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Abstract 

Human tolerance of large carnivores is shaped by the direct and indirect effects that 

carnivores have on human populations. Compensation programs reimburse farmers and 

livestock producers for losses or damages incurred due to carnivore activity. The 

Carnivore Working Group (CWG) of the Waterton Biosphere Reserve Association 

prepared recommendations for amendments to the Alberta Wildlife Predator 

Compensation Program with the aim of improving compensation in Alberta. I used the 

policy sciences and Brunner et al.’s (2002) tests for the common interest to evaluate the 

decision-making process behind the CWG’s recommendations. While the group 

performed moderately well in the intelligence, promotion, and prescription activities, the 

remaining decision-making activities have been stalled, waiting for action by the Alberta 

government. Based on my analysis and the principles of community-based adaptive 

governance I make recommendations for the CWG and other community groups dealing 

with similar policy issues. 

Keywords:  Community-based initiative; adaptive governance; carnivore 
compensation; grizzly bears; wolves; Alberta 
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Chapter 1.  
 
Introduction 

Successful conservation of large carnivores is dependent on human activity and 

human tolerance of carnivore activity. While bears, wolves, cougars, and other large 

carnivores may be charismatic animals that are perceived by many people as a natural 

part of the landscape, their large ranges, dietary needs, and intimidating nature create 

management challenges. These challenges are especially complex on lands adjacent to 

protected areas, where carnivores interact and sometimes clash with rural human 

populations.  

Conservationists, landowners, scientists, hunters, and government agency staff 

are among the human interests involved in the management of carnivore populations 

outside of protected areas. These interests have diverse and often conflicting attitudes, 

perspectives, values, and beliefs. Determining what factors affect tolerance for 

carnivores, how to alleviate the burdens placed on rural populations by carnivore activity, 

and how to integrate community engagement in decision-making, are all key issues in 

developing and implementing effective and socially acceptable carnivore management 

policies. 

Tolerance of large carnivores is shaped by the direct and indirect effects these 

animals have on human populations. Direct effects include safety hazards to people, and 

depredation resulting in the death or injury of livestock – impacting livelihoods. Indirect 

effects are not as easily documented, but may include the costs of repairing damaged 

fences, buildings, and other structures; the value of a landowner’s time; and losses due 

to predator harassment of livestock, including reduced weight and decreased 

reproduction. These burdens arising from the presence of large carnivores are mainly 

borne by rural populations (Nyhus et al., 2005). For example, livestock producers in rural 
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areas are very concerned about the financial risks associated with carnivores (Kellert et 

al., 1996; Loosen et al., 2014; Pym et al., 2014). 

In an effort to ameliorate the negative impacts of carnivore activity and reduce 

retaliatory killings of these animals, carnivore managers and conservationists in many 

places around the world have instituted programs that provide compensation for losses 

caused by large carnivores (Decker et al., 2006; Haber, 1996). Compensation programs 

reimburse farmers and livestock producers for damage or losses caused by carnivore 

activity. These programs use financial support to promote tolerance and conservation in 

regions where conflict is high (Treves et al., 2009). Further research is needed on the 

development and delivery of compensation programs, as well as the roles that 

governments and communities may play, in order to improve these programs and 

ensure that they are effective tools for mitigating carnivore human conflict. 

My research examines a local community-based effort to develop an improved 

compensation program for carnivore activity in southwestern Alberta. This proposed 

compensation program was designed by a non-governmental association known as the 

Carnivore Working Group (CWG), consisting mainly of rural landowners and livestock 

producers in southwestern Alberta near Waterton Lakes National Park (WBRA, 2012). 

The purpose of my research is to learn from the practical experiences of the CWG in 

their efforts to address the problem of carnivore compensation, and to make 

recommendations to improve the decision-making processes of the CWG and support 

other community groups facing similar challenges. 

In the remainder of this chapter I provide an introduction to carnivore 

compensation programs and describe the typical goals and challenges of these 

initiatives. I then briefly summarize the history of carnivore management, conflict, and 

compensation in Alberta. Next, I describe the origins and structure of the CWG, and 

review the main activities of that organization. This is followed by a discussion of the 

concept of “adaptive governance”, and the importance of community-based initiatives 

such as the CWG in this model of governance (Brunner et al., 2005; Brunner and Lynch, 

2010). I conclude the chapter with a discussion of my standpoint and methods. 
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Carnivore Compensation Programs 

Compensation programs for losses arising from the presence and actions of 

large carnivores have been established in settings across North and South America, 

Europe, Africa, and Asia. The focus of these programs range from supporting wolves in 

North America, to lions in Africa, to elephants in India. I prepared a global inventory of all 

carnivore compensation programs on which I was able to find information in English, 

based on a review of academic literature, official program web pages, publicly available 

documents (government and private), and personal communications with program 

managers. I identified seven compensation programs in Canada, 12 in the United 

States, and 21 in other jurisdictions around the world. The full inventory is included as 

Appendix A to this report. Here, I briefly summarize the results of my review. 

Compensation programs have been instituted by national governments, state 

and provincial governments, non-governmental conservation organizations, and 

community-based initiatives. These programs offer support for communities and 

individuals directly affected by carnivores in order to offset or reduce the impacts and 

costs of carnivore activity, including depredation. There are three main types of 

compensation programs. “Ex post schemes” reimburse livestock producers for livestock 

killed or injured by carnivores after the incident has occurred and has been investigated 

by officials associated with the program. “Performance payments” reward producers for 

specific conservation actions in relation to carnivore populations and habitat. Finally, 

“insurance-based schemes” are programs under which producers pay premiums to an 

insurance fund and are subsequently reimbursed from that fund when damages or 

losses occur (Nyhus et al., 2005). Within these three broad categories there is 

substantial variation, and individual programs may be tailored to fit the unique cultural 

and legal contexts of the regions in which they are implemented. As a result, programs 

of similar type may differ in their specific guidelines or requirements. 

The goals of compensation programs include: shifting some of the costs of 

conservation from rural to urban populations; promoting good husbandry practices; 

reducing poaching and possibly the need for lethal control; improving attitudes and 

perceptions about carnivores; and increasing human tolerance of carnivore activity 
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(Nyhus et al., 2003; Nyhus et al., 2005). Nyhus et al. (2003) describe the most effective 

compensation programs as being those that maintain transparency, build trust, are fair, 

and are timely in their verification and administration processes. 

Despite these goals, compensation programs have had varying success. 

Challenges include corruption, insufficient compensation levels, and lack of community 

support (Agarwala et al., 2010; Bulte and Rondeau, 2005; Nyhus et al., 2003; Nyhus et 

al., 2005). In some cases programs have experienced reduced husbandry activities or 

loss of natural wildlife habitat (e.g., when the existence of a compensation fund 

increases the appeal of a region for farming or ranching and leads to expansion of these 

activities) (Bulte and Rondeau, 2005). Delays in compensation payments, due to limited 

availability of field personnel to verify carnivore attacks or too few administrative staff to 

process claims quickly, have in some settings led to user frustration and distrust of the 

program and its personnel. In addition to these common challenges, the long term 

implementation of compensation programs have led to a sense of entitlement to 

receiving financial support, and the costs required may compromise the sustainability of 

these programs and their ability to continue regular timely payments (Dickman et al., 

2011; Treves et al., 2009). Also, supporting a compensation program may reduce the 

amount of funding and resources available for other habitat or species conservation 

measures. For example, when compensation payments exceeded expectations in 

Wisconsin, subsequent budget cuts were made elsewhere in the government 

department responsible for the program (Treves et al., 2009). 

Carnivore Management, Conflict, and Compensation in 
Alberta 

The Alberta Wildlife Predator Compensation Program is a provincial initiative 

established in 1974 that provides economic compensation to ranchers throughout 

Alberta for losses arising from carnivore presence and activity (AEP, 2014a; Fish and 

Wildlife Division, 1991; Gunson, 1992; Lee, 2011). The program covers losses caused 

by wolves, grizzly bears, black bears, cougars, and eagles. While black bears, wolves, 

and cougars are classified as “secure” under Alberta’s Wildlife Act, eagles are classified 

as sensitive (both bald and golden eagles) and the province’s grizzly bear population 
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has been listed as “at risk: threatened” since 2010 (AEP, 2011). In this section, I briefly 

review the management and range of wolves and grizzly bears in Alberta; the former 

being the carnivore species that triggered the establishment of compensation in the 

province, and the latter being the only species listed as threatened and covered by the 

program. I then discuss the history of conflict between carnivores and humans in 

southwestern Alberta, and describe the structure and historical reception of the Alberta 

Wildlife Predator Compensation Program. 

