups, to 

explore relevant private land consenation issues further, and the establishment of local 

private land conservation leaders could also be initiated on a local scale. These latter two 

efforts have been very successful in other environmental projects (McKenzie-Mohr 1 996). 



Because of the amount of pnvate land in the Province, it would be a huge effort to 

protect the thousands of individuai parcels of land through tandomer contact and 

voluntary conservation tools. Respondents suggested that there should be diverse and 

imovative approaches taken to private land conservation efforts, which respond to 

partidar local needs and interests. Over 80% of conservation professionals recomrnended 

encouraging imovative approaches to protecting nature on pnvate land. Some 

conservation professionals made cornments recomrnending continued exploration of other 

alternatives for protecting private land such as municipal stewardship, zoning, municipal 

planning, community and regionai developrnent. Some consenration professionals also 

commented on the need for integration of private land conservation concems into more 

holistic approaches to land management including watershed planning, roundtables on land 

use, and community and regional development efforts. Efforts in corporate stewardship 

must also continue, since corporate interests (particularly the forest industry), own or lease 

a significant portion of land in the Province. 



6.3.8 Important Considerations for the Approach to Private Land 
Conservation 

The Need for a Landowner-centered Amroach 

The majority of conservation professionals agreed that a lack of consultation and 

communication with landowners discourages participation in private land conservation. 

Many landowners, particularly those who were permanent residents on their mal property, 

commented on the Iack of consultation and communication with hdowners about issues 

that affect them and their land dûealy. Through these comments they indicated that not 

enough effort had been made to involve them and take advantage of their knowledge, in 

important land and resource decisions, including the implementation of resourcdand 

programs. Considenng that 84% of landowners in Hants County have owned their land for 

more than 10 years (and many for much longer), and that many live and work on their land 

and have done so for generations, the amount of knowledge available £?om these 

landowners is substantial. 

Some Iandowners stated that they did not feel respected or valued when they were 

involved in past resource management projects. Many landowners resented dealing with 

field staff  who had no personai expenence living or working on the land, nor any 

experience with land issues. They felt that inexperienced people, particularly people fiom 

the city, do not understand the real issues from the landowner perspective. 

There were also comments about the ineffectiveness of some existing environmental 

poiicies and programs, because iandowners were not consulted about the issues. They 

were not provided with enough information to understand the issues and the implications of 

programs and poiicies on landowners. There was, for example. confusion about the 

Environment Act and Department of Fisheries and Oceans guidelies in terms of their 

implications for certain fming  practices. 

ûver 80% of conservation professionals agreed with recommendations for 

increased communication with Iandowners. Such communication was considered vital to 

the success of pnvate land conservation efforts in other studies (Hilts 1993). Over 70% of 

all respondents recommended increased landowner consultation in designing programs, 

options and incentives. To ensure adequate landowner involvement, the central focus of 



d l  efforts must be the landowners, and efforts to recognize, acknowledge and address their 

needs, interests and concems, even if these are not the pnorities of conservation 

professionals. Landowners should be respected and commended for their existing 

knowledge and land management. The literature emphasized the need for genuine and 

meaningful participation and partnership, not merely consultation (Caza 1993; Heman 

1993; Prince Edward Island Department of Environmental Resources 1995; Public Review 

Conmittee 1995). and for the conservation process to have integrity and credibility in the 

eyes of the community (Harvey 1993). Landowners should be provided with many 

opportunities for involvernent in or information about al1 stages of the planning, 

development and administration of private land conservation efforts. 

To ensure that consultation and communication with landowners is effective, the 

Literature offers severai suggestions. First, documentation on standard landowner contact 

procedures is available and should be followed (Natural Heritage League, undated). 

Special consideration should be given to the selection and training of staff to ensure that 

they are knowledgeable about environmental issues, the local area, and landowners. They 

should be supportive, sensitive and sympathetic to landowner concems, needs and interests 

(Hilts 1993a). The aim of private land conservation efforts should be to build a long term 

relationship of trust with landowners (Hilts 1993a). The literature also suggests that 

private land conservation efforts accentuate the positive in emphasizing the owner's 

generosity and civic-rnindedness (Hoose 199 1 ). Regular communication with participants, 

such as through a newsletter, is also recommended (Hilts 199Ia). 

The literature suggests that ultimately, landowners wonder what they have to give up 

for private land conservation, what will be involved, why they should be involved and the 

relevance for their own life (Cornoni 199 1 ). Therefore. there should be a local context for 

efforts, including personal site visits, working together with local cornmunities, tapping 

local knowledge and establishing local support. A local context, and encouragement of a 

local sense of pride in a conservation effort, is recognized as an important element in 

building support for conservation in rural areas (Atkinson 1986). Landowner comments 

about the need for involvement of local groups in the pnvate land conservation process 

points to the need for a community-based approach. The literature suggests that a 



community-based approach can help build a sense of community responsibility (Hennan 

1993). Locdy based efforts are often more successfid because local people are more iikely 

concerned with conservation interests of local significance than are distant govenunents 

(Hobbs et al. 1993). 

The results suggest that to enhance the approach taken to private land 

conservation efforts, conservation professionals must keep in mind that there are at least 

two distinct groups of landowners: those who are involved in private land conservation or 

other conservation efforts, and other rural landowners who represent the majority of the 

Provinces' landowners. These groups were very distinct in their concems, priorities, 

hterests and needs. There is also variation in the feasibility and ease with which these 

different groups become involved in private land conservation. Considering these 

differences, there may need for completely different approaches to deal with the different 

groups. Conservation tools and institutional arrangements and incentives must be designed 

to fit landowner needs and interests. The study also demonstrated the varying viewpoints 

held by various conservation professionals. Conservation efforts must integrate al1 of these 

diverse concerns if al1 relevant issues are to be addressed. 

Other important considerations for the approach to private land conservation 

recommended in the literature include ensuring that there is flexibility and ongoing 

monitoring and modification of programs, techniques and conservation tools as required 

(MacDonald 1990). Findly, the process involved in pnvate land conservation efforts 

should be dynamic, flexible and responsive to curent situations (McKenPe-Mohr 1996). 

Pilot testing of educational materials and approaches, conservation tools, and incentives, 

for example, could be used to modi@ major efforts. 



Private land conservation is an integral part of the combined efforts needed to ensure 

that natural heritage is protected in perpetuity, and that we meet our provincial 

conservation goals. This study suggests that the necessary landowner support exists to 

build a private land conservation effort. The rnajonty of landowners in this study expressed 

concern about the Funire of the natural environment in Nova Scotia and recognition of the 

importance of pnvate lands in the overall conservation picture. They supported efforts to 

encourage stewardship of al1 pnvate lands and the preservation of ecologically significant 

pnvate lands. Some landowners, however, may not be willing or able to participate in 

private land conservation because of the issues identified in this study. My study also 

identified possible actions that could be taken to address these main issues. 

The research was unique in that it is, to date. the only research related to private land 

conservation carried out in Nova Scotia, and it provides a case study specific to this 

context. It was unique in that I integrated al1 the variables identified in previous studies to 

provide a more holistic picture of private land conservation issues and needs in the 

Province. My research builds upon existing literature in that my results reconfinn some of 

the findings. and differ from others. It is the only study to provide an empirical analysis of 

the perspectives of conservation professionals related to private land conservation. and to 

integrate their perspectives with those of both a random sample of landowners. and a 

sample of landowners involved in private land conservation in some way. I also studied 

several variables that had not been examined previously incliiding: attitudes and knowledse 

specific to private land conservation. landowners' perspectives on disincentives to 

participation. and recommendations for enhancing pnvate land conservation. and 

conservation professionals' perspectives of challenges facing private land conservation. 

The study provides empirical support for ideas proposed in the literature. I t  also provides 

empirical suppon for some of the recommendations made in other reports in Nova Scotia. 

including the need for landowner education, amendments to federal income and provincial 

property  ta^ legislaiion that impedes pnvate land conservation efforts, and increased 

cooperation and coordination of pnvate land conservation efforts. 



Because of the quantity of information collected in my survey, 1 focused the 

discussion on the results that 1 considered most relevant to enhancing private land 

conservation in Nova Scotia. The results include many other details that rnay have 

potentiai applications for people interested in private land conservation. My study, for 

example, provides insight into the landowners already involved in private land 

conservation, and those who represent landowners who are likely to be targets of fbture 

pnvate land conservation efforts. The results include details about these landowners and 

the variables influencing their attitudes and behaviour, which codd be used for targeting 

and marketing private land conservation efforts, and personalking these efforts. 

Although al1 of the issues and recommended actions identified in my research may be 

important in addressing private land conservation issues in Nova Scotia, severai c m  be 

prioritized based on the strength of the responses in the study, the necessary sequence and 

timing of the actions, and the feasibility of the actions in the current political and econornic 

climate in the Province. The most pressing and significant issues identified in my research 

are: 

AD The Lack of Information on Private Lands of Consewation Value 

B. The Lack of Adequate and Appropriate Supporting Mechanisms for Private 
Land Conservation Efforts 

Funding 
Incentives 
Institutional options 
Conservation tools 
Training for conservation professionais 

CD The Need for Educational Efforts 

Education for landowners to address attitudes and conservation knowledge 
Public education and promotion to increase social, political, legal and economic 
support for private land conservation 

D. The Need for an Appropriate Approach to Private Land Conservation Efforts 
Coordination and integration of private land conservation efforts 
A Landowner-centered and community-based approach 



Both the govemment and private conservation groups should pnot-ithe the 
gathering of necessary data about signifiant private lands, to enable the planning 
and administration of effective private land conservation efforts. 

The Department of Natural Resources has conducted field studies to identie 

significant areas on crown lands in need of protection. Similar efforts should now be made 

to coilect uiformation on private lands. At the same time, since there may be a significant 

lack of trust of government in the Province, a private conservation group should organize 

an effort to collect local knowledge through relevant community-based groups. This 

information should then be integrated into a common data base including al1 sipificant 

features of conservation value on private lands, the ownership of the lands, the natural 

landscapes of the province, and existing protected areas. Some of this data is currently 

being gathered and coilated in Geographic Information System (GIS) format by various 

govemment departments. It should be a pn'ority project for the Department of Natural 

Resources (possibly the Parks Division as part of its mandate under the Parks and 

Protected Areas Systems Plan). Once gathered and synthesized, the information should 

then be made available to the releva. conservation interests. to establish priorities and to 

develop a provincial private land conservation strategy. 



The second priority suggested by this research is to put in place ail the 
necesssry mechanisms to support private land conservation efforts, including 
funding, incentives, institutional options, conservation tools and training 
opportunities for conservation professionals. 

There must be adequate funding for private land conservation, through pamierships 

between govemment and private groups, and through a major tùnd-raising campaign 

initiated by private conservation groups. To reduce costs to private conservation groups, 

and therefore to decrease the funding required, changes should be made to property tax 

legislation in the Province (the Assessment Act). These changes should ensure that 

municipalities exercise their option to provide tax exemptions to conservation groups 

holding lands for conservation purposes. 

To address economic obstacles facing landowners, both government and private 

conservation groups should work together to develop and implement a targeted incentive 

program, including education, social and financial incentives. The most important financial 

incentives are income and properîy tax breaks, as well as cost sharing oppominities. 

Federal and Provincial tax legislation (the Income Tax Act and the Provincial Assessrnent 

Act) should be amended to enable the appropriate incorne and property tax breaks. 

Conservation groups and agencies should also explore opportunities for cost sharing in 

pnvate land conservation efforts, such as providing legal and survey services or technical 

advice for participating landownen. The most important disincentive to pnvate land 

conservation that should be addressed is landowner concem about liability issues. 

Provincial liability legislation (the Liability Act) should be reviewed and amended if 

necessary to address these concems. 

There must be a range of institutions available for landowners, including government 

and non-government options on the national, provincial and local level. To encourage the 

deveioprnent of more community-level options, private conservation groups should develop 

a network to provide the necessaq support, information, advice and access to resources 



for these new efforts. Recornmended resources to assist in such efforts are included in 

Appendix 7. 

The provincial govemment and private conservation groups should ensure that a 

variety of conservation tools are made available in the province. These tools should be 

standardized and streamlined to ensure that they are accessible, eficient and easy to use. 

Priority should be placed on wrïtten agreements, conservation easements and rights of first 

refusal agreements. There should be a range of options including stewardship as well as 

preservation-onented agreements, and there should be flexible and short-term agreements 

as well as permanent ones. 

Finaily, the Department of Natural Resources should coordinate training 

opportunities for conservation professionals and access to resources on providing programs 

and services. Private conservation groups should also organize their own training and 

resource-building opportunities, and work cooperatively in these efforts with other private 

interests. 



Both the Provincial Government and private conservation groups should 
initiate educational efforts aimed at landowners, the general public and relevant 
government decision-makers. 

~here  should be a landowner contact program at both the provincial level and on a 

more local scale. The study results suggested that this type of program should be the 

responsibility of non-governrnent groups. The results also suggested that educational 

efforts should be targeted for specific landowner groups. Both the content and the 

educational approach should be appropriate for landowner needs, interests and concems. 

Educational efforts should address both knowledge and attitude-related issues. They 

should provide alternatives to printed materials, including one-on-one interviews, public 

meetings, contact with local community groups and publicity events. 