Wolves in Alberta have experienced two major cycles of scarcity and abundance 

over the past century. In the early 1900’s and again in the 1960’s, wolves were 

systematically exterminated in much of the province as a result of management 

strategies, including provincially sanctioned poisoning campaigns, anti-rabies 

campaigns, bounties, and being classed as fur bearing carnivores for trapping and 

hunting in 1964 (Alberta Wilderness Association, 2014; Fish and Wildlife Division, 1991; 

Gunson, 1992). Low availability of prey species also likely contributed to these two major 

declines in wolf populations. In the 1940s, wolf populations increased substantially, 

possibly due to the withdrawal of bounties and increases in the abundance of prey. Wolf 

populations increased again in the 1970s during a period in which wolf protection was a 

primary management goal (Gunson, 1992). In 1991 Alberta adopted a Wolf 

Management Plan that established a winter population target of 4000 wolves in the 

province, with ongoing control of the population through hunting and trapping, and a 

general authorization for landowners to kill problem wolves on or near their properties 

(Fish and Wildlife Division, 1991). That management plan remains in force. In addition, 

in recent years the provincial government has authorized culls of large numbers of 

wolves in specific regions of the province under recovery strategies for woodland caribou 

populations (e.g., the Little Smokey population in west-central Alberta) (Alberta 

Wilderness Association, 2014; Hervieux et al., 2014). Historically, wolf habitat in Alberta 

included the grassland regions, but wolves are now largely restricted to forested areas 

(AEP, 2009). 

Grizzly bears have been extirpated from much of their historic range in Alberta as 

a result of widespread killing, and habitat loss from industrial and infrastructure 

expansion, and extensive conversion of natural habitat to agricultural land (Alberta 



 

6 

Grizzly Bear Recovery Team, 2008; Gailus, 2010). Having once occupied much of 

Alberta, the current range of grizzly bears is restricted to areas in or near the Rocky 

Mountains, foothills, and boreal forests (AEP, 2014b). Population assessments for 

grizzly bears are difficult and expensive to conduct due to the animal’s large range and 

elusiveness. In 1988 the provincial grizzly bear population was estimated to be 

approximately 790 animals with approximately 575 bears on provincial lands and 

approximately 215 in parks (e.g., Banff, Waterton Lakes, and  Jasper National Parks) 

(Kansas, 2002). In 2010, the provincial status report estimated a total of 691 bears on 

lands under provincial jurisdiction plus parts of Waterton Lakes, Banff, and Jasper 

National Parks (Festa-bianchet, 2010). 

In southwestern Alberta, grizzly bear habitat overlaps areas used by ranchers for 

livestock production. The Alberta Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan alluded to the eastward 

population expansion of the large carnivore into the Alberta prairies (Alberta Grizzly Bear 

Recovery Team, 2008). Urmson and Morehouse (2012)’s analysis of enforcement 

records for grizzly bears within Cardston, Pincher Creek, Blairmore, and Claresholm 

Fish and Wildlife Districts observed the expansion as locations of occurrence reports 

spread eastward over a 13 year time span (1999-2011). In 2010, the grizzly bear 

populations of the Livingstone and Waterton-Castle population units in southwestern 

Alberta (the area in which the CWG operated) were estimated to be approximately 90 

and 51 bears respectively (Festa-bianchet, 2010). Since then the province initiated the 

Southwest Alberta Grizzly Bear Monitoring Project to provide an update on the density, 

abundance, and distribution of grizzly bears in southwestern Alberta (“Southwest Alberta 

Grizzly Bear Monitoring Project”, 2011). The 2014 project update stated that sampling 

(e.g., hair samples from rub objects) over the three year project had identified a total of 

177 individual grizzly bears through DNA analysis (Morehouse, 2014). However, until 

further analysis is completed this number is not meant as a population estimate (“Grizzly 

Bear Conservation in Alberta: 2013 Management Activities and Recovery 

Implementation”, 2014). 

Carnivore conflict and livestock depredation have intensified in recent years in 

southwestern Alberta. Large carnivore occurrence reports based on enforcement 

records for the Cardston, Pincher Creek, Blairmore, and Claresholm Fish and Wildlife 
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Districts have been prepared for the years 2012, 2013, and 2014 for the Waterton 

Biosphere Reserve Association (WBRA) (Urmson and Morehouse, 2012). These reports 

classify enforcement records into sightings, incidents (e.g., carnivore caused property 

damage, obtained food, attempted to kill or killed livestock, etc.), and human conflict 

(e.g., carnivore made contact with a person or was harmed or killed by a person) 

(Urmson and Morehouse, 2012). In 2014, 308 occurrences involved grizzly bears, 443 

involved black bears, 66 involved gray wolves, 91 involved cougar, and 16 were 

determined to be unfounded with no carnivore actually involved (Rettler and Morehouse, 

2015). The total number of reported grizzly bear occurrences in 2014 had increased by 

57% since 2013, and was higher than any of the previous 16 years (Rettler and 

Morehouse, 2015). 

Rural landowners and livestock producers occupy much of the land in the region 

around Waterton Lakes National Park (e.g., 60% of Bear Management Area 6/Waterton-

Castle unit is privately owned) (Loosen et al., 2014). While wolves and other carnivores 

have had a variable presence on the landscape for decades, the eastward expansion 

and 2010 protection of grizzly bears has intensified management issues. Rural and 

ranching communities still recall times when mass culling and unrestricted hunting of 

wolves, and widespread hunting of grizzly bears, were normal practices (Alberta 

Wilderness Association, 2014; Gunson, 1992; Watters et al., 2014). Transitioning into an 

era in which conservation of carnivores is a socially valued management objective has 

been challenging for many people living in this region, as rural land use and livestock 

practices developed in a very different political, social, and environmental context. 

The Alberta Wildlife Predator Compensation Program is the responsibility of 

Alberta Environment and Parks (AEP) (formerly Alberta Environment and Sustainable 

Resource Development (AESRD)), and is administered by a committee comprised of 

representatives from AEP, Alberta Beef Producers, Western Stockmen’s Association, 

Alberta Department of Agriculture, and Alberta Veterinary Medical Association. The 

compensation program is financed by the sale of hunting and fishing licenses, and is an 

ex post compensation scheme under which livestock producers are compensated for 

cattle, sheep, bison, swine, or goats injured or killed by grizzly bears, black bears, 

wolves, cougars, or eagles (AEP, 2014a). 
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Incidents are reported to, and must be verified by, provincial Fish and Wildlife 

officers in order for claimants to be reimbursed full market value. If the verifying officer 

suspects that a carnivore may be responsible, but is unable to make a conclusive 

determination, it is labelled a “probable kill” and claimants may not receive full 

compensation, or may be denied any compensation, depending on the circumstances. 

Confirmed predator kills receive average commercial value for the type and class of 

animal on the day it was killed with a minimum payment of $400. Probable kills receive 

50% if a confirmed kill by the same carnivore species is found within 10 km and within 

90 days before or after the initial claim (Wildlife Regulation, Alta Reg 143/1997). 

Compensation throughout Alberta under the program has risen from a total of 

$68,000 in 2001 to approximately $274,000 in 2011 (Paterson, 2013). Payouts continue 

to rise as a result of increasing market prices for cattle and the frequency of depredation 

events, to the point that claims now exceed available funds (Paterson, 2013). The 

number of claims has been particularly high in southwestern Alberta. For example, the 

area of the Waterton-Castle population unit, which amounts to approximately 3% of the 

province, accounted for 37% of all compensation payments from 2000-2011 (Loosen, 

2014; Morehouse and Boyce, 2011). 

In 2007, the Alberta government hired a consultant to review the Alberta Wildlife 

Predator Compensation Program and develop a series of recommendations (Lee, 2011). 

The review concluded that the program appeared to be meeting its fundamental 

objectives and purpose, but that there were ways in which it could be improved (Lyster, 

2008). The Fish and Wildlife Division of AESRD accepted the recommendations in 

principle, but asserted that implementation was not within their jurisdiction and would be 

subject to budget availability (Lyster, 2008). Following Fish and Wildlife’s response, the 

recommendations were reviewed through workshops, meetings, and interviews with 

AESRD Fish and Wildlife staff, Alberta Beef Producers, Alberta Agriculture and Rural 

Development, Alberta Conservation Association, and the wildlife sub-committee of the 

Alberta Government Affairs Committee. One recommendation that was adopted by the 

wildlife sub-committee was to increase the minimum amount compensated per animal 

from $300 to $400 (Lee, 2011). 
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In 2009, the WBRA and the Chinook Area Land Users Association, with the 

assistance of the Miistakis Institute, conducted a survey in southwestern Alberta that 

examined the attitudes and perceptions of residents towards carnivores in their region 

and towards the Alberta Wildlife Predator Compensation Program. The survey targeted 

residents within 20km of Waterton Lakes National Park. The results indicated that 

landowners were broadly dissatisfied with the compensation program. Over 76% of 

respondents said that they were not satisfied with the program, and 77% indicated that it 

was not fair (Lee, 2011). Three key issues were identified: respondents felt that the 

burden of proof was too high, compensation payments were too low, and there were 

issues concerning relationships and trust between Fish and Wildlife officers and 

landowners (Lee, 2011). 

The Carnivore Working Group 

In 2011, the WBRA was asked by AESRD to coordinate and manage a grant 

from the province to support community-based, landowner driven projects designed to 

reduce conflicts between carnivores and people, with a specific focus on grizzly bears, 

black bears, and wolves (Loosen et al., 2014; WBRA, 2012). The WBRA was 

established in the early 1980s as a non-profit organization that focuses on linking 

biodiversity conservation to sustainable use of resources in the Waterton Biosphere 

Reserve area (WBRA, n.d.). With the AESRD grant, the WBRA formed the CWG. 

Membership of the CWG is composed primarily of livestock producers from Cardston 

County and the municipalities of Ranchland, Willow Creek, and Pincher Creek, and also 

includes representation from the four municipalities, the Nature Conservancy of Canada, 

AESRD, and Fish and Wildlife officers (Manners and Bectell, 2014). There is some 

overlap in these roles. At the time of my research, several of the livestock producers on 

the CWG were also councillors for local counties and municipal districts, or were chairs 

or coordinators of neighbouring conservation partnerships (e.g., the Drywood-Yarrow 

Conservation Partnership). In addition, the CWG occasionally invited selected 

community members as guests to its meetings. Table 1 sets out the members of the 

CWG in the summer of 2012, when I conducted my research. 



 

10 

Table 1: CWG membership in 2012 (Jeff Bectell, personal communication, 
2012).* 

Member Name Positions/Affiliation 
Jeff Bectell Rancher in Cardston County; Chair of WBRA 
Nora Manners Rancher in the Municipal District of Pincher Creek; WBRA Coordinator 

Tony Bruder Rancher in Municipal District of Pincher Creek, also Chair of the Drywood Yarrow 
Conservation Partnership 

Bill Cross Rancher in Municipal District of Willow Creek 

Ron Davis Rancher in Municipal District of Ranchland; Municipal District Councillor for 
Ranchland 

Shane Hansen Rancher in Cardston County; County Councillor for Cardston; Director of WBRA 

Harry Streeter Rancher in Municipal District of Ranchland; Municipal District Councillor for 
Ranchland 

Stephen Bevans Assistant Agricultural Fieldman Cardston County 

Glen Alm Rancher in Municipal District of Willow Creek; Municipal District Councillor for 
Willow Creek 

Helen Cyr Rancher in Municipal District of Pincher Creek; Municipal District Councillor for 
Pincher Creek 

Jeff Porter 
Conservation Coordinator for southwestern Alberta Conservation Partnership. 
This is a partnership of the Municipal Districts of Pincher Creek, Willow Creek 
and Ranchland 

Greg Hale Senior Wildlife Biologist, Southern Rockies Area – Pincher Creek, AESRD 
*Note: Andrea Morehouse of AESRD also attended the meetings of the CWG during the summer of 2012 

when the carnivore compensation program was discussed and recommendations for a revised 
program were developed. While at the time she was not considered an official member of the 
working group, she was an important resource person. Her official designation was Grizzly Bear 
Monitoring Project Coordinator, Southern Rockies Area – Pincher Creek, AESRD. 

Since its formation, the CWG has led and coordinated projects to manage 

attractants for large carnivores on private lands and deter carnivores from areas with 

livestock or other human uses, with the goal of balancing agricultural livelihoods with 

wildlife conservation. All projects have been community-oriented initiatives involving 

ranchers, landowners, partner agencies, and the CWG. Projects have included retrofits 

of grain bins (e.g., bear-proof doors, steel or concrete floors); installation of electric 

fencing; funding and organizing the deadstock program which provides predator proof 

bins for dead livestock and arranges carcass pick-up in regions of high conflict; and the 

planning and construction of a composting facility for dead livestock - the first municipal 

deadstock facility in Canada (Loosen et al., 2014). Many of these projects have been 

undertaken in collaboration with non-governmental organizations such as the Nature 
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Conservancy of Canada, the Drywood Yarrow Conservation Partnership, and the 

Southwestern Alberta Conservation Partnership. In addition to collaborating with groups 

in Alberta, the CWG has worked with similar community initiatives in Montana, such as 

the Blackfoot Challenge, a non-profit organization working to reduce conflicts with 

carnivores in the Blackfoot River Watershed.  

The CWG has not limited its activities to mitigating carnivore conflict. Additional 

projects conducted by the CWG with the WBRA include: 

- the Pole Haven real time animal movement project which used active radio 
frequency identification tags to monitor cattle movement on the landscape 
and predation events; 

- funding a seasonal Fish and Wildlife officer for the municipal district of 
Ranchland; 

- a non-invasive Grizzly Bear Monitoring Project in which hair samples for 
DNA analysis were collected from rub objects located on public and private 
lands; 

- the production of an educational film, Sharing the Range, that profiled work 
accomplished by ranchers living with grizzly bears in southwestern Alberta; 
and 

- a review and analysis of carnivore conflict/activity in southwestern Alberta 
(Manners and Bectell, 2014; WBRA, 2015). 

In summary, the CWG is a local community-based initiative that has attempted to 

alleviate conflict between carnivores and people and mitigate the impacts of carnivores 

on rural landowners and livestock producers in the region. 

The CWG and Adaptive Governance 

Brunner (2002) argues that community-based governance initiatives have 

proliferated in recent years due to the increasing number of pluralist interests involved in 

public decision-making and the failures of established centralized structures of 

governance. He defines a “community-based” initiative as a collection of individuals who 

care about a problem, who have observed a policy deficiency, and who want to do 
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something about it together. Community-based initiatives provide opportunities for 

citizens to advance their own interests and balance them with the interests of others in 

the community, and to take a proactive role when conflict has stalled the search for 

solutions (Brunner et al., 2002; Brunner et al., 2005). 

According to Brunner et al. (2005), the rise of community-based governance in 

natural resource management is part of a fundamental shift from the traditional “scientific 

management” approach—which is dominated by centralized government agencies and 

reductionist quantitative science—to more local, pluralistic and adaptive approaches that 

they call “adaptive governance”. Scientific management relies heavily on the legitimacy 

of scientific discovery, bureaucratic processes, and standardized, technical solutions 

(Brunner et al., 2005). The aspiration is to rise above politics by basing management on 

unambiguous facts delivered through a single authority with appropriate mandate, 

jurisdiction, and expert personnel (Brunner et al., 2005; Clark et al., 2014a). The 

management of large carnivores, like other areas of wildlife management, has 

historically been dominated by the doctrine of scientific management (Clark et al., 

2014a). Scientific management of large carnivores is founded on faith that good 

scientific information will ensure that conservation of carnivores is a biological, 

ecological, and social success. 

However, modern large carnivore management is a messy political process. 

Although good scientific information and expertise is integral to the design and 

implementation of effective carnivore policy, science alone cannot resolve value-based 

disputes. The scientific management approach is inadequate for complex, value-laden, 

“wicked” problems such as managing large carnivores outside of protected areas 

(Lackey, 2007). Non-scientific variables, such as changes and differences in the ways 

that humans value nature and resources, dynamics of interest groups, agency 

organizational cultures, and the symbolic power of large carnivores, must also be taken 

into account (Clark, 2002). For example, intolerance towards predators and challenges 

with gaining community approval for a carnivore compensation program are rarely due to 

lack of scientific information, but are often due to the ineffectiveness of the management 

policies adopted, their inability to integrate and balance valid and appropriate community 
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interests, and resulting failures in on-the-ground implementation (Brunner et al., 2005; 

Clark et al., 2014b). 

Adaptive governance by community-based initiatives is an alternative approach 

that may address some of the deficiencies and rigidity of scientific management 

(Brunner et al., 2005). Ideally, adaptive governance offers an improved means of 

problem solving through the integration of knowledge and action, theory and practice, in 

an open decision-making process to provide tangible on-the-ground benefits (Clark and 

Milloy, 2014). Adaptive governance requires context-specific, meaningful input and 

involvement from public and community interests, as well as experts, to advance the 

common interest (Brunner et al., 2005). Changes in social conditions and environmental 

conditions are often unavoidable and unpredictable, and a key component of adaptive 

governance is its evolving nature and its emphasis on learning over time. This 

management approach experiments with policy options, monitors, evaluates, and selects 

what works, builds on observed success, and terminates policies that fail. According to 

proponents, adaptive governance has emerged as a means of advancing the common 

interest by integrating practical knowledge, community interests, and informal processes, 

while maintaining flexibility and adapting to new information and changing conditions 

(Brunner et al., 2005). 

In my research I use Brunner et al.’s (2005) conception of adaptive governance 

to examine and evaluate the CWG as a community-based initiative. Ideally, a 

community-based governance initiative would include the full range of interests affected 

by a problem, and they would work together to clarify and advance their common 

interest. In practice, however, such initiatives come in a range of forms, varying in size, 

diversity of membership, and the extent to which members represent the broader 

community. The CWG is not as diverse as some community initiatives, since its 

membership consists primarily of livestock producers and rural landowners. However, to 

a large extent this membership reflects the demographics of the rural ranching 

communities in southwestern Alberta in which the CWG operates. In addition, the 

CWG’s approach to decision-making, its inclusion of a representative from the provincial 

wildlife agency and guest participants, and the ways in which it has engaged with other 

groups, indicate that it represents more than a narrow special interest. Moreover, the 
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CWG is one of the only examples of a local community-based initiative that has engaged 

in the policy development of carnivore conflict management and compensation programs 

in Canada. As such, the experiences of the CWG offer an excellent opportunity to learn 

about community-based initiatives in this context and their potential to improve 

compensation programs. 