Both the govenunent and private conservation groups should organize and initiate a 

provincial level promotional effort to increase awareness of private land conservation, and 

to increase social, economic, political and legal support for private land conservation 

efforts. Promotional efforts should include advertising, mode1 projects and public 

recognition of existing efforts and success stories to inform and rnotivate the general 

public. Special educational efforts should be designed for govemment agencies and other 

decision-makers whose actions influence private land conservation. 



Al1 types and levels of private land conservation efforts should be coordinated 
and integrated. AU private Iand conservation efforts should be landowner-centered 
and community-based. 

Private land conservation efforts should be coordinated and integrated on an 

institutional level, within govemment agencies, between govemment and non-govenunent 

groups, and between the various non-governrnent groups. Different types of private land 

conservation efforts (such as resource-conservation and preservation efforts), should be 

coordinated as well as dEerent approaches to protecting nature on pnvate land (such as 

land use planning tools and corporate stewardship), and different scales of planning and 

administration of conservation efforts (local and provincial). There should be a coalition of 

al1 interest groups, or at least some coordinating mechanism between the various interest 

groups. This central or coordinating body could bring together the broad range of interests 

and ensure that efforts are not conflicting or overlapping with each other. Such a body 

could also develop and implement a provincial private land conservation strategy, 

coordinate private land conservation efforts and plans on the various scales, and provide 

The approach used in al1 aspects of private land conservation efforts should be 

landowner-centered and community-based. Conservation efforts should provide 

opportunities for genuine landowner involvement in al1 aspects of private Iand 

conservation, and regular communication with interested landowners. it should ensure 

respect and recognition of landowners, and their own knowledge and experience on the 

land. The approach mua also recognize the distinct needs, interests and concems of some 

of the different landowner groups identified in this research. Finally, private land 

conservation efforts should aim to work on a comunity level as much as possible, and to 

provide opportunities for the involvement of a range of local interests. 



7. l Further Research 

There are severai research needs suggested by the results of my study that would 

further private land conservation efforts in Nova Scotia. The first need is for research that 

involves working with local comrnunity groups and landowners to determine appropriate 

strategies for providing education about private land conservation for rural landowners. 

Strategies must be found that are sensitive to the needs and concems raised in my study. 

The recent research on community-based social marketing may be very applicable to 

private land conservation efforts (see McKenzie-Mohr 1996 and Kassirer 1996). 

Another pnority is for fùrther research to field test the findings of my study. 

Preferably, this research could be done in conjunction with a pilot landowner contact 

program, and the overall approach could be modified as necessary. Further study could 

help to confirm priorities amongst the various issues. Alternative methods of exploring 

private land conservation issues fùrther could also be explored, such as focus groups and 

specific studies focusing on particular issues to be addressed ( e g  conservation tools, or 

incentives). 

The 23% of private lands that are under corporate ownership in Nova Scotia 

require very different private land conservation approaches than those addressed in this 

research. There is a need for research on the issues influencing this type of private land 

conservation, and the recommended approaches to addressing these issues. At the same 

time, there is a need to explore other alternative approaches to protecting nature on pivate 

lands, such as through regional development projects, watershed planning, integrated 

resource management and land use planning. 

There is also a need for research on the economic rationale for private land 

conservation. This idormation could then be used in securing public funds for private land 

conservation efforts. Although there may be little private land conservation professionais 

can do to address the broader socio-economic, policy and land/resource use issues 

impacting private land conservation efforts, the connections between these issues and 

private land conservation should be explored fùrther. Such research should aim to provide 



recomrnended actions that could be taken to mitigate negative impacts and to enhance 

positive influences on pnvate land conservation. 

Finally, the results of my research were aimed at assessing overall issues facing 

pnvate land conservation in the Province, baseci on a case study in an area where there 

have been minimal pnvate land conservation efforts. Research based on specific case 

studies of private land conservation efforts underway in Nova Scotia would e ~ c h  my 

findings. Examples of potential case studies include the Kingsburg Coastal Conservancy, 

the Margaree Environmental Association, the Nature Conservancy of Canada (Atlantic) or 

the Nova Scotia Nature Trust, 



7.2 Concluding Remarks 

With a conscientious effort and cooperative spirit, and an effort to recognize and 

address the issues identified in my research, I believe that pnvate land conservation has 

immense potential in Nova Scotia. In some ways, we are in an ideal position for 

developing such an effort because organized private land conservation is a relatively new 

concept here. We have the opportunity to approach our efforts pro-actively, with the 

benefit of adequate background information and direction. 

Initiating a concerted private land conservation effort in the Province offers an 

oppominity for cooperative efforts between conservation professionals, landowners and 

other interested individuais. Such cooperative efforts can be more sensitive to local needs, 

and are more kely to be supported by a broad range of Nova Scotians. The educational 

and hands-on approach of private land conservation also provides an important oppominity 

to develop a conservation ethic in Our communities, so that we recognize the importance of 

nature, the impacts of our actions on its sustainability, and our role as stewards of the 

natural world, including our own private lands. 



Sdiod for Resource and 
Environmental Sbdies 
Dalhousie University 
1312 Robie Street 
Halifax, NS 
03H 3€2 

Dear John: 

I am a graduate student in Envirwmental Studies at Dalhousie University, and I am doing research 
on p h t e  land conservation in Nova Scotia. Part of rny research invdves a st* of landowners and 
other people imrdved in or with an interest in private land conservation. The study airns to find out 
attitudes, m s  and issues whidi may mate &tacies to such conservation in Nova Scotia and to 
find ways of enhancing private land conservation and suppoding interested landowners. 

Your participation in this study is irnpoRant and would be greatly appmiated. It would involve meeting 
with me for about one hour to answer questions and share your ideas and opinions about nature 
consenmtion and private land. 1 have end& a copy of the inte~ew quesiionnaire. We could go 
through tfie questionnaire together during the interview. Or, if you would prefer, you could fiIl in the 
questionnaim on your own time, and I will arrange to pick it up and answer any questions or axtcems. I 
will telephone yw in a few days to schedule a convenient time for us to meet if you are interested. 

Since I am only selecüng a srnail nunaber of landowners for this survey, the results are only meaningful 
and usefut if people like you respond. Your opinions are important, whether fawurable or unfavoumble 
about conservation, and whether or not you have had any mence with conservation. Your 
mponses will be kept stn'ctiy confidential and anonymous. 

Thank you in advance for your participation. 

Bonnie Sutherland 



9. APPENDIX 2: TABLES OF RELATED STUDIES 

Table 31: Studies on Attitudes About Conservation 

I A.E.C. 

*BretchteI et 
al, 
B m y k  et 
aI. 

*Cutting 
and Cocklin 

Fams 
Fortman and 

Haymond 

Hilts 

Hilts 

Kcllcn 

Kreutzwiscr 
and 
Pietras7h 

I Mitchell and 
Labarcc 

Farmers were l e s  apprcciative of wetlands and less likely to favour their 
protection than non-fmers 
Srnail wetland owncrs and colIcge-educatcd owners were more likcly to sec 
wetland protection as important and to value wetlands 
Landowner attitudes are important in private land conservation 

Thcrc svas a relationship betwecn positive attitudes towards the 
environment grcater support for nature conservation , a higher degrec of 
concern about wi ldli fe. and participation in non-consump the rccreation. 
and participation in prilate land conservation 
Thcrc is a need for greater understanding of landowner attitudcs to 
conservation (cffccts success of program) 
Thcre is dispanty in findings in te- of degree of conservation ethic 
prescrit, environmentai attitudes and prionty issucs 
There are negativc attitudes and antipathy towards conservation 
Landowners are unaware of the values of their Iand for wiIdlXe 
New midents provide a ncw voice for existing beliefs not new attitudes 
Somc studics indicatc conflict bctwccn commodity uje views of rural 
residents and prescrvation-oriented views of new residents 
Landowncr attitudcs arc important to privatc land conscrvation 
Thcrc was a correlation bctwecn wildlifc cnhanccmcnt managcrncnt 
practiccs uscd and the profcsscd importance of hunting 
Knowing the position of the Iandowmer enablcs agencics to set prioritics for 
resources and firnds 
Many non-partici pant Ia ridowners were st il1 considcrcd qui te 
"conservation-mindcd" but not interested in a fonnal commitmcnt for 
conscwation 
Attitudes rangcd on ri continuum from ncgativc to dominionistic. 
ncutralistic. ccologistic. aesthctic and utilitarian 
Such divcrse attitudes affect thc feasibi1it.y and likelihood of success of 
conservation eKorts, and the ne& for particular approaches to conservation 
Many landownen (particutarly large rural landowners) are limitai to 
utilitarian valucs and dorninionistic, and do not appreciatc othcr potcntial 
values incliiding morc ccological, scicntific and acsthetic. 
Landowners p l a d  a Iiigher than anticipated value on rcsourccs and nature 
conscnation 

People in the Atlantic region have the highest degrec of public conccrn 
toward environmcni relativc to othcr regions 
Most iando~mcrs showcd conccrn about the Iand th- farni 
Many landowncrs were forccd by cconomics to do harm 10 t heir Iand 



(Table 3 1 continued) 

Modl 
* M m 0  

Russell and 
Eskowich 
Scenic 
Hudson Inc. 
UnIW 

Van Patter 
et al. 

* Waddell 

indicates a non-empirical mdy 

1987 
1989 

1989 

1986 

1994 

1990 

1990 

There is genedly a positive attitudc towards private land conservation 
There are attitudes in the general public working against conservation 
including an attitude of dominance over nature. and a lack of general 
environmental awareness 
Some people believe îhat there is plenty of vdderness and biodiversi~ 
aiready protected. a philosophy of human dominance over nature. and the 
problem of conservation k ing  more of a "motherhood issuen than an 
ongoing conceni 
In non-cultivated areas attitudes and wildlife intercsts were important 
influences on participation in conservation 
Landowners were anxïous to maintain open space characteristics of their 
land 
Attitudes do not successfiilly predict acnial environmentaily reIated 
behaviour 
Landowners placed a higher than anticipated value on resources and nature 
conservation 
Most tandowners supporteci consemation 
Landowners generaily support conservation 



Table 32: Studies on Knowledge of Conservation 

Brusnvk et al. 
C.W.S. et al. 

Gobster and 
Dickhut 
*Griffin 

1 Hilts 

Kellert 

1 Smutko 1 1986 

1988 

1991 
1989a 
1993a 
1981 

Lichtenberg 
and Lessley 

*Mitchell and 
Labaree 
*O'Connel1 

Wcllstead and 1993 
IBrown 1 

1992 

199 1 

1992 

Knowledge about conservation flects attitudes 
Knowledge about the environment was generaIIy low 

-- 

a ~ a n d o k m s  were unaware of the environmentai problems on their land 
Nova Scotians have a high level of awareness about wildiife issues 
relative to citizens of other parts of Canada 
Landowners were largely unaware of the value of their land for nildlife 
and the environmcntai problems on their land 
Problem salience (knowledge about the probIem and syrnpathy) was an 
important Suence on participation in conservation activities 
Landowner education, and education of children are important 
Landowners werc quite knowledgeable about consetvation issues 

There is limitai public awareness of wildlife and naturai environment 
values 
The public was onlp awre of obvious utilitarian values of nature. and 
not other d u e s  including ecologicai, *scientistic." aesthetic, moralistic 
and humanistic 
Landowner knowledge about conservation was low 
Many wetland owners were unable to give a particular reason for the 
value of rvetiands, and few could suggest men one value relateci to 
uildlife or water resources 
Knowledge is important 
Education is important to increase conservation knowledgc 
Landowners were large1 unaware of the value of their Iand for wildlifc 
and the environmental problcms on their land 
There is a Iack of knowledge about landowner contacts and programs 

Therc is a lack of irtformation for landowners on management for 
conservation and options for protection 
Thcre may be a lack of adequate and appropriate information and 
advice for landowners 
There was a lack of knowledge about wetland values 
Landowners need more information about programs 
Knowledge about murce programs for landowners svas higher for 
larger landosmers and Iower for l e s  educated or retirai landowners 
Knowledge m s  Linked rvith intent to manage private wvoodlot 



Table 33: Studies on Landowner Concerns 

Landowners are conœmed about restrictions causing low land values. and 
private property rights issues 
Landowners c i a h  absolute dominion over their land 

- .  .. - 

Landowners holding to their rights even more in response to perceived l o s  
of rights and increased restrictions 
Landowner attitudes about their rights and responsibilities is an important 
variable in private land conservation issues 
Landowner attitudes about their rights and responsibilities is an important 
variable in conservation issues 
Many Iandowners hold tenaciously to the Mew of rights of dominion ovcr 
their own Iand 
We need to understand iandowner concerns 
Landormers fear negative consequences of private land conservation such 
as damages b m  treSpasSing and liabiiity 
Relevant land use trends: rapid acquisition of recreational land by non- 
residents, inflated land pnces so locals cannot buyz 
Govemment support for non-resident land ownership, and close 
rclationship with big corporations has created distrust 
These mnds led Iandowners to jedously protect own private propcrty rights 
and to guard their right to seII to whoever they wisk whencver they wish 
People are increasingly viaving land as private property 
Conccm about time commitments for agreements 
Prevalencc of other prÏorities for landowners 
Dominant social values including private property rights were negativeIy 
correlateci to environmental concern 

Landowner concerns are an inability to protect private land from trespass. 
damages. danger. disturbance and Liability 

* indicates a non-empirical study 



Table 34: Studies Related to Conservation Tools 

Bourke and 
Luioff 
Cocker ham 
and Blwins 

Cutting and 
cocm 

Gobstcr and 
Dickhut 

*Wilts et al. 