My Standpoint and Methods 

My involvement with the CWG originated in 2012 when I was contracted by them 

to conduct research on the worldwide use of compensation programs for wildlife 

damage. The project built on the findings of a 2009 survey and report on compensation 

programs published by the Miistakis Institute in Alberta (Lee, 2011). I prepared an 

inventory of carnivore compensation programs from around the world (see Appendix A). 

This research was one resource the CWG used to develop its policy recommendations 

for revisions to the compensation program in Alberta. The CWG then retained me to 

write a second report describing the group’s policy recommendations and provide a 

rationale for the proposed revisions to the compensation program. This second report 

was submitted to the Alberta government in the spring of 2013 (see Appendix B). 

Prior to this project I had very limited experience or knowledge of the livestock 

industry or compensation programs. My primary biases in this research stem from my 

upbringing, past employment, and educational background. Carnivores were always a 

component of life for me growing up in a rural Yukon setting, and the charismatic 

carnivore species held a certain thrall for me. My education and work experience 

primarily involved biology, terrestrial ecology, resource management, and carnivore 

conservation. Past work included promoting bear awareness campaigns, studying bear 

habitat and forage requirements, and researching carnivore conflict data. While working 

with and researching the CWG and livestock producers in Alberta, I heard many stories 

of experiences with carnivores and compensation in the region, and I was abruptly 

introduced to a completely new perspective on carnivore management. This challenged 

my own values and priorities concerning conservation. Through this research I was 

educated as to the true complexity of managing and living with carnivores on the 

landscape. To counter my potential biases in the following analyses, I was alert for 
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instances when I was personally identifying with or overly sympathetic to the CWG and 

its activities. I also revised parts of my work when counselled by my project advisors to 

adopt a more critical and analytical perspective. 

Evaluations in the following chapters are based on a combination of sources. I 

attended, in person, the two main CWG meetings in June and August 2012 that 

considered revisions to the carnivore compensation program. I also participated in 

several conference calls with the CWG during the fall of that same year. Evidence 

presented later is from my observations as a participant observer at those meetings. 

From May 2012 through January 2013, I regularly communicated with Jeff Bectell by 

email or phone as I drafted both reports for the CWG and our informal conversations 

directed my work. Additional resources for this study included a review of published and 

unpublished literature and websites on compensation programs and carnivore 

depredation, historical and current carnivore management in Alberta, community-based 

initiatives in natural resource management, and adaptive governance and scientific 

management. 

The Remainder of this Report 

In the next chapter I describe the evolution and substantive content of the CWG’s 

recommendations for changes to the compensation program in Alberta. Using a 

framework for analyzing and evaluating decision-making processes drawn from the 

policy sciences, I discuss the structure of the CWG and analyze the strengths and 

weaknesses of its decision-making process for the carnivore compensation problem. In 

Chapter Three I compare the CWG’s structure and activities with principles of 

community-based adaptive governance and assess whether the CWG meets Brunner et 

al.’s (2002) tests for the common interest in community-based governance. This 

assessment helps to identify the CWG’s strengths and weaknesses, and guides the 

development of recommendations. The balance of Chapter Three is devoted to these 

recommendations and a discussion of possibilities for further research. 
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Chapter 2.  
 
Decision Analysis 

In this chapter I describe and evaluate the decision-making process through 

which the Carnivore Working Group (CWG) developed its recommendations for changes 

to the Alberta carnivore compensation program. I use the policy sciences framework and 

criteria for decision analysis (Clark, 2002; Clark et al., 2014a; Lasswell, 1971). 

Policy Sciences Approach to Decision Analysis  

The policy sciences approach to interdisciplinary research and policy analysis 

includes a set of intellectual tools used to identify, define, and analyze policy problems in 

order to develop more sensible, useful, and politically viable solutions (Clark, 2002; 

DeLeon and Steelman, 1999). At the core of this approach is a framework for analyzing 

and evaluating governance systems (i.e., public decision-making processes) and their 

context. This framework is used to organize inquiry to consider a comprehensive range 

of variables in the decision-making process and the ecological and socio-political context 

of that process (Clark et al., 2014a). 

Good decision-making processes identify, clarify, secure, and advance the 

common interest (Lasswell, 1971; Lasswell and McDougal, 1992). The criteria, or 

standards, proposed by Lasswell (1971) for each function of the decision process and 

for the process as a whole were designed to include the most important attributes of a 

sound democratic process (Clark, 2002; Clark et al., 2014b). Lasswell’s criteria can be 

used to assess malfunctions in decision-making and identify the factors that are 

responsible (e.g., participants, perspectives, situations, values, strategies). The analyst 

can then make an informed decision about how best to intervene to address the 

malfunctions. The decision-making process consists of seven different activities, or 
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functions, including: intelligence, promotion, prescription, invocation, application, 

appraisal, and termination (Lasswell, 1971). Table 2 provides a description of each 

decision-making activity along with its criteria/standards for evaluation. 

Table 2: Decision-making activities and criteria for evaluation (Clark, 2002; 
Clark et al., 2014a; Lasswell, 1971; Primm and Wilson, 2004). 

Activity Description Criteria/Standards 
Intelligence The initial identification of an issue or problem, 

as well as the gathering, processing, and 
dissemination of pertinent information.  

Dependable 
Comprehensive  
Selective 
Creative  
Available/Open  

Promotion The investigative and debate phase wherein the 
nature of, and standards or guidelines for, new 
policies are determined. It involves 
recommending and garnering support for 
alternatives generated from open, productive 
discussion and argument. 

Rational 
Integrative 
Comprehensive 

Prescription Choosing a plan to address the problem, 
establishing the rules, laws, or policies, and 
articulating and clarifying the basic goals and 
norms of communities. Good prescriptions 
specify the goals being pursued, establish 
norms, set out the contingencies in which the 
prescription will or will not apply, establish 
sanctions for compliance or non-compliance, and 
designate assets (resources) that will be devoted 
to the prescription.  

Stability of Expectation/ Effective 
Rational 
Comprehensive 

Invocation Timely 
Rational/Dependable 
Non-provocative 

Application 

Jointly referred to as “implementation.” The 
formal execution of new policies, their application 
through administrative activities, the allocation of 
people, resources, and facilities, and dispute 
resolution procedures.  

Rational/Realistic 
Uniform 

Appraisal Evaluates the performance of prescriptions 
(policies) as well as the decision processes 
through which they were developed and 
implemented. Appraisal should drive learning 
opportunities by determining whether policy 
goals were met and who is accountable.  

Dependable/Rational 
Comprehensive/Selective 
Independent 
Continuing 

Termination Termination is the dissolution of policies that 
have accomplished their goals and no longer 
apply, or the modification or replacement of 
policies that have failed.  

Timely 
Comprehensive/Dependable 
Balanced 
Ameliorative 
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Decision Analysis of the CWG  

Intelligence 

Intelligence activities for the CWG’s development of compensation 

recommendations primarily took place during the research and drafting of Report 1 (see 

Appendix A). This first report outlined features, guidelines, assessments, and criticisms 

of carnivore compensation programs worldwide, and compiled information on seven 

programs in Canada, 12 in the United States, and 21 abroad. The purpose of the report 

was to showcase available options and possible strategies and approaches for CWG 

members to review, and from which they could select potential program features for 

southwestern Alberta. In addition to being a resource for brainstorming activities, the 

CWG used these program summaries as examples and precedents to support their 

policy recommendations. All information was collected from official program web pages 

(e.g., government and private pages), public documents, scientific literature, or personal 

communication with program managers. Due to the variety of sources used, not all 

summaries contained the same level of detail, as accuracy and reliability varied 

depending on the source. The members of the CWG were informed that these 

summaries should not be taken as a complete representation of the programs described. 

Other analysts have published similar reports summarizing compensation 

options. In 2012, the Alberta Beef Producers issued “A Review of Wolf Predator 

Compensation Plans” that summarized compensation programs in several US states 

and Canadian provinces (Hays, 2012). The 2011 Miistakis Report on carnivore 

compensation briefly outlined and compared carnivore compensation programs in British 

Columbia, Saskatchewan, and Alberta (Lee, 2011). Report 1 for the CWG involved a 

similar research strategy, but summarized more examples of compensation programs 

and included evaluation information and recommendations, as well as where they were 

available in the sources consulted. Report 1 prioritized collecting information on 

programs in North America because of cultural, social, and political similarities to 

Alberta. 

Initial discussions when the CWG first reviewed a draft of Report 1 in June 2012 

centered on what aspects of the current compensation program the CWG was satisfied 
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with and what aspects they found inadequate. For data, the group relied mainly on their 

personal experiences with the program and the stories they had been told by neighbours 

and colleagues. Problem recognition and definition were unstructured, but eventually 

focused on two main recurring issues: missing livestock, and complications or 

deficiencies with the current verification process. The CWG found that the latter topic 

was consistently linked to lack of Alberta Fish and Wildlife personnel, timeliness of 

response to depredation reports, safety concerns when preserving attack sites, and 

suspected mislabelling of depredation incidents. 

 The CWG’s assessment of the current compensation program aligned with the 

main issues identified in the Miistakis Report (e.g., burden of proof, compensation 

payment valuation, relationship issues with the Fish and Wildlife agency) (Lee, 2011). 

The Miistakis Report did not provide official government comments or an internal 

perspective from AESRD. Two AESRD employees were present at the CWG meetings, 

and two more participated in review activities for both reports on compensation prepared 

by the CWG. However, problem definition in those meetings was largely addressed from 

the perspective of landowners and livestock producers. Previous CWG research into 

carnivore conflict and population levels in the region also influenced the group’s problem 

definition, and appeared to influence their discussions of future trends. Producers at 

these meetings frequently expressed frustration about having to defend themselves 

against assertions of wrongdoing relating to their claims for compensation. One CWG 

member stated that they were tired of the assumption that they are guilty of fraud unless 

proven otherwise. 

All CWG members were invited to provide feedback on Report 1 during and after 

the June 2012 meeting, and even after the final version was submitted to the WBRA. 

Four individuals primarily provided feedback on Report 1: two provincial employees and 

two WRBA/CWG members. Most of this feedback pertained to the structure and 

organization of the information collected. Report 1 was only discussed during the June 

2012 meeting. Once the CWG selected, through informal consensus, the program 

features they desired, additional research and subject development targeted those 

features in order to build the program proposal. 

Report 2 summarized the specific recommendations selected by the CWG for 

changes to the compensation program (see Appendix B). The draft was first discussed 
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during an in-person meeting in August 2012, then in a conference call of the CWG in 

November 2012, and informal email communications until the report was submitted in 

January 2013. Unfortunately, only a few of the group members provided feedback during 

the drafting of the second report, although feedback was invited. Jeff Bectell was the 

primary source of feedback on the report between formal meetings of the CWG, while 

other members primarily provided comments during the meetings. Jeff Bectell had 

frequent conversations with CWG members in addition to the formal meetings, and also 

had conversations with other community members and provincial government 

employees; while he shared feedback from those conversations with me, there are no 

records of his discussions with members (e.g., CWG meeting minutes or emails). Aside 

from his activities, the extent to which members shared drafts with community members 

outside the CWG (e.g., gathering additional community input) is uncertain. Jeff Bectell, 

Nora Manners, and Greg Hale provided comprehensive feedback to me on the report in 

between meetings, while two other producers provided feedback specifically on issues 

involving values for purebred livestock. Comments that Jeff Bectell or I received between 

meetings that required group discussion were treated as anonymous during these 

discussions to encourage individuals to speak freely to us between meetings. 

One notable problem during the intelligence activities was that the CWG had 

difficulty obtaining data from members, and other livestock owners, pertaining to 

numbers of missing livestock presumed to have been lost to carnivores. Members were 

asked to volunteer data and make the same request of other livestock producers in the 

community. These data would be used to validate the multiplier requested in the 

proposal, to provide partial compensation for missing livestock for which the cause of 

loss could not be proven. A larger data set for missing livestock would provide greater 

support for the multiplier. The reluctance of producers to disclose data concerning 

missing livestock and possible depredation events could be an indicator of personal or 

professional discomfort in sharing this information or that the request for data was not 

passed on to producers outside of the CWG. It is possible that some producers feel 

embarrassed about losses of livestock or about how those losses reflect on their 

ranching practices. It is also possible that some producers are concerned that there 

have been claims for losses that should not be covered by the compensation program. 

Data on missing livestock are likely to include livestock that have died from other 

causes, such as illness and injury, or weather, in addition to carnivore predation. 
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When Report 2 was near completion, Jeff Bectell shared drafts with the Alberta 

Beef Producers Wildlife Committee, seven AESRD staff (in addition to Greg Hale and 

Andrea Morehouse), the Blackfoot Challenge, two “Problem Wildlife Specialists” (i.e., 

Alberta government employees specializing in human-wildlife conflict), a President 

Emeritus of the World Wildlife Fund, and the Wildlife Research Unit of the University of 

Montana. Despite this attempt to encourage and receive feedback from a variety of 

sources and perspectives, few comments on Report 2 were forwarded back to Jeff 

Bectell or myself. While Jeff Bectell did make an effort to communicate with government 

employees and subject experts, recipients of the draft report were not obligated to 

provide feedback. 

Both reports are currently available at the WBRA projects page online and copies 

are attached as Appendix A and Appendix B. 
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Table 3: Assessment of Intelligence 

Activity: Intelligence 
Standards Assessment 
Dependable (accurate, reliable, 
factual information and how it is 
transmitted to recipients) 

High dependability of legislation, scientific peer-reviewed literature, 
and official program web pages. Dependability decreased for 
programs translated from foreign languages and 
reviewed/summarized by private organizations. 

Comprehensive (obtained for all 
components i.e. goals/conditions of 
the problem, from all appropriate 
sources) 

Completeness of program descriptions, including program 
strengths and weaknesses, and recommendations when available, 
enabled CWG to benefit from lessons learned elsewhere when 
considering alternatives. Broad range of information resources 
used (multiple resources).  

Selective 
(intelligence activities target key 
aspects of the problem, problems 
perceived by insiders or by other 
people affected/interested)  

Additional research and proposal development concentrated on 
issues selected by the CWG as priorities (tailored to the issues 
being addressed). 

Creative  
(new strategies adopted to gather 
info, are they better?)  

Similar strategy as previous reports published that summarized 
compensation programs and options (e.g., report by Alberta 
Cattlemen’s Association), but included evaluations and 
assessments.  

Available/Open (to whom is 
intelligence communicated, is 
anyone excluded?) 

All drafts of Report 1 and 2 were shared with CWG members 
throughout the drafting process. Information sources were made 
available to WBRA as an information package. Draft and final 
version of Report 2 was shared with external reviewers. Both 
reports are available online to the public. 

The CWG performed well in the intelligence function. The breadth of information 

collected for Report 1, and its dissemination, along with that of Report 2, to the CWG 

and interests outside the group throughout drafting contribute to meeting standards for 

this activity. While little feedback was provided by those interests, effort was made to 

gather feedback and reach beyond the CWG. The main shortfall was in CWG members 

and community members providing data on missing livestock and depredation. 

Promotion 

The CWG decided not to propose recommendations that would fundamentally 

redesign the structure of the compensation program in Alberta (e.g., compensation in 

advance or an insurance based scheme). While members agreed these strategies had 



 

23 

merit, the challenge of delivering an entirely new program to the community was 

considered to be too overwhelming. The group decided that a strong foundation was 

already in place and that by working with the current program they could show their 

appreciation of the efforts of those involved to date with its implementation and day-to-

day operations. While this was the path selected by the CWG, there were other 

reasonable options that they could have chosen (see breadth of compensation examples 

and schemes listed in Report 1). Compensation in advance or performance payments 

could have been further explored by the CWG as an alternative to the current ex post 

scheme. At the initial June meeting, the CWG appeared to limit their opportunity to 

explore wider compensation options, and narrowed their options to fixing or repairing the 

current program. Narrow problem definition prevents exploring and integrating 

knowledge from various disciplines and backgrounds and fostering innovative solutions 

(DeLeon and Steelman, 1999). The current program has been in place since the 1970s 

and has received mixed reviews. The CWG could have taken advantage of this project 

as an opportunity to explore more options and overhaul the system, but they did not do 

so, possibly because they perceived that the task of a more comprehensive overhaul 

would be formidable, or perhaps because of their bounded vision of the possibilities for 

innovation.  

The basic structure of the proposal they supported incorporated a multiplier on 

confirmed kills to cover losses from missing livestock, as well as indirect costs of conflict; 

an increase in the amount of compensation paid for probable kills; increased 

compensation for purebred livestock to account for the higher value of purebred animals 

(but the multiplier would not apply); and compensation for losses of guard animals. The 

CWG decided against enforcing husbandry measures as a prerequisite to be eligible for 

compensation. Such measures could differ by ranching operations especially between 

those on public lands and those on private lands. The CWG felt that it would be 

burdensome to enforce the same husbandry measures or standard of practices for 

livestock producers across both public and private lands, and preferred to rely on peer 

pressure to promote good husbandry. The CWG had the opportunity and ultimately 

passed on tying mitigation techniques to compensation, and subsequently integrating 

into the provincial program a component that could reduce the likelihood of depredation 

events or reduce livestock losses. The group also discussed whether the multiplier 
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should be higher on public ranch lands (i.e., where ranchers experience higher losses) 

than on private lands. They decided it would be the same across both types of ranching 

operations, and that there might be opportunities in the future to propose additional 

changes. 