Landowners preferred advisory seNices- lower ta..es and education 
Coiiege-educated owners were more apt to support various strategies and to 
support wetland protection 
Farmen were more resistant to outside involvement. and Iess appreciative of 
wetiands and their protection 
There are reiationships between occupation and preferences 
Socio-dcmographics, use of the forest and ownership status had littic 
influence on attitudes towards private forest land management approaches 
Newer tesidents generally supportecf le@ governent control 
Older rcsidents and large landowners favoured landowncr control 
The size of property owned influenceci strategies preferred 
Strategies provided may limit or bias participation 
Landowner prefcrences for strategies vary 
Little is known about landowner preferenœs 
Moderate acceptance for sale of development rights or donating easements 
Least preferred option was donation 
High acceptance of land use controis (6 1%). then rights of firsi refusai 
Less acceptance of strategics as landowners reach closer to retirement age 
Wiliingness to accept strategies increased with length of land ownership 
Gender. education. incorne. place of upbnnging. and number of acres owned 
were not significant in predïcting acceptance of sirategies 
Acceptance of strategies varies with perceiveci important of tas deduction and 
other non-monetary benefits, education and incomc 
Younger f m e r s  with smaller farms and more education were more willing 
to innovate and adopt conservation f ' n g  practices 
There is a critical g& in knowledge of landowner acceptance of various twls 
Least restricting methods are prcferred particdarly volunteer options with the 
Ieast govcnunen t intcrfcrence 
Landowner support and involvement decrease with increasing cost and 
cornmitment 
Leasing is familiar to f m e r s  and potentiaily valuable for conservation 
Characteristics of typicd people donating casements are: over 50. fairly 
well-off (with income othcr than Iand). love for the land is primar)r 
motivation factor. able to use tau advantages. non- mident owncrs. 
accustomed to land use restrictions 



(Table 34 continued) 

Kreutzwiser 
and 
Pietraszko 

Melinchuck 
Morgan 

Moull 

Scenic 
Hudson 

Van Patter 
et al. 

* Waddell 

Least restricting methods are preferred-partidarly volunteer options with 
the least govenunent interference 
High level of agreement between respondcnts about strategies 
CIear separation bctwecn most and Ieast prefierred strategics 
DiEference in perception of power of each option and preferences 
Occupation is related to acceptace of conservation strategies (especiaiIy for 
fmerdnon-farmers) 
Prcfcrcnces for conservation stratcgics and incentives Vary with land base 
characteristics including predominant Iand uses. proportion of the property in 
a naturai state and previous conversion of natural areas 
Preferred options were advisory programs and property tax incentives 
Landonmers preferred financial and program incentivcs inc1uding kases 
Landowner preferences Vary benveen regions 
Landowners favoured property ta.. breaks (73%). lease (56%)- paid 
easements 
Limited support for outright purchasc. easements 
Many landowners were interested in stewardship awards. a srnail number 
tvanted management assistance. then conservation casernent. donation and 
sale 
Young f m e n  were the Ieast receptive to vol un ta^ protection sincc they 
have highest liabilities and need stronger compensation 
33% of landowners preferred rights of first refusat. 33% prefcrred sale of 
=ment and 20% preferred donation of easements 
Landowners were interested in presening land for a varie& of conservation. 
financial and famiIy rcasons 
Least restricting methods were prefened-particdarly volunteer options with 
the least governrnent interference 
Landowners reacted negatively to legai options and wouId require stronger 
incentives to participate in them 
There is a need to be flexible with options 
Least restricting methods were prcfenrd-particularly volunteer options with 
the least govenunent interference 
Verbai agreements are popular 



Table 35: Studies Related to Institutional Arrangements 

and 
Pie traszko 

Mi tchelf 
Labarcc 

Morgan 1 Igg5 

and 

Scenic 
Hudson 1 19" 

1991 

Overail, there was support for iandowners, private organizations and al1 
Ievek of govenunent 
Collegeducated owners were more likely to favour goverurnent 

Farmers are more tesistant to any outside involvement in wetland 
protection particuiarly at state and federal levels 
~ m a l l  wetland O& are more favourabIy disposed to goventment 
involvement in protection 
Inappropriate arrangements and institutional ngidity can m a t e  obstacles 
to participation and bias participation to certain m u p s  
Some landowners have a negative view of trusts and perceive elitisrn 
Participation is influenceci by who contacts the landowners and provides 
information 
Many rcsource managers do not represent Iandowners \vell, they do not 
work to understand landowner objectives and environmental interests. 
and they do not cornmurticate well with them 
More research is needed on landowner attitudes 
Perceptions of effectiveness of various institutional anangcments m e r  
from preferences 
Preferences for conservation strategies and incentives vary with land base 
characteristics including predominant land uses. proportion of the 
property in a natural state and previous conversion of natural areas 
Non-farrn respondents favoured fderal involvernent 
Landowners with college education favour regional conservation 
authoritics 
Laridomers wî th small properties favoured provincial govemen  t 
Staff turnover and skili. time/effort/fcustration in cooperativc ventures. 
and lack of organizations to coordinate stewardship can inhibit private 
land conservation efforis 
Some Iandowners distrust govemment, private land trusts or groups from 
outside community 
Therc are obstacles related to the commitment. attitudes. capability. and 
knowlcdge of agency staff 
L o d  advisors are needed 

There is a tack of long-term commitment and conccrns about permanence 
of programs 
There is a lack of coordination and planning cm inhibit conservation 
Landowners prefer a combination of landowners and non-profits or the 

*indicates a non-empirical study 



Table 36: Studies on Personal Characteristics of Landowners and Private Land 
Conservation 

Bardcc ici 

Bourke and 

al. 

Cockerham 
and Blevins 

Featherstone 
and 
Goodwin 
Gobster and 
Dickhut 

*Hilts et ai, 

Kreutzwiser 
and 
Pietraszko 
Mouil 

Educatioa 
Occupation 

Education 
Income 
Off- farm 
ernplopent 
Years of 
ownership 

Age 
Educa tion 
income 

A s  
Income 
Residerxe 

Age 
Occupation 

College-educated owners were more apt to support 
various strategies and to support wetland protection 
Farmers were more resistant to outside involvement, 
and l e s  appreciative of wetlands and their protection 
There are relationships between occupation and 
preferences 
Landowner characteristics are associateci tvith 
preferences for and acceptance of consen.ation 
strategies/'incentives 
Socio-demographics, use of thc forest and ownership 
status had littie influence on attitudes towards privatc 
forest land management approaches 
Landowners who participate in private land 
conservation progranis tended to be better educated. to 
have higher net income b e l s  and more family 
employai off the f m  
Newer residents generally supported legal governrnent 
control 
Older residents and large landowners favoured 
landowner control 
Older people invest l e s  in consenation 

Less acceptance of strategics as landowners reach 
closcr to retirement age 
Acceptance of strategies varies with education and 
i ncorne 
Youngcr f m e r s  with more education wcrc more 
wiliing to innovate and adopt conservation fanning 
prac tices 
Charactcristics of h p i d  pcoplc donating cascmcnts 
are: over 50. fairly ~vc l ld f  (with income othcr îhan 
land), fovc for the land is primaq motivation factor. 
able to use ta.. advaniages. non- resident omers. and 
accustomeci &O land use restrictions 
Occupation influences participation in privatc land 
conservation and acceptance of conservation strategies 
(especially for farmershon-farmers) 
Young f m e r s  were the least receptivc to voluntary 
protection since thcy have highest Liabilities and need 
sironger compensation 



Table 37: Studies on Personai Characteristics and Environmental Concern 

Mohai and 1987 
Twight 
Mohaiand 1992 
Twight 
Rickson and 1985 
Stabler 

Robertson 
Schahn and 
Holzer 

Personality traits 
Poli tics 

Age 
Educa tion 
Gender 
lacorne 
Background 
Age 
Education 
Background 

Socio- 
demograp hia 

Age 
Residence size 

Background 
Po litics 
Ruraines 
Size residence 
area 
Politicai 
orientation 
Ruralness 
Size of resîdence 
area 

Education 
Gender 
Rurdness 

Education 

Gender 

Ruralness 
Size Residence 
area 
PoIiticai ideology 
Socio- 
demo_graphics 
Gender 

Personality traits associateci with environmental 
orientation are hiberal attitudes,, flexible bekfs and 
less traditional~nentated views 
Age is inversely related to eavironmental concem 
Socioeconomic status (income and education). gender 
and d n e s s  of background are important variables 

Age is invcrsely rchted to environmentai concern 
Higher education, tuban living and king male are 
related to increased environmental concem 

Socio-dcmographic characteristics. ownership status 
and management practice tvere not relatcd to attitudes 
totvards management of private lands for conservation 
Age is inversely related to environmental concem 
Size of residence area is related to environmental 
concern 
Political orientation. and rurainess of background are 
important variables in environmental concern 
Ruralna of background and sUe of residence area arc 
important variables in environmentai concern 

Political orientation is related to environmental 
conceni, but d t s  of othcr studies are ambiguous 
Ruralness of background and size of midence area are 
important variables in environmentai concern 
There are strong utilitarian and less protective attitudes 
in niral areas 
Higher education and gender (tvomen) are related to 
increased environmental concern 
There is no relationship between ruralness and 
attitudes t o m &  the environment 
Higher education is related to incrcased environmentai 
concem 
Women show higher environmentai conccm than men 
but l e s  activism 
Ruralness of background and size of residence area are 
important variables in environmenta1 concem 

Socio-demographic variables are ineffective in 
euplaining environmentai concern other than political 
ideology (pro-regdatory hkralism) 
Women show higher environmental concem than men 



(Table 3 7 continued) 

Scott and 
Wiitit 

Tremblq 
and Duniap 

Van Liere 
and Dcnlap 

Age 
Eduçation 
Incomc 
Politics 
Rurainess 
Sïze residence 

A s  
Education 
Gender 
lncome 
Occupation 
R d n e s s  
Size of residence 

Education, age, inmme and politicai ideology are al1 
predictive of emrironmentally oricnted behaviour in 
general 

RufalIless of background and size of residence area are 
important variables in environmentai concem and rurai 
famiers are less concemed 
Age is inversely related to environmentai concem 
Education, curaines of background and size of 
residence a r a  and gender (women) are important 
variables influencing environmental coocern 
incorne was arnbiguous as an important variable in 
environmental concem 
Occupation was only weakiy related to environmentai 
concem 
Thcre is a high level of rn-ation in study results about 
environmental concem 



Table 38: Studies on Land Characteristics 

Many landownen (parricuiarly large rurai landonmers) are Iintited to ' utilitarian d u e s  and dominionistic and do not appreciate other potential 
values including more ecologicd, scientific and aesthetic. 

Bardecki 
I 

Bourke and 
Luloff 
Cockerham 
and Blevins 

Famis 

Gobster and 
Dickhut 

*Kilts et al. 

Largc rural landomcrs may need practical and economic incentives 
Preferences for conservation strategies and inccntives vary with land base 
characteristics including predo&t land uses. of the property 
in a natural state and previous conversion of naturai areas 
Non-farm rqnden t s  favouted federal involvement 

1 1 h n  from the land non- resident owners 

1984 

1994 

1977 

198 1 

1988 

199 1 

1 Landownen with small properties favoured provincial govemment 

involvement in protection 
Fanners were Iess appreciative of wctiands and lcss likely to favour their 
protection than non-fiirmers 
Preferences for conservation strategies and incentives vay 1vit.h land base 
c haractenstics 
Ose of the forest and ownership status had Iittle influence on attitudes 
towards private forest land management approaches 
Newer residents generalîy supporteci legal governent control 
OIder residents and large landowners favoured landowner control 
The size of property owned idluenceci strategies preferred 
Fcw practicai incentives exist for large economically dependent private 
landowners for managing Iands for wildlife 
Farmers ceceive littie economic r e m  for wildlife 
Wiingness to accept strategies increased with Iength of land o\vnership 
Size of property was not significant in predicting acceptancc of strategies 
Younger farmers with smaiier farms were more willing to innovate and 
adopt conservation farmùig practices 
Leasing is familiar to farmers and potentially valuable for conservaiion 
Characteristics of typical people donating easements are: Income other 

Economic incentives were most important in rural areas 
In non-cultivated areas. attitudes and interest in wildlife wcre more 
important determinants of participation 
The need for incentives demnds on land base characteristics 

Van Patter et 
al. 
Wellstead and 
Brown 

* indicates a nonanpirical study 

1990 

1993 

Fiancial inccntives were preferred by landowners aiready considering 
converthg their natural areas 
Knowlcdge about murce  programs for lando~vners !vas higher for iarger 
landowners and loiver for l e s  educated or retired Iandowners 



Table 39: Shidies on Participation in Nature-related Activities 

1 H&erman 1 1 consumptivc or mechanized recreational a&ties 

Bnisnyk et 
al. 