The main components were decided during the preliminary meeting of the CWG 

on the compensation program that took place in June 2012, when they reviewed and 

discussed Report 1. Over the following months, the terms and details of each 

component were discussed during conference calls, in-person meetings, and emails 

involving the entire group. Throughout this time Jeff Bectell was integral to relaying 

information and keeping members up to date. This included providing examples of how a 

multiplier could be applied, and collecting data on missing livestock from those who were 

willing to provide the information. 

The drafting process for Report 2 involved incorporating feedback from CWG 

members and compiling final decisions of the group on program recommendations. The 

majority of decisions were made by informal consensus agreement of CWG members at 

meetings, with some issues requiring a question to the group and more formal vote (e.g., 

deciding that the multiplier would be the same for private and public lands, not 

addressing coyotes). I observed that discussions and decision-making were respectful 

and offered opportunities for those in attendance to provide comments. Members 

appeared to be comfortable raising their concerns and contributing to the debate by 

presenting alternative arguments or strategies. At times, specific individuals were asked 

to explain their reasoning behind a suggestion or their opposition, while others were 

asked if they were comfortable that the proposal may not address issues specific to their 

circumstance (e.g., in spite of higher losses on public lands, there would not be higher 

multipliers for those lands; no multiplier on the increased payments for purebred 

animals). 

The efficiency of the CWG’s meetings and the apparent respect of members for 

each other’s opinions and time may have been due in part to the history of this group 

and the ongoing professional relationships among its members. In addition to the 

members being active community members and participating in the same industry, the 
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CWG was established in the fall of 2011 and had already been operating for 

approximately eight months before this project started. Efficiency could also be attributed 

to the extended period of time in which members and the community have dealt with 

carnivore conflict in the region and the challenges with the compensation program. It 

was clear that members had been discussing these issues and considering alternatives 

for some time, and were prepared to be productive and take advantage of this new 

project. Jeff Bectell chaired the meetings, and was mindful of the use of time and 

maintaining productivity. When further debate was required or when a decision could not 

be made without additional information, he postponed the issue to be considered again 

at a later meeting. Members acknowledged that the proposal for amendments to the 

compensation program could not address all compensation and conflict issues 

discussed at the table. Jeff Bectell, as well as other attendees, occasionally reminded 

the group that there was no such thing as a perfect solution, and that not all parties 

would be satisfied with the final components of the proposal. In order to retain the 

opportunity to address additional issues in the future, if necessary and possible, the 

CWG built evaluation guidelines into its proposal to promote effectiveness and 

adaptation. Proposed annual evaluations would solicit user input and officially provide a 

strategy for measuring program effectiveness and levels of tolerance towards 

carnivores, and also create opportunities for informed revisions to the program. 

Promotion includes evaluating the inclusivity of a decision-making process, and 

whether additional interests are represented or considered in the discussion. Clearly, the 

CWG membership mainly represented landowners and livestock producers in and 

around the WBRA, and those were the interests that the group primarily addressed. 

However, membership of the CWG reflected the dominance of ranching and livestock 

production in this region of Alberta. Several members of the CWG were also County or 

Municipal District Councillors, which indicates a level of authority and responsibility for 

representing the interests of these counties or municipal districts. Several members 

were also in leadership roles with conservation partnerships in the region, and one 

member was an AESRD biologist. Another AESRD employee participated in CWG 

meetings, but was not an official member of the group. Occasionally the CWG invited 

representatives of other interests to attend meetings as guests. Although the CWG did 

not comprehensively represent all interests in the region, at times they did consider 
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alternatives and make decisions based on how they perceived that other interests would 

view their proposal. Participants appeared to be conscious of whether their proposal was 

asking for too much and if it should be adjusted to appease outside interests. However 

the decisions of the CWG did prioritize their own needs. For example, the group 

discussed, but ultimately decided against, implementing husbandry requirements as 

either a prerequisite to receive additional compensation or an avenue to garner political 

and financial support.  

As detailed in the intelligence section above, Jeff Bectell shared Report 2 with a 

variety of individuals and groups outside of the CWG membership. Reaching out to a 

broad range of interests both within and outside of Alberta provided an opportunity to 

collect a variety of perspectives and recommendations on the development of the 

proposal. However, many of these interests did not provide feedback. CWG members 

were the only ones more or less obligated to provide feedback, and to maintain an active 

and engaged role in the drafting process. 
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Table 4: Assessment of Promotion. 

Activity: Promotion 
Standards Assessment 
Rational (all reasonable 
alternatives brought to attention, 
assessed and justified) 

Considered other forms of compensation, but continued with the 
current model. Members acknowledged that the recommendations 
could not address all compensation and conflict issues at once. 
Built in evaluation guidelines to promote effectiveness and 
adaptation, and retain the opportunity to address additional issues 
in the future. These evaluations would establish processes to 
receive and integrate user input, and facilitate ongoing promotion 
activities. Did not address funding or personnel limitations – two 
main challenges to date. 

Integrative (are proposed 
alternatives broadly supported, is 
the debate bipolar, is there 
coercion that needs to be 
eliminated) 

Debate was respectful and open. 
When further debate or information was required the decision was 
postponed to a later meeting. 

Comprehensive (holistic, do 
proposed alternatives reflect the 
full range of community interests, 
are some views neglected, is there 
thorough debate before proposals 
are adopted) 

CWG members were representatives of landowners and livestock 
producers, and some were also members of the councils of local 
Counties and Municipal Districts, but they did not comprehensively 
represent all interests in the region.  
The views of all members (i.e., with different types of ranching 
operations) were discussed while weighing and designing options. 
Jeff Bectell shared the proposal with parties/interests within Alberta 
and outside 

The CWG performed well in their promotion activities. In addition to collecting 

and being receptive to new information and options, members were knowledgeable of 

the issue from practical experience and considered a range of alternative compensation 

strategies and options. Debate activities throughout the drafting process of Report 2 

were respectful, productive, and open to the members of the group and to those they 

invited to provide feedback. The main shortfall in the CWG’s promotion activities were 

the limited variety of interests directly represented in their membership. 

Prescription 

The content of a prescription or policy should include goals, norms, 

contingencies, sanctions, and assets (i.e., resources). At the time of the CWG’s 

deliberations, the existing compensation program in Alberta did not explicitly articulate 
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program goals. The CWG selected seven goals for a compensation program in the 

region: 

- Distributing the burden of conservation costs more fairly between rural and 
urban populations 

- Providing fair and comprehensive compensation to those who have suffered 
damages from carnivore activity 

- Increasing education (e.g., promoting good husbandry practices, increasing 
research into conflict levels) 

- Increasing public safety 

- Increasing landowner tolerance of carnivore activity 

- Reducing deaths of livestock 

- Reducing the motivation for ranchers and farmers to implement unauthorized 
lethal carnivore control measures 

These goals, and the recommendations based on them, address carnivore-

human conflict as a whole in the region, rather than just the compensation scheme. 

Defining program goals facilitates the development of effective evaluation processes, 

and the CWG included the latter in their recommendations. The CWG’s proposal also 

included guidelines for the recommendations (e.g., norms), and described the situations 

in which they would apply (e.g., contingencies). However, the proposal did not 

sufficiently incorporate sanctions and assets. For example, the proposal did not address 

the funding and resource issues (e.g., staffing) that had undermined the existing 

program. As well, the CWG chose not to include mandatory activities or standards (e.g., 

husbandry requirements) for livestock producers to meet in order to be entitled to 

participate and collect from upgraded compensation levels. Rather their proposal 

recommended prioritizing education for ranchers regarding best management practices 

for their area and operations. 

Ultimately the CWG prepared five broad recommendations for changes to the 

compensation program, and recommended that the government of Alberta consider 

establishing a pilot program incorporating these changes in southwestern Alberta. The 

foremost recommendation was the application of a multiplier to the amount of 
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compensation paid on confirmed livestock losses. Other recommendations included: 

additional compensation for probable kills, breeding livestock, guard animals, and 

purebred livestock; a review of the criteria employed for identifying probable kills; the 

development and delivery of a verification course for livestock producers; and an annual 

evaluation of the compensation program. Verification courses and annual evaluations 

have the potential to promote community and user education, community involvement in 

the development of compensation policy, and could also improve relationships between 

Fish and Wildlife officers and program users. For example, the CWG recommended that 

evaluations of the compensation program be organized by the WBRA in partnership with 

AESRD staff. All of the recommendations were linked to the CWG’s initial problem 

definition and program goals. Recommendations were selected and designed to be 

compatible with current policies and activities, to build off existing administrative 

procedures, to fit into provincial laws and regulations, and, therefore, to be transferable 

to other regions in the province. 

Table 5: Assessment of Prescription. 

Activity: Prescription 
Standards Assessment 
Stability of Expectation/ 
Effective (decisions should be 
lawful and enforceable, 
decisions for which there is 
general support should be 
made and implemented 
promptly, prescriptions should 
specify goals, norms, sanctions, 
contingencies, assets) 

The recommendations appeared to be lawful and enforceable. While 
potentially new to Alberta they had been implemented elsewhere and 
could integrate into provincial policies. 
Recommendations were supported by the CWG, unknown level of 
support for the proposal from other interests. 
Once proposal was submitted to the government, further decision-
making was at the discretion of the provincial government. Submitted 
Jan 2013 and no government decision had been announced as of 
October 2015 

Rational (balanced, further 
common interest) 

Recommendations furthered the interests of livestock producers. 
Administration issues (funding and personnel limitations) not 
considered or balanced with recommendations. All additional interests 
not included in CWG membership or otherwise represented, and may 
not have been sufficiently considered in decisions.  

Comprehensive (are decisions 
appropriate for all situations, do 
sanctions exist) 

Recommendations broadened the scope/breadth of the program; 
increasing financial coverage for a larger variety of losses associated 
with carnivore conflict (e.g., compensation for guard animals, purebred 
livestock) and reviewing probable kill criteria. 
No sanctions built in, and the proposal did not address challenges with 
resources. 
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The CWG performed moderately well in the prescription function. The CWG’s 

recommendations broadened the potential scope of compensation and were designed to 

integrate and build on the current program. The group’s proposal provided rationales 

and examples for each of the recommendations and developed program goals and an 

evaluation framework, neither of which were established for the current program. 

However, the recommendations did not address important limitations on funding and 

personnel, they lacked sanctions, and they lacked more balanced representation of 

community and provincial interests in addition to those reflected in CWG membership. 

Implementation, Appraisal, and Termination 

The CWG’s capacity to change the Alberta carnivore compensation program was 

limited by the group’s lack of authority and control at the provincial decision-making 

level. Compensation policy and administration is within the jurisdiction of the provincial 

government, and therefore subject to provincial constraints and priorities (e.g., funding, 

other resources). When the CWG proposal was submitted to the Alberta government the 

proposal moved into a higher-level decision-making process at the provincial level. The 

decision-making process at the CWG level then stalled and remained incomplete, 

waiting for a response from the provincial government. The CWG could still elect to 

develop its own compensation program, but the decision to do so would involve new 

intelligence, promotion, and prescription activities to decide on an appropriate program, 

identify funding and other resources, and deal with other considerations under these 

different circumstances. Unless the CWG decides to do this, or to adopt some other 

course of action, the implementation (e.g., invocation and application), appraisal, and 

termination activities of the CWG for the compensation program depend on the 

provincial government’s decision with regards to the CWG’s recommendations. 
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Chapter 3.  
 
Discussion  

The previous chapter described and evaluated the decision-making process 

through which the Carnivore Working Group (CWG) developed its recommendations for 

changes to the compensation program in Alberta. In this chapter, I begin by assessing 

whether the CWG meets Brunner et al.’s (2002) strategic, higher level tests for 

determining whether a community-based initiative is serving the common interest. Then I 

consider whether and how the decision-making process and other activities of the CWG 

correspond with the adaptive governance model as outlined by Brunner et al. (2005). I 

also summarize the strengths and weaknesses of the CWG’s approach to the carnivore 

compensation problem and I make suggestions for improvement. 

Common Interest Tests 

The procedural test assesses whether the decision-making process is inclusive 

and whether those involved take responsibility for considering the greater community 

and those not directly involved (Brunner et al., 2002). Further, it asks whether those 

making the decisions are held accountable. The CWG partially satisfied the procedural 

test. The group itself consisted mostly of livestock producers and landowners, and within 

their communities they were accountable to those interests as they worked together and 

carried out day-to-day activities. The inclusion of other outside interests to CWG 

meetings appeared to be discretionary. Some of these interests were invited on 

occasion as guests to meetings, or took on an advisory role when members reached out 

on a project basis (e.g., sharing drafts of Report 2). However, guests were not obligated 

to participate or to represent a constituency, whereas there was some internal social 

pressure on members of the CWG do so. Additionally, individuals that saw themselves 

as guests may have felt that they had less influence or less right to participate in the 
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decision-making. For example, at one CWG meeting regional biologist Greg Hale 

commented on what he believed would be attractive recommendations for the provincial 

government, but acknowledged his unique and partially separate role in the process by 

stating that it was the CWG’s program they were designing. 

There are a range of interests within southwestern Alberta. Those not directly 

represented in regular CWG membership included conservationists, recreationists, 

hunting interests (e.g., Alberta Fish and Game Association), and First Nations. The 

CWG may not comprehensively represent the regional community, but rather a 

community of interest (Brunner et al., 2005). They represent a group or collection of 

individuals (e.g., landowners and livestock producers) acting on their perceived interests, 

and those shared with likeminded individuals, and forming a community around an issue 

(Brunner, 2002). If the CWG involved a wider range of interests, the group might 

discover opportunities for additional funding and resources, as well as establishing a 

broader base of support for the proposal and future CWG projects. Carnivore 

management and conservation are broad policy concerns that impact a range of 

interests and stakeholders. However, the CWG narrowed the scope of its focus to 

compensation policies. It could be argued that the CWG involved the parties necessary 

and most informed on the issue to directly participate in the decision-making process, 

because the primary interests are those implementing and enforcing compensation, 

along with program users. The CWG did take responsibility for considering other 

interests (e.g., those not in attendance), and they attempted to do so during their 

discussion on husbandry requirements and when considering the entirety of their 

proposal. One potential driver for broader stakeholder involvement may be funding. The 

existing compensation program is funded through hunting and fishing licenses. If the 

recommendations of the CWG were implemented, program costs would rise. Those 

financial demands would have to be met through some mechanism within the provincial 

system (e.g., raising license prices and/or reallocating funds). The CWG did not account 

for this in their proposal. 

The substantive test asks whether the CWG’s expectations of what would be 

accomplished were reasonable, whether the decision-making process considered all 

valid concerns, and whether the outcome solved the problem and was supported by the 

participants. The CWG partially satisfied the substantive test. The expectations and 
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long-term goals of the CWG to establish fair carnivore compensation were reasonable. 

The CWG’s decision process was mainly by consensus, and occasionally by majority 

vote, and the final recommendations were developed with the goal of addressing a 

portion of everyone’s needs whilst recognizing that not all deficiencies and demands 

could be addressed at once. Due to the CWG’s level of community engagement in other 

project activities their recommendations were built from a thorough understanding of 

local opinions and context. However, the values and perspectives represented by the 

CWG were limited by the nature of their membership, and while recommendations were 

fair in the opinion of the CWG, what constitutes fair compensation in Alberta is 

subjective. For example, efforts to increase compensation levels may align with the 

CWG’s goals, but may not align with broader provincial goals and capacity (e.g., funding 

and resources). 

The Alberta Wildlife Predator Compensation Program has been criticized for not 

having enough personnel available to verify depredation events, and as of 2012 the 

program was not able to make all payments claimed under the program as claims 

outstripped available funds (Paterson, 2013). Policies, whether devised by the 

government or the CWG, may be undermined if the responsible agency does not have 

sufficient resources. The CWG’s recommendations did not tackle funding. If any of the 

recommendations are implemented and demands on the program increase, issues 

pertaining to availability of Fish and Wildlife officers (i.e., verification duties), 

administrative processes, and funding (e.g., reallocation of funds, budget cuts) will need 

to be addressed. The implementation of a verification course was the only 

recommendation that addressed personnel limitations. However, the benefits of such a 

course will depend on whether or not the provincial government allows individuals 

beyond Fish and Wildlife officers to verify depredation events. 

The members of the CWG supported the outcomes of their decision-making 

process, but the group may not have had sufficient support from senior levels of 

government despite the participation of a provincial regional biologist in CWG meetings. 

There was limited discussion as to what the CWG’s course of action would be if the 

recommendations were declined and changes were not made to the compensation 

program. The group briefly discussed the possibility of applying for funding and partially 

implementing the recommendations themselves. It is uncertain at this point whether the 
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CWG’s recommendations will be implemented, and if implemented, whether they would 

solve the problem. 

The pragmatic test asks if the recommendations are practical, and if they can 

adapt and change with time in order to meet the expectations of participants. On the 

basis of the evidence available at the time of writing this report, the CWG satisfied this 

test. Building their proposal on the existing compensation program was sensible and 

practical. The group’s experience with the current compensation program prepared them 

to comment on the current program and its implementation, and to assess options for 

improvement. Additionally, the recommendations submitted by the CWG are based on 

components of compensation programs already implemented within Canada and the 

United States. Thus, the CWG was able to make informed decisions from lessons 

learned elsewhere and collected from academic and official program literature. The 

CWG decided the boundaries or scale of the proposal should be limited to the four 

municipal districts they represented, and recommended that pilot projects should start 

small and expand following assessment and evaluation. The assessment framework 

proposed is designed to ensure that the program is flexible in the future to dynamic 

ecological, social, and economic changes. Annual evaluations should help the policy to 

be responsive to community and individual input and needs concerning carnivores and 

compensation policy. 