Duniap and 
- 1 Geisler et ai. 1 1977 1 The theory lhat environmental concern ir more highly associateci with 

-appreciativeW rather than with -consumptive" rccreational activities is 

1990 

1975 

+ Participation in non-collsumptive wildlife-related activities was higher 
among those landowners participating in private land conservation than 
for non-jxirticipants 
Environmental concern is associateci with appreciative rather than 

Haymond 

I I 1 rather than with "consumptive" or "mechanized" recreational activities 
Jackson 

1990 
questioned 
Thcre is a correlation between wildlife enhancement management 

1986 
practices used and the professeci importance of hunting 
Environmental concern is more highty associated with -appreciativee 



Table 40: Studies on Incentives for Conservation 

Bmnyk et ai, I 

*Mitchell and 
Labaree 
Russell and 
Eskowich 

Shelton 

Smutko 

Van Patter et al. 

I World Resources 
Institute et al. 

characteristics and personai characteristics 
1990 Landowner preferences for incentives varied 

incentives are an important infiwnce on participation 
1 0 Participants mNidered incentives l e s  important than non-participants 

198 1 Few practicd incentives exist for Iarge ecunomically dependent private 
Iandowners for managing Iands for wildlife 
Farmers receive littIe econornic r e m  for wildlife 

198 1 Large rural landowners may need practical and econornic incentives 
more than othcrs 
Limitation of public awarcness of wildlife and natural environment 

1995 ( There is a need for hancial incentives and technical advice 

non-ernpirical 

1990 The appropriateness of using an incentive for a particular situation must 
be determineci based on landowner preferences, and ttic strength of 
protection provided by the proposeci strategv 

1987 Landowner preferences for incentives varied 

1 99 1 

1989 

198 1 

1986 

1990 

1992 

Incentives are an important influence on participation 
Landowners preferred incentives as the stcategy for increasing their 
participation 
There is a Iack of k x  and financial incentives for private land 
conservation 
Economic incentives were most important in rurai areas 
In non-cuitivated areas. attitudes and interest in wildlife were more 
important determinants of participation 
The need for incentives depends on characteristics of the land base and 
landowner attitude 
Thcre is a need for incentives including recognition. cost-sharing and 
f i c i a l  incentives, iiability relief and tau benefits 
Landowner preferences for incentives varieci 
incentives are an important ifluence on participation 
A lack of incentives was a concern to non-participants 
There was a lack of landowner undcrstanding about incentives 
Financiai incentives were preferred by landowvners already considering 
converting their natural areas 
The more eupensive incentives were rated as excessive by many 
landowners 
Landowners reacted negativeiy to legal options and would requirc 
stronger incentives to participate in them 
Inteniational strategies to protect biodiversity cal1 for increasing 



Table 41: Studies on Additional Variables 

*Mitchell and 199 1 
Labaree 

Morgan 1985 

Mou11 1987 

Competition fiom other uses of private lands can be an obstacle 
importance of impacts of policies on Iand use 
There is fmr that prÏvate Iand conservation will reduce the tax income 
to the commun@ 
StafPfhmover and skill, tirne/Hort/Enistration in cooperative 
ventures, and lack of organizations to coordinate stewardship can 
inhiiit privatc Iand conservation eEorts 
Some Iandowners distrust govermnent, private Iand trusts or groups 
front outside community 
There arc obstacles relatai to the commitment. attitudes. capability. 
and knowledge of agency staff 
A lack of appropriate legislation (Le. easements) can inhiit private 
land conservation 
Therc is inadequate long tcm fiuiding and cornmitment 
. - -  

a There is concern about time commitments for agreements 
There is a prevalence of other priorities for landowners 
There is a of lack long-tenn commitment 
There are concerns about the permanence of programs 
Lack of coordination and planning can inhiiit consenation 
There is a lack of integrated planning 
There is lack of data and b d i n g  for data collection and analysis 
There is a Iack of adequate iùnding for conservation 
There are resource conflicts and hadequate legislation 
How cm interest be converted into effective programs 
There are concerns about the permanence of programs 
Poli- change is needed for effective private land conservation 
The market structure in forestam industrv works aeainst conservation 



Table 42: Frequency Table for Conservation Attitudes 

[~lants and animals e-vist mainly to be 

lnatural environment to suit their neais 
me carth is Iike a spaccship with on- 
limitcd room and resoucces 
Humans are çeverely abusing the 
environment 
We are approaching the maximum 

humber of oco~le the earth can su~wrt  
11 am conccrned about the future of the 
lnatural cnvironment in Nova Scotia 
11 think nature conservation is important 

I 1 think there are too many rcstnctions or 
private landomets duc to environmcnta 
concerns 

I Landowners have a right to-do i h a t  t h q  
want with their land 
~andowncn  have a responsibility <O take 
Icare of their lands to protecc nature 
!How wc use Our private land cffects 
pher  pmplc's land 
!I think pnvatc lands arc important for 
jeffectivc nature conscn7ation in Nota 
mScotia 
,Landowncrs should bc cncouragcd to 
,manage thcir resowces in a sustainable 
yay so ~ha t  thc rcsourccs arc availablc 
'for future gentrations 
jlandowners shouid be encouragod to 
iprotcct and prcserve important natiiral 
lfcaturcs on their lands because WC have 
~ a r k s  Department on public lands for 
nature preservation 
Landowncrs should not havc to presenr 
natural areas and special fearures on 
'their lands bccausc we have Parks 
Department on public lands for naturc 
prcscrvation 



Table 42 continued 

Table 43: Frequency Table for Environmental Concern 

tnvolved 7 - 7 7 7 20 7 33 13 
landonmers 
Hants 2 2 3 6 2 5 5 3 1 4 8 8 1 1 9 8 8 3 5  
Landowners 
(percent of responses on a composite of 5 scores b r n  1 to 5 where l=strongly disagrce 2=disagree 

'1 am interested in conservation on my 
own land if it does not interfere with my 
use of resoucces (e.g. woodIot use) 
1 am interested in practicing 
conservation on my land stnctfy for 
nature's sake, even if it means giving 
up certain land and resource uses 

3-711lsure 4=agree 5=strongIy agree. Maumum possible score was 30) 

Table 44: Frequency Table for Knowledge on Private Land Conservation 

(* Measured on a scaic of 1 to 5 where l=strongly disagree 2--disagrec 3=unsure 

7 

7 

AC 17 7 

AC18 O 

1 

I 

'How to practicc conscn+ation KC I 
Ttie science of consenation KC2 
Ducks unlimiteci KC3 
Private groups KC4 
Goveniment resource program KC5 
Govcrnment preservation pro- KC6 
Alternative for landowners KC7 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 

(* Measured on a scale of 1 to 5 where l=strongly disagree 2=disagrcc 3=unsure ;I=agree 5=strongly agrce) 

13 

h 

7 2 0 3 3  

27 53 

- 

- 

O 

3 



Table 45: Frequency Table for Totai Knowledge on Private Land Conservation 

-- - 

(percent ofresponses on a composite of 7 scores from 1 5  to where l=strongly disagree 2--disag& 
3--unswe 4=agree 5=strongly agree. Ma.uimum score possibie \vas 35) 

Table 46: Frequency Table for Factors Encouraging Participation in Private Land 
Conservation 

Protecting land for children MC 1 
FamiIy heritagdtradition INC2 
Concern about nature MC3 

Financial incentives N C 3  
Other incentives MC5 
Econornic securitv MC6 
Wildlifie protection INC7 
Other conservation values MC8 

m e r  recreation 
Wildlife viewing INC 1 2 
Natural beauty 
Usefiil producs 
Protection of land in Tuture 
ûpportunity to leam 
Comrnunity awareness 
Value of land for conservation 
Whether others involved 

Measured on a sale of I to 5 where I=strongly disagree 2=disagree 3=unswe 4=agree 5=stron@y agree) 



Table 47: Frequency Table for Disincentives for Private Land Conservation 

(* bIeasured on a sale of 1 to 5 where I=strongIy disagree 2=disagree 3=unsurc 4=agree S=strongly agree) 

Table 48: Frequency Table for Preferences for Agreement Time Frame 

No intercst 
Less than 10 years 
10 to 25 years 
Permanent 

REC26 
REC26 

REC26 
REC26 

O 
7 

27 
53 

1 27 
36 

17 
14 



Table 49: Frequenq Table for Chdenges Facing Private Land Conservation 

Lack of data 
L L  
Varied goals 
La& of interdeut, coo~eration 

Table JO: Frequency Table for Preferences for Tools for Private Land Conservation 

(* Measured on a scale of 1 to 5 where I=strongly disagree 2--disgree 3=unsure 4=agree S=strongly agree) 

CHAL1 

Lack of coordination CHAL5 3 
3 

1 5 
1 3 
1 5 

La& of cornmitment 
Lack skiIf and experienœ 
La& of program perrnanency 
Sroperty taxes for groups 

1 5 15 1 O 41 ---- 

- 
CHAL6 
CHAL7 
CHAL8 
CHAL9 

26 

5 
5 
13 
5 
10 

Complexity of agreements 
Lack of cornmou ground 
Lack of legaVpolicy support 
Lack of scientific knowledge 
Lack of knowledge of options 

46 
15 
36 

O 3 5 44 -- 
C H A W l  3 26 18 36 

[* Measureù on a scale of 1 to 5 where l=strongly disagree 2--disagree 3--uasure -kagrce 5--strongIy agree) 

26 
15 
15 
26 
23 

CHAL4 
8 
8 
28 
23 
23 

CHAL10 
CHAL11 
CHAL 12 
CHAL 13 
CHAL 14 

1 5 10 15 31 

36 
23 
5 
21 
13 

54 
46 
41 
U 
28 

1 O 
1 10 

28 
33 
1 O 
23 
28 

26 
33 
46 
3 1 
49 _ 

10 
15 
21 
8 
1 O 

3 
10 
3 



Table 51: Frequency Table for Recommendations for Private Land Conservation 

Incentives matching 

where 



This appendix contains tables of relationships between variables. It includes tables cornparhg subgroups of respondents on specific 
variables and also tables of correlations between variables. 

Table 52: Relvtionships Between Conservation Attitudes and Part ic i~at ion Variables 

Nature exisrs for humans 
Liniiicd room and resources 
Concerned about NS 
Too many resirictions 
Landowner responsibility 
Use of land cffccts othcrs 
Parks arc adcquatc 
Environmental concern 
Responses shom indicate significmit diflerericc! beiwveen subgroups for a c h  varitibl<: (p~0.05) 
Sbtistic uscd wtis Kruskal Wullace Test (Jf)=degrces of freedom 

AC 1 
AC4 
AC7 
AC9 
AC 1 I 
AC 12 
AC16 
EC 

7,57 (2) 
6.66 ( 2 )  

IO.  14 (2 )  
8.16 (3) 
8.43 ( 1 )  

3.711 ( 1 )  

5.36 ( 1 )  

8.16 (2) 

6.26 ( 2 )  (3 

I 3.72 ( 1  
3.79 (1 )  

8.83 ( 2 )  



Ta blc 53: Relationships Between Conservation Attitudes and Personal and Land Variables 

Table 54: Correlations Between Conservation Attitudes and Personal and Land Variables 

Rcspoiiscs showii indicnte a sigiiificani correlaiioii (pc.05) iisilig Kcndiill's Corrclntiori 

Right io change environmeni AC3 
Liniited room and rcsources AC4 
Concerried about Nova Scotia A7 
Iniportance of coiiservatioii AC8 

l<esptises sho\r.ti iiidicatr: significuni differeiice ht?t\vecii subgroups hr cuçli vuriuhlii (p4.05) 
S I U I ~ S ~ ~ L '  11xd \VUS Kniskul Wullucc 'l'csi (dl)=dcgrt.es of' frccdalii 

6.49 ( 1 ) 

Too niriny rcsiriciioiis 
~aodowner r i~h ls  - 
Landowncr responsibiliiy 
Usc of land cffecis oihcrs 
Encourage sustainability 
Encoiirage preservaiion 
Environmental Concern 

AC9 
A C  i O 

AC 1 1 
AC12 
AC 14 
AC15 
EC 

1 1.66 ( 3 )  

8.05 ( 3 )  

1 1 . 1 1  (3 )  

11.45 (2) 

5 (2) 
0 3 2  (2)  
-- - 

10.13 ( 2 )  
13.70 (2) 
9.52 (2) 
6.47 ( 2 )  

- - _ _ P P P  

- 

6.63 ( 1 )  

6 1 5  (2) 

16.34 (3) 

- 6.32 ( 2 )  

7.3 2 (2 

5,96 ( 2 )  

9.50 (2) 





Table 57: Rehtionships Between Conservation Knowled~e and Personal. Land and Concern Variables 

How 10 praciice conservation KCI 4.19 
Private organizations KCQ 5,76 (2) 
Governnieni-rcsourcc KC5 6.86 (2) 
Tolal consenta~ion knowlcdge KC8 L A 7.09 (1 )  

L 

Responses shown indicatc significani differcncc bciwecii sub-groups for cacli variablc (p<0,05) 
Siniisiic uscd was Kmskal Wallacc Tcst (df)=dcgrccs of frccdoiii 

Table 58: Correlations Between Conservation Knowledee and Personal and Land Variables 

ITotal consendon knowkdge lKC8 1 1 1 ,200 1 
Rcsponscs shown iridicate a significant corrclütioii (pc.05) rising Kendall's Corrclaiion 



Table 60: Relutionships Between Perceatiuiis of Incentives and Particination Variables, and Conservation Knowledee 

10ther i ncentives 
Wiidlife protection 
Providing 
fishinghunting 
Providing other 
rccreaiion 
Wildlife vicwing 
Opportunity 10 l c m  
Cominunity 
awareness 
lnterest in 

presenlation 
Responses shown indi' 
Stsiistic iiscd was Kru 

Table 6 1 : Carrela t ion Between Perce~tions of lncent ives aiid Personal and Land Variables 

INC4 4.70 (1) 

7 

Rcsponses shown indicatc n significmt corrclaiion (p<.05) usiiig Kendall's Corrclatiori 

Other incent ives 
Providing fishing/huniing 
Providing other recreaiion 
Wildlife vicwing 
Naiural bcauiy/scencry 

catc significant differcncc bctwecn subgroups for cacli ~ariablc (p<O,OS) 
skal Wallace Test (df)=dcgrces of freedoni 

INCS 
INC7 
INC 10 

INCI 1 

INC 12 
1 1 ~ ~ 1 6  
[NC 17 

WC18 

IFiitiirc ~roicctiori ilNC15 1 1 1 -.230 1 1 

INC5 
lNC 10 
lNCl1 
INC12 
INC 1 3 

13.09 (2) 
10.86 (2)  

11.73 (2)  

9.22 (2)  

-.252 

4.05 (1 )  

5.39 ( 1 )  

3.96 ( 1 )  

4 4 5  

-PP-PPp 

-, 362 

10.50 (4) 

8.63 (2) 
12.11 (4) 

637 (2) 

-,25 1 

7.56 (2) 

0.280 
-, 300 

5.0 1 (1) 







Table 64: Relationship Between Perceations of Disincentives and Personal and Land Variables 

Responses show indicate significant differencc bclweeri subgroups for each variable (p<O.OS) 
Statistic used was Kruskal Wallace Test (df)=degrccs of freedom 

Table 65: Correlation Between Perceptions of Disincentives and Personal and Laiid Variables 

Need to make nione 0.22 1 

Lack of trust of 
novemment 

. -. . . . . . - - . . . .- 

Fear cost vs. benefits DIS8 -.2W 
Concern about timc frame DIS 1 1 

I Lack of trust for long terni DIS 12 
~rotection I I 
Rcsponscs show indicale a significant corrclation (pC.05) usitig Kendall's Conclalion 









Table 69: Relriionships Between Preferences for lnst itutional Arrangements and Participation. Concern and Knowled~e 
Variables 

Program 
Provincial govemment 
Municipal governnlcnt 
Local community groups 
Coalition 
Privatc lando\ilricrs 
l 

Funclhg 
Fcdcral govcrnriiciit 
Provincial govcrnnicnt 
Municipal governmcnt 
Local con~munity groups 
Coalition 

Msnligcment 
Fcdcral govcriiincnt 
Municipal govcriinicnt 
Priva te conscnlation groups 
Local coinniuni ty groups 
Coalition 
Private landowncrs 
Responses shown indicatc significarii differcrice bet\vecii subgroups for cach variable (p<O.QS) 
Staiisiic iised was a Chisquarc (df)=degrccs of frccdoin 

7.98 ( 3 )  

0.50 (3) 

5.67 ( 1 )  

12.28 (3) 

2 (3 )  

4.25 ( 1 )  
3.74 ( 1 )  

6.46 (2) 
8.07 (2) 
7.26 (2) 

10.32 (2) 

5.05 ( 1 )  
4.66 (1) 

3.90 ( 1 )  

8.51 (2) 

7.01 (2) 

12,03 (2) 
10,47 (2) 
8.55 (2) 
8.97 (2)  

4,12 ( 1 )  

10.35 (1 )  
G , 1 1  ( 1 )  
4.03 (1)  

3.75 (1) 

5.62 (1) 
7.90 ( 1 )  

10,75 (1) 

6.72 (2) 

10.16 (2) 





Table 7 1: Helationships Between Preferenccs for Conservation Tools and Land. Personal and Particioation Variables 

Responscs show indicatc significant diffcrcncc behiwii subgroups for cadi wriablc (p<O.OS) 
Statistic uscd \vas the Kruskall Wallace Test (dl)=dcgrccs of frecdoni 

Landowner contact 
W rittcn agreement 
Easemeni 
Sale to group 
Salc 10 governniciii 
agcnq 
Riglits of first 
refiiwl 
Donation in will 

i 

Table 72: Correlations Between Preferences for Conservation Tools and Land and Persona1 Variables 

STR 1 
STR3 
STR6 
STR7 
STRS 

STR l l 

STR 12 

Respoiises show indicaie a significant correlation (pc.05) using Kendall's Correlation 

Easerncn t 
Sale to group 
Donaiion in will 

9.02 ( 2 )  

STR6 
STR7 
STR 12 

6.12 (2)  

,226 

6.42 (2) 

8.69 (2) 
6.16 (2) 
767 (2) 

7.59 (2 )  

0.268 

5.17 (1 )  

.24 1 

4.47 ( 1 )  

13.32 (4) 

- 9.42 (4) 



iuopaq  JO sau4ap=Qp) a m b s ! y j  s s ~ i  pasn a!is!ieiS 
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(2) ;X t Z ' L  ( 1 )  :X 6h'E SAN1 puol %!sn uaqlr\ l e ~ ! q q  iap!suo3 

( 2 )  ,X 12'9 
- 
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Table 76: Relatiooships Between Survev Reswnse Format and Other Variables 

%ducaticm (1 <hi& school school3>high school) 

F 7 2 = 1 0 ~ 3 = u m l l ~ !  &hi gh S=vmhi - gh ) 
ks unlimiteci 

vate organizations 
oid conservation knowledge (sum of items) 

C o m d n  Attinrder 
Nature &ts for humans AC 1 8.95 (1) 3 2 

8.62 ( 
5.59 ( 
3.73 ( 

9.84 ( 

b 

Limitai room and resources I A C ~  
Maximum population 
Concernai about NS 

8-71 ( 
3.73 ( 

1 

iitcenrirws 
Land for children 

AC6 

AC7 

Encourage sustakability 
Encourage mesmation 

Disinceniives 
N d  to make monev 

Use of land effects othm 1 ~ ~ 1 2  
AC14 
AC 15 

INC 1 

-- - 

Recommendan'ons 
Information on options 
Pr- tas breaks 
Variety of options 
Variety of organizations 
KnowIedgeable advisors 
Information for independence 
Coordination of efforts 
S m g  cornmitment h m  organizations 

0th- @port 

plturd beaury/scenay NC13 729 (111 3 

DIS 1 

Prefaence for Agreement ïïme frame 
( l=no interest 2-1 0 yezirs 3= 10-25 +=qxmment) 
Time fhme far Agament 

5 

I 
4.03 (111 5 

RECS 
RECS 
REC8 
REC 15 
RECI6 
REC 19 
REC20 
REC2 1 
WC23 

5 

4.95 (1) 

REC26 

9.34 ( 1 )  
3.85 ( 1 )  
4.36 ( 1 )  
5.23 ( 1 )  
3.70 (1) 
5.12 (1) 
4.78 (1) 
6.46 (1) 
5.31 (1) 

4 

4.73 ( 1 )  

- 3 

4 

4 
4 
3 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 
5 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
4 

4 

2 2 



Table 76 continued 

Pd0wn.r contact 4-40 (111 4 1 4 I 
Sale to group 1 Sm7 1 5.66 (111 4 I 2 I 
Responses shown indicate significantly association between variables @<O.OS) 
siaUstic used was a ~niska~-  ~aiiance  en (df)=degrees oi m o i  
(measured on a scde of 1 to 5 where I=strongiy disagree 2=disagree 3--unsure eagree 5-==@y agree- 
unies other scale is indicated) 

Table 77: Association Between Survev Res~onse Method and Other Variables 

Pers01101 V d k  
Occupation ( l=resource 23ther 3=professionai) 
Background ( 1 =rurai 2=urban or small tom) 

Land vuriabces 
Size of property ( 1-30 ha 240-200 3>200) 

Rcsiderice ( 1 =permanent 2=seasonal3=absentee) 

r-noc optiam 
( I =ciisagfee 2=agree) 
Fundine 

PERS5 
PERS8 

lnvofventenî UI Co~~sen.rZn'on rfctivjh'es 
Membership in conservation group ( l =no 
2=resourcesxïented 3=pre~ervation-oritntrd) 
Practice sustauiable re'iource use ( l =no 2=ves) 

LAND1 
LAND7 

Responses shown had a s i ~ ~ c a n t i y  association (p<0.05) 
Statistic used was a chisquarc (df)=degrees of frecdom 

13.54 X' (2) 
9.07 x2() 

- - 

Management 
Faderal govetnmmt 

Provincid govtrnm~nt 
Rivate landowners 

Holding agreement 
Provincial govenunent 

4.09 X' (1) 
9-77 X? (2) 

NV2 

1 
I 

I 

2 

1.38 X' (1) 

MGMTl 
MGMT2 
MGMT7 

HOLD2 

2.5 
1 

2 
1 

I 

I INVSRU 1 4.37 x 2 ( 1 )  

1 
1.5 

4.71 X' (1) 
4.63 X' (1) 
5.95 X' (1) 

4.85 x2 (1 )  

1 
1 

2 

1 

1 
I 
2 

2 



1 .  Proteciing land for 
children 

- -- 

3. Concern about nature 
7. Protccting 

conservation values 
.. . . 

1 3. Protcciing natural 
beau tylsccnery 

16. Opportunity io lcarn 
aboui conservaiion 

17. Opportunity for 
comrnuni~y 

KW=KniskalI Wallace Tcsi (df)=degrccs of frccdom 
Rcspoiises shown arc significaiiily diffcrcnt bciwccn siihgroiips of professionals (p<0.05) 
(mcasiired on ri scale of 1 to 5 wllicrc I =strongly disngrcc 2=dis~ree 3=uiisure Il=agree J=sirongly agrce) 



Table 79: Disincent ives to Participrtioii-coin parison of' Su bgroups of Conservation Prokssionals 

I .  Nced to niakc 
money 

12. Lack of tmst 
of progranis ta 
protcct land 

15. Tax penalties 
for donat ingl 
sclling land 

16, F a r  of 
liability 

19. Lack of 
landowcr 
knowlcdgc on 
\falucs of 
coiiscrviit ioii 

I 2 1. Lack of 
conscnlat ion 
ethic 

22. Lack of 
rccogiiit ioii of 
land valuc 

20. Lack of 
cducaiional 

KW=Kmskrill Wallace Tcst (df)=dcgrces of frccdoiii 
Rcsponses sho\vn are sigiiificaiitly diffcreni bci~ccii siibgroiips of profcssiotinls (pc0.05) 
(mcasurcd on a scalc of 1 io 5 whcrc I =strorigly disngrec 2=disiigrce 3=uiisiirc J=agrcc S=stroiigly ilgrce) 



Table 80: Challenges-Coniparison of Subgruiips of Subgroups of Conservation Professionals 

1. Lack of scieritific 
data 

S. Lack of 
coordinaiion 
bet wccn 
govcrnnient and 
noii-go\wiiiicnt 
groups 

8. Lack of 
pcrmanenq of 
prograins 

9. Property trix 
implications for 
non-governniental 
groups 

1 1. Lack of 'commori 
ground' amongst 
conscwation 
groiips, agelicics 
and individuals 

12. Lrickoflcgal and 
poliq siippon for 
privaic 1;iiid 
coiisenalion 

KW=Kruskall Wailucc Tcsi (df)=degrccs of frccdoni 
Rcspoiiscs show are significarit ly diflercn~ bci~vccti siibgroups of profcssioiiüls (pc0.05) 
(measurcd on a scalc of 1 to 5 where l=s~roiigly disagrce 2=disagrec 3=unsurc -I=agrec 5=sirongly agree) 



Table 81 : Recommenda tions-Conlpr risoii o f  Su bgroups of  Conservation ProFessionals 

contact 

port ihc work of 
lion- 
govcriiriicnial 

KW=Kmskall Wallac Test (df)=dcgrces of frccdom 
Responses show arc significanily difïercni beiwccn subgroups of profcssiotiüls (p<O.O5) 
(nicasured on ri scalc of I to 5 whcre 1 =strorigly disagrcc 2=disiigrcc 3=iirisurc 4=agrcc htrongly agrce) 



Table 82: Preferences for institutional Arrangements-Comparison of Subgroups of Conservation Professionals 

8. Salc to 5.43 ( 1 )  3 
govcriimcrit 

0 Donation to 4.15 ( 1 )  5 4 
goveriiincrii 

Program 
provinçid govcrniiieiii 
privaic orgaiiizaiions 

Miinsrgemcnt 
local comtnunity group 
private organizations 

Holding agreement 
provincial governnieni 

K W=Kruskall Wallace Test (dl)=dçgrees of frccdoni 
Rcsponscs s h o w  arc sigiiificanlly diiîercni beiwceii siibgroups of profcssiorials (p<0.05) 
(iiicasurcd oii ü scalc of I io 5 ivhere l=strongly disagrec 2=disagree .l=uiisurc l=ogrcc S=strongIy agrec) 

X' =Pearson Chi-square (dl)=degrees of freedom 
Responscs shown arc sigiiificanlly different beiweeii subgroups of professioiials (p<0.05) 
(mcasurcd on a iwo point scale \tfhere 1;;disagrcc 2=agrec) 

4.38 (1)  2 2 

5.00 ( 1 )  

3,96 (1 )  

1 

2 

1 

2 

4,20 ( 1 )  2 2 



13. APPENDIX 6: SUMMARY TABLES OF RESULTS AND COMPARISON WlTH 
LITERATURE 
Table 84: Conservation Attitudes and Kiiowledge: Summrry and Literature Comparison 

Cvuririhles not siiid 

Most laiido\viiers deiiioiisrrated u niodrrate IcveI 
ol'environriieritnl conwni 
()ccupuiion \vas relaied io enviroiunentul 
concem 
I .urido\iiicrs urc concenicd ubaiii tlic 
environiticint und wcog~ii~c Ihc IICCJ l'or Iiuturc 
conservuh 
Muiiy luriJo\viicrs Iiuvc iiiiliîuriuii, i i i d  rcsi)ilrcc- 
iise huscd ~~crccpiions ol' iiiitiirc ctiiiscrvuliuii 

Conservation kiiowledge iu rclnted c.nvironmeiiial concem 

Luiido\vic.rs support privute land conservution efforts 
Over HO% of lando~vners were iriterested in stewardship of private 
lands which do not sacrificc resowce-usr: options 

6 Aititudes varicd bctween lnndowicrs involved and iiot iiivolved iii 
privutc lund conservution 
Vuriables rclalcd IO uititudes wcre: age, eduçaiion, iiiconie, 
ocrcuputioii, consçrvutioii Crnowledgr, environnienlu1 conceni, sizr of 
lurid, rcsidciicc, prîiciputioii in iiaiwc-reltiicd uctiviiirs, mcmkrship 
iii conservation group, participation in can~rvritioiilresowrcc program, 
involvenicnt in conservation prrictices 
Laiido\vner kiiowledge oii private Ituid conservation options \vas low 
Knowledge varied k t w e n  Iruido\vners involvcd and no1 involved in 
privute Iri~icl conservation 
Variuhlcs reloted to private larid consmation hiowledgr: wcre: 
educatioii, iiicome, eiiviromiental conceni, method of laid 
acquisition, participtition in nature-related activitizs, inembership in 
conservation group, participation in conservuiion~resow~~~ progriun 



Table 85: lncent ives-Summary and Literatiire Corn parison 

1 Retors 

puriiciptitioii in 
private land 
conservatiori 

Most respoiidenis (lando\\ners and 
çoii~rvution professionuls) considt.red 
ihe major fuctors encowuging 
puriicipaiioii to be: ccweiitrk tiictors 
related to eiwironrnciitnl conccni and a 
desirtz to protcçt diverse nutiirul vulucs, 
uiid u seiisr of stetvardship. 
Othcr i m p ~ n u ~ ~ t  lactors iiicludc 
proteciion of rcsowccs for pructicul 
rasons, protection of lund for t'ainily 
knefit, econaiiiic secwity, ccorioinic 
und social iiicc.iitives 

Coiiservutioii 
proléssiontils ulso 
indicnicd thut finuncid 
uiid oflier inceiitives 
(social, c.ducatioriul) ure 
ulso iiiiportlini 

Recreational opportunitics aiid educatioiial opportunities (prsonul, uiid for 
the comniwiity) w r e  perceiveci us a factor encowaging participaiion 
Additional factors encouraging participt ion i~icluded whether frieiids 
ncighbors or hnily participated, ruid family tradition 
Professioiials alsa indicated that non-monetury incentives w r e  important iii 
encoiunging participation 
'Ilierc: wvere diffcrenccs in the factors perceivecl to encourtige participation 
hctwec.ri pariiciyaiits uiid non-purticipants 
Variubks rclatcd to p'rccptions of factors encouruging participiion w r e :  
educaiion, incoine, occupation, buckground, private land conservution 
knowledge, sizc of land, method of land acquisition, natural are8 remaining 
and yeurs of owership, pariicipation in nature-related activities, 
memkrship in crrnservaiion group, purticipaiion in conservation/resowce 
progcuii, irivolvciiient in conservation practiws 



T ~ b l e  86: Challenges and Disincentives-Summary and Literature Cornparison 

discoiiruping 
participation iii 
privtite laid 
conscrvu~ioii 

+Muj ur 
chu1 kiigcs tiiciiig 
privuic luiid 
conservation 
e il'orts 

Most respondents (laiidowncrs and coiixrvution 
prc)fttssioiials) coiisidcrcd c inujoi Jiuiiicciitiws to h: u 
luck of trust of govcniiticiit, kiir ol' liuhiliiy, iiccd to itiukc 
inoiiey, Micf iii Inndowvner rigliis, dcsirc for iiidcpndciicc 
in luiid iiitinogcmciit und conceni ubout restrictiiig uses 
I'rofrssioiiuls also iiidicuied tliiit ilic li~llowiiig urc 
disincciitivcs: ius periultics, thc tiiiic fruiiies 01' ugreciiiciits, 
u luck ol' trust in progrunis io prolcci luiid i d e n t e l ,  u Iuck 
id inccilti~cs, u I U C ~  ol'çwrdiiiittiw ~l'c.lli)~(s, iilid lt~ck trl' 

Accorditig tu coiixrvutioii prcilLssioiiuls, thc itiujor 
chullenges to privuie lurid coiiscrvutioii ellorts iiicludc u luck 
ol' tht: followirig: conutiiuiiçuiioii, ç~wrdiiiutioii of ctl'oris, 
coinniitment, scientifle infoniutioii, legnl cind poliçy slipport 
md lack of pnnanenc y of priviitc: land corisenlution 

1.tindowwicrs indicaicd concem about the impacts of environmental regulatioiis aiid 
pdicics oii thcir ltind iisc 
SOIIIL' Iundo~tiiers wtferc coiicenied ubout the iinplicuiions of Qie I'orzsl iiidiistr)) oii 
tlie cnvironmcrit urid oii pnvate lnndo\~iiers 
Proli.ssioiiuls ulso i11dicatc.d that coinpcting iiicaitives (i.e. forestry) mtiy iihibii 
puriicipution 
Vuriubles reluted io perceptions ol' foctors discouraping pwiiciputioii wre :  
~'Jucutioii, ixçup~~ioii, iiiiprtuii~e of lund, mcthod of Iruid acquisition, nuturul urcu 
r c i t i n ~  residciicc, ycars ol'o\\iic.rsliip, pariicipatioii in ntiiure-relatcd ~cthities, 
inrtiiihrsliip iii coiiscrvutioii group. participutioii in coiiservutioii/rzsourcc' progruiti 







Table 90: Main issues Influencing Privrte Land Conservation-Summary 

'Most 
Signilicaiit 
Issues 
Inlluciiçiiig 
Privuic 1.u11d 
Coiiscrvutioii iii 
Nova Scotiu 

Economic cliallcnges facing priviiti: land conscrvation cilorts 
Economic issues for landowncrs 
A necd for sducatioii ori vurious lrvels (baxd on laiido\+ilii:r knowlcdgc, atiitudcs w d  conçerns; and u lack of informaiion for coriscrv~ition profcssionuls; 
and social uttitiides impcdiiig privait lund colisc.rvuiioii ell'oris) 
A necd fBr proinotioii ofprivutc tuiid coiiscn'uiion eltQns 
A n c d  l'or vuned conservuîiori tools 
A iircd lo inchide hath preservatioii iind siewurdship illn1 tools 
A iircd 10 l'w~is 011 lundowvner corisiiliuiiciii, cussliiic'lits, \wi[kii ugreciiients uiid iiiuiiugciiieiit ugweiiieiils 
Nced for a voriciy ~Tiiistitiitioiiol opiioiis iiicliidiiig gavenunciii tiiid iioii-govcrnnient options, opcrutiiig on iiational, proviiicial und local sculcs 
A nccd lilr coiiservation etl'orts lo bc upprouclird liolii u luiido\+iier-cciiterrd und coi~iiuniiy-buscd perspcctivc, \\ith udeyuate coininiuiicution iuid 
coiisultution ot'ull intercsts 
A ncrd for cwrdinaiioii und iiitrprutioii of privritc luiid coiiscrvution slliirts W i i i i  wid bctwr.cn povcnuncnî uiid non-govcnuneiit ~ f l o m ,  k t w c n  
prrscrviitioii und strwardsliip cllbrts, hc.rwccii vurioiis upprcwlics to a~nscrviiig tiuii~rc 011 priyatc luiids, und hrt\vcrii sules of eilorts. 



14. APPENDIX 7: RESOURCES FOR PRIVATE LAND 
CONSERVATION 

Resources on Cornervation Tools for Rivate Land Comp~ation 

Andrews, W., and Loukidelis, D. Leaving a Living Legacy. Using Easements in 
British Columbia. West Coast Environrnental Law Foundation. 

Diehl, J. and Barrett, T. 1988. The Conservation Easement Handbook. Managing 
Land Conservation and Historie Preservation Easement Programs. Trust for Public 
Land: San Francisco, CA, 

Findlay, Barbara and Ann Hillyer. Here Today, Here Tomorrow. kgal Tools for the 
Voluntary Protection of Private Land in British Columbia West Coast Environmental 
Law Research Foundation. 
Available at: 
West Coast Environrnental Law Research Foundation 
100 1-207 West Hastings St. 
Vancouver, BC 
V6B iH7 
phone (604) 684-7378 or  fm (604) 684-1 3 12 

Hilts, S. and Reid, R. 1993. Creative Conservation. A Handbook for Ontario Land 
Trusts. Federation of Ontario NaturaIists. 
Available at: 
F.O.N. 355 Lesmil1 Road 
Don Mills, ON 
M3i3 3W8 
phone (4 16) 444-84 19 or  fax (4 16) 444-9866. 

Island Press. Land Conservation Through Pu blic/Private Participation. 

Kwasniak, A. (ed.) 1994. Private Conservancy: The Path to Law Reform. Edmonton, 
AB: Environmental Law Center, 
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It is available on the world wide web: 
To join the newsgroup (and therefore receive al1 their postings), send an exnail to: 

majordomo@indiana.edu 
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I 3 6 Exhibition Street 
Kentville, Nova Scotia. 
B4N 4E5 
(902) 679-609 1 Randy Milton (Stewardship) Teny Power (Wetland stewardship) 
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1 NATURE CONSERVATION ON PRIVATE LANDS I 

The purpose of this survey is to understand how landowners feel about nature conservation on private 
land, and to find ways of supporthg interested landowners. The questions simply require you to circle 
your answer or wnte a short response. It should take about one hour. If you wish to comment on any 
questions or explain your answers, please feel fiee to use the space in the margins or additional paper. 
All of your comments, favourable or unfavourable toward consenration, are important. Please 
remember that there are no right or wrong answers, and that your responses are completely 
confidential, so respond as honestIy and accurately as you cm. 

For this survey, NATURE CONSERVATION means loaking after the land to protect and preserve its 
natural values. It can range from managing land for wildiife and habitat, or working with a conservation 
group to protect land, to donating. leasing or selling land to a conservation organization or agency. 

Thank you for your help. If you have any questions or concems please cal1 me collect after 6 p.m. at 
(902) 86&13SZ. 

Bonnie Sutherland 
SchooI for Resource and 
Environmental Studies 
Dalhousie University 
1312 Robie Street 
Halifax, Nova Scotia 
B3H 3E2 



-- 

1 How do you feel about the Environment and conservation? 
i 

Please readihe f0110Wing statemts and indicate how rtmngly you agree or 
disagm by cifcling the appropriate number h i d e  the statmmt 

1. Piantsandanimdsexistmainlytoôeusecîby.hwnans 

2 The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset 

6. We are appcoaching the maximum number of people the earth can support 

7. ImeoncemedaboutthehitureafthenaftrtrdenvfronmeritinNavaScotw 

8. 1 think natute conservation is important 

9. 1 th ink thmare toomanyres t r ieüonsmp~lardourne isdueb~ .  
c o r n  

. ,  . 

10. Landowners have a right to do Mat  #ey want on th& own land 

fi. ~ h a u e a ~ b t a k e ~ o f . t h e i r I a n d s b p I o t a d ~  

12. How we use our private land affects other people's land 

14. Landowners should be encouraged to manage their murces in a sustainable way 
so mat the resources are available for hiture generations 

16. Landowners should a have to preserve naturai areas and swai features on their 
lands because we have parks on public lands for nature presecvation 1 2 3 4 5  

17. 1 aminteres$dhpradbii;gconsenr;dbnanmycwnhnlifitdœsndin~ 
withmyuseofresorvras(~.woad#~~ 1 2 3 4 5  

18. I am interested in pradising consewaüon on rny land strictly for nature's sake, 
even if it means giving up certain land and tesource uses 1 2 3 4 5  



l=normvmmI l a 
How important is udi of thae hm in limitina or discounaing you fmm mvsrymportant 
practising nature cons&n on your hnds? ~ = U I S U ~  

4=somevrhatnlportant 
5 - Y  ni9ortant 
NA= does not apQfy b me 

1. ~ ~ C m s k e m o r m y f l o m m y l a r i d  2 3 4 5 N A  

2 My belief that I have a right to do what I want with my land 1 2 3 4 5 N A  

5. Myladtoftruritollhs'thego#minwir . 1 2 3 4 5 E I A  

6. 1 have not really thwght about it and ai not sure what b invdved in collsecvation 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

8. My fear that coclservation will cost me a lot of effort, tirne and money and other 
people m'Il get ail the benefïts 1 2 3 4 5 N A  

15. Taxpen~~danaingarsellingbrrdw~iiriandRKaonservatiwt 
- > ,  - .  

_I , Y  

1 2 3 4 5 N A  
.- .".Y, .. 3 , . . .. 

16. Fear of liability if oiher peopie ate using rny land for recreation 1 2 3 4 5 N A  

17.AiadcofsagsçadknwahpWdblandconservaS#,~@crgrenrirtagteemeriti] 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
18. A rack of satisfaction with the organizations offering programs and assistance 1 2 3 4 5 N A  

Are there any othr  influences that couid either encourage or limit yout participation in private land 
consenation? Or influence private land conservation in Nova Scotia generally? 



1 How do you recommend enhancing private land conservation in 
1 Nova Scotia? 

l=mthpœtan 
Thinkin about the infiurntrr thtt couid encourage or limit ywr participation in P a v e r y m p i  
p(Nate and consrrvaüon, pkur indiate how ihpottant you consider u c h  of 33ni~we 
the following items for enauring sucorrful hnd conmtpion in I -=~UWWM~~ 
Nova Scotia. 5-==Y im9oita 

tfow important is providing iandownm vrith information on: 

a Thevduesofcoriservation 

b. The benefits of private larid amemtion 

How important is pmviding asristanu ümugh: 

a. Cash imenüves to encourage IandOwnee to W e  invohred 1 2 3 1  



7 

How do you feel about different consewation strategies? 

How do you feei about each of these strategies for nature conservation on 
private lands? Clease c i d e  (h, 8pproMate nuniber besidr the statornent 

2. Handshake conseivation agreement (agree to proted the land for a set time period 
and give notice of threats to aie area, and any changes in land use or ownership) 

4. Management agreement (a stronger agreement in which the landowner follow a 
specïf~c management plan in exchange for managemerit advice and assistance) 

6. Conservaüm easement (a long-terni kgai agreement whidi restricts certain 
activib'es on the land in exchange for îower property and i n m e  taxes) 

8. Sale of land or parts of land to govemment agency 1 2 3 4 5  

9. D o m t i o n ( d o n a $ L a n d o r œ & i n l s n d r i g M s t o e ~ o n ~ w i a r  
n r s u l o n g ~ a n d ~ t a x ~ }  1 2 3 4 5  

10. Donation (donate land or certain land rights to a government agency with 
resuiting i m  and property tax benefits) 1 2 3 4 5  

12. Donation in will (donate land or certain land rights to a conservation organization 
and receive iower estate taxes) 1 2  3 4 ' 5  

Do you have my comments on the consenration strategiar or organizations that you pnfw w oppose for 
conservation on private lands? 



What is vour involvernent in nature-based activities? 

Please circle the letter beside your answer. You may circle more than one answer. 

1. Do you participate in nature-rrlated ncreational adivities? 
a, No 
b. Yes-hunting, fishing, or trapping activities 
c. Yes-other activities (hiking, wildlife watching, aR, camping etc.) 

2. Are you involvecf in any wildlife or consewation-relateâ O anhtions? (Ducks Unlimited, local fish 
and gamc association, nrhinlists c lub, nature trusts etc7 

a. No 
b. Yes (please print the names of the organizatians) 

3. Are you pncticing any conservation activitiw on your land or managing f o i  wildlife? 
None 
Sustainable resource use (eg. sustainable forestry, mservaüon fanning techniques) 
Habitat irnprovernent'(eg. nesting boxes, planting native trees, protecting wetiands, streams etc.) 
Considering wildlife habitat and other natural features in how you use land and resources 
Leaving natural areas alone for conservation purposes 
Other (please explain) 

4. What do you think will happen to the natural areas on your property ovsr the next 25 years 
(Circle more than one if neeâed) 

a. Sold forcash 
b. Converted to other uses (eg. housing, logging, agBcuRure) 
c. Left alone for ansenration reasons 
d. Some areas used for production (eg. soi1 excavation, firewood cutüng) 
e. Managed for consenrationhuildîife 
f. Given to heirs 
g. Other (please expiain) 

5. Are you involvad in any resource mana ement or consacvation pro-ects wïth a govemment agency 
or organization? (eg. Oucks Unlirnlted, latutun Consemncy, ~epaknen t  of ~ a t u n l  Resources etc.) 

a. No 
b. Yes (please Iist names of projects or organizations) 

6. If ou have been involved in resource management or private land conservation programs before, 
w II at were your expriences? Please comment on organizations, prognms, agreements etc. and 
include positive and negaüve experiences 



1 What is vour level of knowledae about nature conservation? 1 

Please indicate 
the appropriate 

your level of knowledge or hmiliarity wïth each item by circling 
number b i d e  the item. 

2. The science of nature conservation (how the natural world works, the funcüons of 
nature, the links between natural processes and human adivities etc.) 

4. Nature conservation options offered by the Nature Consenrancy, Land Trusts 
or other private conservation groups 

5. Resource management o p b m  M d  by the govemment or private . . 
erg- (eg. woodbt managamenf 00f?awvam ming pradices etc.) 

6. Nature conservation options offered by the govemment 
(eg. Special Places Program etc.) 

l=very lowinone 
2=10w 
3=unmre 
4=hgh 
5-very- high 



1 What is important to you in thinking about practising nature consenration 
on your lands? 

? 

lwot important at ail 
How important is each of these items.in encoun in you to pactise nature + 2wot wry unportant 

conservation on ouf lands? Plepe in Icate your answer by circling oia LI 3=unsure 
appropriate num r bmde each mm. 4=somewhat important 

5--very Unportan t 
NA=does n ~ t  appty b me 

.1 . Pmtecting land for my c h i k m  in the future 1 2 3 4 5 W  

2. Maintaining farnily heritagehradition 

3, My c o r n  about nature 

4. Financial incentives (tax breaks, compensation etc,) 1 2 3 4 5 N A  

5. ûther incentives (recognition, awafds, information) f 2 3 4 5 W  

6. Economic securitylincome for the Mure 

7. Wildlife protection 

8. Protecting other conservation values (protecting streams, plants . natufai cycles etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

10. Providing hunting, fishing , or trapping opportunities 1 2 3 4 5 N A  

12. Providing wildlife viewing oppominioes 1 2 3 4 5 N A  

14. Protecting useful products (treas, genetic information etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 N A  

16. The opportunity to learn about nature conservation 1 2 3 4 5 N A  

17. The opportunity fo inmase community awamness of nature cwmaüon 1 2 3 4 5 N A  

18. The value of my land for conservation 1 2 3 4 5 N A  

19. Whether w not my fnends, neghbours or reboves hava cwuemed UieB bnd 1 2 3 4 5 N A  



g. kilwmsli#r~hil#niittnatm-lo~iomrb#dcplionsnd 
lndm-*+om 

. -- ?'M ;-.. 5 % ~ .  

h. Coordination of th% ehfts of the wious awiseivaoon ocg'mhaowis (goals, 
programs, infomiation pronded to Iandowners. contact with larrdomers etc.) 

j. A m n g  mmitment fmm conseiuaoon organaatiocls and agencies 
(time, funding, s t a f f )  

if you wen to enter inta a consmation aammnt, Hat ü m  peiiod would you prefer? Please ch le  the 
Ieüer of your answar. 

a) no interest b) kss than 10 yearç c) 10-25 years d) permanent 

What else do you think could k done to impmve pmate land conremtion in Nova Scotia, and m u n  iîa 
success? (or incmse the chances of Iandomers like you becoming involved?) 



 ho do you think should be involved in private land conservation 
programs and sewices? L 

Please cirûe the letters of ânswers that apply for each question. You may cirde more than one answer. 

Who should giaiid. piM, Iiad amamüon p r o g m  (ducibion, Inloraiaon and rdvier) kr 
kndommt? 

a. Federal govemment (sg. Canadian WikJlife Service) 
b. Provincial govemment (eg. 0-t of Nahrral Resources) 
c. Local municipality 
d. Private organizaüoris (eg. Du& Unlimited, Nature Tmt, Nature Consenrancy) 
e. Local community gmups (ammation group, local land trust) 
f. Coalition (coopefaüve group of govemrnent, private, cmrnunity groups) 
g. Pnvate landowners themsdves 

b. Provincial govemrnerit (eg. Oeparbnent of Natural Resources) 
c. Local municipaiii 
d. Private organaations (eg. Duck Unlimited. Natute Trust, Nature Coriservancy) 
e. Local community gioups ( m a d i o n  gioup, local iand trust) 
f. Coalition (cooptive gmp of gomment, mate, community gmups) 
g. Pnvate landowners themselves 

Federal govemment (eg. Canadian Wildiife Serviœ) 
Provim.al govemment (eg. Department of Naturai Resources) 
Local municipality 
Pnvate organoations (eg. Dudo Unûmited. Nature Trust. Nature Conservancy) 
L o d  mmunity groups (conservation group, local land trust) 
Coalition (coopeative grwp of govemment. private. mmunity gmupç) 
Private landowriers themselves 

WhorhouldkmponrtbleW.bddkro~eonuivr(loniennribwilb(#,? 

a. Federal govemment (& canadian WiIdIife SeMca) 
b. Provincial govemment (eg. Department of Natwal Rmurces) 
c. Local munkipality 
d. Pnvate organizations (eg. D w k  Unümited, Nature Tut ,  Nature Consemcy) 
e. Local community gmups (conservation group. locai bnd trust) 
f. Coalition (couperative group of govemment, private. community gmups) 
g. Private landowners themselves 



General auestions about vou and vour land 

1. How much land do you own? 
a Under 50 ha (125 ac) b. 50-200 ha (1 25500 ac) c. Over 200 ha (500 ac) 

2. About how many hectares (or acres) of your land a n  used for each of the following? 
Natural area (undeveloped) 

Developed areas (agciailture, woodlot. houses and buildings etc.) 

3. How important is your land in helping you and your family to make a living? 
a. Not at ail b. Sornewtiat important c. Very important 

4. Do you think that your land may have any special features or values for conservation? 
a. Yes-natural areas or special features (important plants. animais, habitats or landsapes or 

importance as part of a bigger natural area or link to other areas etc.) 
b. No special features or values for consenration 

5. How many years have you beem a landoumer? a. less than 5 years b. 5-10 years c. over 10 yeas 

6. Hou did you acquire your land? 
a. Thmugh Family (inheiitance or purchase) b. Bought on the real estate market 

7. Do you live on your rural property? 
a. Yes -year round b. Yes -seasonally c. No 

8. Gender a. male b. female 

9. Age a. Under 30 b. 30-50 c. over 50 

10. Marital Status a. single b. rnarried or common-law 

11. Do you have any childien? a. No b. Yes 

12. Occupation 

13. Annual Incorne a. under $%,Ml0 b. $15,000-24,999 c. $25,000-35,000 d. over $35,000 

14. Education a. grade 8 b. %me high school c. High school diploma d. TechnicaVtrades training 
e. collegeluniversQ 

15. What do you consider to kt your background? ( where you were niseci?) . 
a. RuralIfam b. Small tom (up to 5000 people) c. Urban (over 5000 people) 



1s there anything else you would like to tell me about consenration on private lands? Any comments 
you wish to make that you think may help in Mure efforts wuld be apWated hem or in a separate 
letter. 

Please sign the conserit card to allow me to use your answers in the survey. I will keep the consent 
card separate frorn your questionnaire, so your questionnaire will not have your name on it and your 
answers will be anonymous. If you would like a capy of the testilts piease check the 'y& box on the 
consent card. A b ,  if you would like a followup interview to talk about any of these issues fumer, 
please check aie appmpnate "yes' b o ~  on the consent card. 

Thank you for parücipating. 



ENHANCING PRIVATE LAND CONSERVATION IN NOVA 
SCOTIA 

The purpose of this survey is to better understand attitudes about nature conservation on private land, 
obstacles to such conservation and rnethods of enhancing it. The questions simply require you to 
arcle your answer or write a short response. If you wish to comment on any questions or explain your 
answers, please feel free to use the space in the margins, on the last page, or additional paper. All of 
your comments are important. Please remember that there are no right or wrong answers, and that 
your responses are completely confidential, so respond as honestiy and accurately as you cm. 

For this survey, NATURE CONSERVATION rneans looking after the land to protect and preserve its 
natural values. It can range h m  managing land for wildlife and habitat, or working with a conservation 
group to protect land and preserve its natural values, to donating, leasing or selling land to a 
conservation organization or agency. 

Thank you for your help. If you have any questions or concerns please cal1 me collect after 6 p.m. at 
(902) 868-1 352. 

Bonnie Sutherland 
School for Fiesource and 
Environmental Studies 
131 2 Robie Street 
Halifax, Nova Scotia 
B3H 3E2 



1 INCENTIVES FOR PARTICIPATION IN PRNATE LAND CONSERVATION 1 
1 - t 1  important at 

Based on your own experiences, how important do you consider each 2-t WY important 
of these items in encoura in landowners to participate in private land 

N - 3 9  
3=imswe 

conservation in ova cotia ~--atrmportant 
Please circle the appropriate number beside each item. s=important 

1. Pmtedi'ng land fw cniidren in the future 

2- Maintaining family heritageitradition 

3. Concem about nature 

4. Financial incentives (tax breaks, compensation etc-) 

5. Other incentives [recognition, awards, infortnation) 

6. Economic security/income for the Mure 

7- Wldlife protection 

8. Protecting other conservation values (protecüng streams, plants , natufai cycles etc.) 

9, A feeling of king responsible for protecting natural areas on their land 

10. Providing hunting, fishing, or trapping opportunities 

1 1. P roviding oüier recreatim oppoituniües (hiking, picnics, photography etc.) 

12. Providing wildlife viewing opportunities 

13. Protecting natural beauîy, scenery 

14.- Protecting useful productç (trees. genetic information etc.) 

15. Assurance that the land is protected in the future Men they no longer conM it 

16. The opportunity to leam about nature consenration 

17. The opporhinity to inmase cornmunity awareness af nature wnse~ation 

18- The value of the land for ansenration (special features. uniqueness etc.) 

19. Whettier ot not tnends, rieighbourç or relatives have conservecl their land 1 2 3 4 5  

Are there any other things that you think encouraoe landownen to participate in private 
land conservation? 



1 CHALLENGES FACING LANDOWNER PARTICIPATION IN PRIVATE 
LAND CONSERVATION 

Based on your own experiences, how important do you consider each 
of these items in limiünci or discourasinq landowners from participating 
in private land conservation in Nova Scotia? 

The need to make money from their land 

A belief that they have a right to do what they want with their land 

A desire to be independent in how they manage their land (net to be tofd what to do) 

A lack of twt of the "the govemment" 

A lack of time to be involved in conservation 

A fear thai conservation will cost a lot of effort. tirne and money and other 
people wiU get aH the benefitç 

Oifficulty getting family members to agree to protect the land for nature 
conservation 

9. A cancem about mcting land and resource uses 

10. A concem about the length of cornmitment involved 

1 1. A lack of trust that consedm programs will protect land isi the hbre 
12. Competing incentives from other land uses (like payments by forestry cbrnpanies 

to log their land) 

13. A lack of landornier eonsubtion involved in a cansemtion program 

14. Tax penalties for donating or selling land or interests in land for conservation 

15. Fear of liabiiii 8 other people are using their land for recreation 

16. A lack of satisfaction with private land conservation options (prograrns. agreements) 

17. A lad< of satisfaction with the organizations offering p m g m  and assistance 

18. A lack of landowner knowledge about the values of conservation (why it is 
important, why private land is needed for conservation etc.) 

l=not imporlant at ad 
2-n0- t very important 
3=unsure 
bsomewhat uiiportant 
5-very important 



19. A lad< of landowner knowledge about options for private land conservation 
(pmgrams, organizaüons, contacts. incentives, how to manage land for conservation) 

20. A lack of environmental concemlethic among landowners 

21. A la& of landowners' recognition of the value of Wir land for consenration 

22. The cornplexity of existing consenration agreements 

23. A laAc of adequate financial incentives 

24. A lack of adequate social incentives (landowner awards and public recognition) 

25. A lack of adequate educational incentives (information, advice) 

Are there any other things that you think limit or discourape participation in private land 
conservation? Please explain. 



CHA~ENGES FAClNG PRIVATE LAND CONSERVATION EFFORTS 
i 

t=not imp#tant at dl 
How important do you consider each of these items in limitin or 

- 3 5  
2 4 -  w!!fynIpOCtalt 

discourasing private land consewaüon generally in Nova cotia 3-iinsum 

1. A lack of sdmtjk data and hfwmaaon on which to base private land conservation 1 2 3 4 5  

2 A la& of communication with private landownefs 1 2 3 4 5  

4. Lads of interdepartment and inter-agency coordination of goals. programs, approaches 1 2 3 4 5 

5- Ladr of adequate coordination of efforts and mechanisms for coordination tmtween 
goMmmentand nongovemmental organizations and ammunity gmups 1 2 3 4 5  

6. A la& of adequate cornmitment to pcivate land conservation hom conservation 
organizatim and government agencies (staff, time, hinding) 1 2 3 4 5  

7. Ladrof ~ ~ 5 W l . a d  expetha among ~ersonnei of-nraüon crganizaoons 
9id a g e m k  f 2 3 4 5  

8. The la& of pmanency of private land conservation pcograrnsleffo<to 1 2 3 4 5  

9. Pmperty tax impi'1Cafjions for ~ ~ ~ e m m e n t a l ~ à a t i o n s  

10. The axnplexity of existing conservation agreements 

II. A ladc d'common gmud amongst the various gmps and individuais with an interest 
inptivatelandcanservation 1 2 3 4 5  

12. A la& of legal and p d i  support for private land conservation 1 2 3 4 5  

13. A bdc ofadequate knowiledgs about the science of cunserv&oll among p e m W  
in conservation and agencis 1 2 3 4 5  

14. A lad< of adequate knOWIedge about options for pivate land conservation among 1 2 3 4 5  
personnel in conservation organirations and agencies 

Are there an other thin s that you think limit or discouraae private land consenration in 
Nova Scotia / Please exp 1 ain. 



1 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ENHANCING PRIVATE LAND 1 
1 CONSERVATION IN NOVA SCOTIA 1 

1-Whporbntat 1 

Thinking about the influences that could encourage or limit private 2-7~)t~eryunportant 

land conservation, please indicate how important you consider each ~-~n~ure  
of the following items for ensuring successful private land ~ = s o m é w h ~ ~  immt 
conservation in Nova Scotia. ~--vw illp~rgnt 

How important is providing landowners with information on: 

a. The values of conservation in genmt 

b. The benefits of private land conservation 

c. The areas of importance to consetvation on their own propelty 

d. How to manage land for conservation 

e. Speafïc options amilable for landmers (pmgrams, contacts, inceniives etc.) 

How important is providing assistance through: 

a. Cash incentives to encourage landawners to becorne invdved 

b. Small grants for restoring or maintaining natural areas 

c. Property tax breaks for conservation of signifwnt natural mas 

d. lncome tax breaks for conservation of significant natural areas 

e. Large grants 10 m e r  land management costs 

f. Cost sharing for management assistance 

g. Consenration awards and public rea&ition to landowners who parücipate 

h. Incentives (financial or non-financial) that fit the level of commitment involved 



How important is providing these particular programs and senrices: 

a. A targeted landawner contaet program 10 support landomers (people gatling in touch 
with amers of impoRant land, answenng questions, providing infimation) 

b. A variety of conservation options to meet diKerent landowner needsfinterests 

c. A vaiety of organtzatidns ta meet different landowner needslinteresb 

d. Consultation wiai landowners in designing programs, options, and incentives 

e. An easy and unmmpricaed pmcess for landowner involvement in conservation 

f. Knowiedgeable advisors in the organizations supporüng landowners 

g. lnfomaüon pfss~nted in a b n a t  that allows landowners to leam about options and 
make decisions on their own 

h. Coordination of the efforts of the various conservation organizations and agencies 
(goals, programs, information provided to landowners, contact with landowners etc.) 

i. A vdety of approaches to providing infomiation induding pamphlets, books, pubk 
educaüon workshops, slide shows, personal inknriews etc. 

j. A strong cornmitment to private land conservation frorn conservation organizations and 
agencies (tirne, funding, staff) 1 2 3 4  

k Govemment granlç to support the woik of non-government organizations 1 2 3 4  

1. Other support for private land conservation (Iegal, economic, social, policy) 1 2 3 4  

m. F lexibility in the length of üme invohred in a conservation agreement 1 2 3 4  
n. Innovative approaches to private land conservation which bring together 

government, nongovemment organîzations, landowners and community groups 1 2 3 4  

o. An effort to develop more open and effective communication wifh landowners 1 2 3 4  

p. Revision of tax laws with implications for private land conservation 1 2 3 4  

q. Training and education for personnel invdved in conserrabn organizations 
and agencies 1 2 3 4 1  

What else do you think could be done to improve private land consetvation in Nova Scotii 
and ensure its success? 



Please cirde the lettea of answea that apply for each question. You may cirde mare than one answer. 

Who should provide private land conservation programs (educaüon, information and 
advice) for landouuners? 

a. Federal govemment (e.g. Canadian Wildlife Service) 
b. Provincial govemment (eg. Department of Natural Resources) 
c. Local municipality 
d. Private organizations (e.g. Ducks Unlimited. Nature Trust. Nature Conservancy) 
e. Local community groups (conservation group, local land trust) 
f. Coalition (cooperative group of govemment, prÏvate, community groups) 
g. Private landowners themselves 

Who should provide funding for private land consenration? 
a. Federal govemment (e.g. Canadian Wildlife Service) 
b. Provincial govemment (e.g. Department of Natural Resources) 
c. Local municipality 
d. Private organizations (e-g. Ducks Unlimited, Nature Trust, Nature Conservancy) 
e. Local community groups (conservation group, local land trust) 
f. Coalition (cooperative group of government, private, community groups) 
g. Private landowners ttiemselves 

Who should be responsible foi actual land management? 
a. Federal govemment (e.g. Canadian Wildlife Service) 
b. Provincial govemment (e.g. Department of Natural Resources) 
c. Local municipality 
d. Private organizations (e.g. Ducks Unlimited, Nature Trust, Nature Conservancy) 
e. Local community groups (conservation group, local land trust) 
f. Coalition (cooperative group of govemment, private, community groups) 
g. Private landowners themselves 

Who should be responsible for holding conservation agreements with landowners? 
Federal govemrnent (e.g. Canadian Wildlife Service) 
Provincial government (e.g. Department of Natural Resources) 
Local municipality 
Pnvate organizations (e-g. Ducks Unlimited, Nature Trust. Nature Conservancy) 
Local community groups (conservation group, local land trust) 
Coalition (cooperative group of govemment, private. community groups) 
Private landowners themselves 



PREFERENCES FOR CONSERVATION STRATEGIES 

How do ou feel about each of these strategis for nature conservation 
on priv a l  e lands? Please circle the appropriate number beside the 
statement 

1. L a n d n u n e r c o n $ d p m ~ m @ e o p ( e ~ ~ n t a c t W ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ w i l l i l a n d o f m s e ~  
vdue, provlde hArnnatîon, Pdvice. deal mEh CO- etc) 

2 Handshake conservation agreement (agree to protect the land for a set time period 
and give notice of thmats to the area. and any changes in land use or ownenhip) 

3. WnHen consenration agreement (the same as a handshake agreement kit the 
agreementisrieoordedrieoorded~.sïghed) 

4. Management agreement (a stionger agreement in whidi the Iandomer follows a 
s w c  management plan in exchange for management advice and assistance) 

5. Leasa ( landtsWtoa~organ iza t ionwhooienhawa@ht to  
enter the knd od manage it aCCQCdjng to the agreed temis) 

6. Conservaüon essement (a long-tem kgal riqreement which restriids certain 
activities on the land in exdiange for lower pmperty and incorne taxes) 

7. W o f W o r ~ o f l a n d $ a v o k i n t e e r ~ a t i o n g m u p  

8. Sde of land or parts of land to governinent agency 

9. DoMtDn (doaate rpnd or certaincertain land rig hts tu aconse~ation organitaoan with 
f e s w q i n o m i a , d ~  . , b x  beciefits) 

- . .  

10. Donation (donate land or ceitain land rights to a govemment agency with 
resuiüng income and property tax benefits) 

1 i. A fornial agreement ta give a conseWolf organizaüon the opOon 10 blly land 
before any othw buyet, fw full market value, if the landowner d&ded to seIl 

12. Donation in will (donate land or certain land rights to a conservation o~anization 
and receive lower estate taxes) 



What is your involvement wÎth private land conservation (Circle al1 relevant answers) 

a. Acadernic 
b. Professional (jobrelated) 
c. Non-governmental organization (executive) 
d. Non-govemmental organization (non-executive) 
e. Personal experiences as a landowner 
f. Personal interest 

Please describe your experiences, positive or negative, with private land conservation 

What do you consider to be the primary benefits of private land conservation? 



1s there anything else you would like to tell me about conservation on private lands? Any comments 
you wish to make that you think may help in future efforts would be appreciated here or in a separate 
letter. 

Please sign the consent card to allow me to use your answers in the survey. 1 will keep the consent 
card separate frorn your questionnaire, so your questionnaire will not have your name on it and your 
answers will be anonymous. If you would like a copy of the results please check the *yesW box on the 
consent card- Also, if you would Iike a follow-up interview to talk about any of these issues further, 
please check the appropriate box on the consent card. 

Thank you for participating. 
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