Encouraging Community Level Adaptive Governance  

There are distinct patterns and characteristics that distinguish adaptive 

governance from scientific management (Brunner et al., 2005). Adaptive governance 

recognizes that relationships evolve and that both scientific and local knowledge are 

relevant to problem definition and problem solving. Adaptive governance values open 

participation, and the evaluation, diffusion, and adaptation of successful policies. 

The following section draws from the evidence provided in the decision analysis 

and common interest tests to compare the CWG’s decision-making process and overall 

activities with the model of adaptive governance. This comparison highlights strengths 

and weaknesses of the CWG as a community-based initiative. Identifying strengths will 
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enable the CWG to continue pursuing activities and methods that support their goals, as 

well as educate and inform other community groups dealing with similar policy issues. 

On the other hand, perceived weaknesses can be corrected and the CWG provided 

guidance for moving forward. I frame the discussion of strengths and weaknesses within 

Brunner et al. (2005)’s framework for adaptive governance. 

Producer and Landowner Involvement in Scientific Research 

Carnivore conservation and management is still often framed as a technical and 

scientific issue rather than an issue of communities, individuals, and livelihoods. In many 

settings, government and conservation interests have politicized scientific management 

despite the promise of impartiality, resulting in community and individual distrust of 

research (Brunner et al., 2005; DeLeon and Steelman, 1999). Science needs to be 

applied in a manner that emphasizes the links between social and ecological systems, 

rebuilds trust within communities, and alleviates its politicized nature (Hughes et al., 

2007). An adaptive governance framework offers the promise of a renewed role for 

science that facilitates and supports collaborations among scientists, government 

agencies, communities, and stakeholders (Hughes et al., 2007). 

The CWG is an unusual example of a community-based initiative comprised of 

livestock owners, landowners, and community representatives that have spearheaded 

and participated in joint scientific research into grizzly bear population statistics and 

carnivore conflict. It is rare for livestock producers and landowners to take an active and 

engaged role in scientific research. By combining knowledge from scientific research 

and personal experiences, the CWG has become better equipped to provide advice to 

local landowners and producers on attractant management and mitigation techniques, 

and to strategize project activities for the future. Also, by participating in this research the 

CWG has demonstrated its support for scientific research in the community. The 

potential benefits include community involvement in research activities, retention of 

regional data, and up-to-date information related to compensation and carnivore activity. 

In addition, taking an active role in research has the potential to encourage additional 

support from conservation or government interests. 
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Initiating Program Evaluations and Adaptation Mechanisms 

While the Alberta compensation program has been evaluated in the past, there is 

no formal, unbiased, or regularly scheduled appraisal process that combines the 

feedback of policy makers, administrators (i.e., Fish and Wildlife officers), and program 

users. Between 2007 and 2008 the provincial government hired a contractor to review 

the program (Lyster, 2008), and since then several non-governmental entities have 

conducted evaluations (e.g., the Miistakis Report and an informal CWG review). 

Adaptive governance includes mechanisms to learn from experience in order to 

adapt to changing circumstances (Brunner, 2002; Brunner et al., 2005). The CWG 

incorporated evaluation, learning, and adaptation into its proposal, by first drafting 

program goals and recommendations, and then recommending a process for appraisal 

and revision if necessary. The group proposed annual evaluations that would integrate 

user input in order to create opportunities for informed program improvement, and to 

measure the effectiveness of compensation and the effects on tolerance for carnivores 

on the landscape. By combining formal surveys and community meetings, the proposed 

evaluation process should enable the collection of dependable data, and facilitate 

continued inclusion of input from both program users and managers. Program 

evaluations can help decision makers to identify where policies are falling short of 

meeting goals and objectives, and identify the potential sources of those errors, 

deficiencies, or successes (Howlett, 2012). The CWG could even chose to prioritize this 

recommendation and follow through with it without the provincial government. By 

following its own proposal for annual evaluations it could continue to learn about the 

implementation of compensation policies in the region. 

A common criticism of compensation programs is that they cannot objectively 

quantify the impact they have on people's attitudes and tolerance (Nyhus et al. 2005). 

Annual evaluations are one tool for mapping the progress and effectiveness of 

compensation, including the CWG’s recommendations. However, determining what 

costs or losses livestock producers and others are willing to accept, or risk, is key to 

measuring the effectiveness and efficiency of any compensation program. Establishing 

acceptable levels of risk will be an extremely challenging task for livestock producers, 
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and one that should involve the views of Fish and Wildlife officers, as well as other 

stakeholders, as it feeds into defining and establishing evaluation criteria. 

Benefits of Community Partnerships and Communication 

The CWG has successfully collaborated on several occasions with organizations 

and agencies within and outside its region. Through such collaborations and other forms 

of communication, community-based initiatives can learn from the experiences of others. 

The experimental philosophy of adaptive governance promotes learning and diffusion of 

innovation at the community level. Communities must decide whether new practices are 

or are not suitable within their own contexts, and should understand that strict replication 

may not be possible (Bardach, 2004; Brunner et al., 2005). The goal is to borrow wisdom 

and practices from other communities, learn from their experiences, and adapt, 

customize, and localize the lessons, either by accident or by design. Innovation is no 

longer the sole responsibility of government personnel or central experts, nor is the only 

direction for diffusion of alternative policy options top down. Adaptive governance is 

contingent on learning from practice-based experiences, and the horizontal diffusion of 

innovative practices is increasingly common between community-based initiatives 

(Edwards, 2005). Open and regular communication is critical to this diffusion. In the case 

of the CWG, they delivered presentations to community members and partner 

organizations, published their project activities, and produced the Sharing the Range film 

– a communication piece made to garner support and promote innovation among 

producers and the public. 

The CWG has particularly benefited from the experiences of the Blackfoot 

Challenge in Montana. While the Blackfoot Challenge and the CWG are not identical - 

they vary in scope, interests/members represented, structure, and project activities - 

they share a concern about conflicts between large carnivores and rural landowners, 

and this shared concern has inspired and established an ongoing association and 

partnership. As management issues and conflicts arose in their respective regions, it 

became increasingly apparent to both groups that a single agency could not solve the 

problem, and that significant decision-making power would have to be in the hands of 

those landowners confronting problems on a daily basis (Wilson et al., 2014). Both 
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community groups have been advocates and driving forces in their regions for the use, 

installation, and upgrade of mitigation techniques to reduce the impact of carnivore 

activity. In 2008 and 2010, the CWG hosted Blackfoot Valley partners in a series of 

meetings and community tours to discuss community-based conservation activities and 

to exchange ideas. Reciprocal meetings and tours have been offered in Montana 

(Loosen et al., 2014). This relationship is a resource for both the Blackfoot Challenge 

and the CWG. 

Limitations of Authority 

The decision analysis of Chapter Three, especially the latter decision-making 

activities, shows that the CWG is susceptible to challenges and limitations with regards 

to authority and control. Pym et al. (2014) conducted a similar decision analysis for the 

Oldman Basin Carnivore Advisory Group. This advisory group, established in 2003 by 

the Alberta Government, was instructed to provide input and advice to the provincial 

government on matters of large carnivore management in the Oldman Basin area (in 

southwestern Alberta). The advisory group discussed protocols for wolf conflict 

management, including alternative ranching practices and even suggested changes to 

the compensation program. However, the province was under no obligation to implement 

the group’s recommendations. As a community-based initiative, the Oldman Basin 

Carnivore Advisory Group could not enforce their recommendations, were unable to 

secure sufficient long-term funding/resources to ensure their own survival, and struggled 

with communicating beyond their own constituents. The CWG experienced some similar 

challenges in getting the province to implement the group’s recommendations. 

The decision analysis conducted by Pym et al. (2014) found that the Oldman 

Basin Carnivore Advisory Group lacked authority to implement its own decisions, and 

that if the provincial AESRD chose not to follow or implement the group’s 

recommendations, the group lacked the resources to implement the recommendations 

themselves or effectively pressure the government to take action. In the case of the 

CWG, how the recommendations proposed by the CWG will be received and acted upon 

is also within the control of the provincial government. While livestock producers rely on 

compensation to offset the burden of carnivores, compensation policy and administration 
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is under the jurisdiction and authority of the provincial government and subject to funding 

availability. 

While the CWG is comparable to an advisory group, they likely improved their 

position compared to past groups due to their communication strategy, research 

activities and partnerships, and multi-pronged proactive approach to conflict. At the 

individual and community level the CWG has had influence and an ability to impact on-

the-ground operations. The CWG can enforce funding and project requirements when 

working with individual landowners and producers on conflict mitigation projects (e.g., 

matching funds for projects or making agreements on labour). However, there is no 

obligation for the provincial government to act and implement the changes 

recommended in the CWG’s compensation proposal. Limited authority and lack of 

jurisdiction hampers any influence the CWG may have on a provincially run program as 

they contend with political interests at the regional and provincial level. This is 

particularly relevant when considering recommendations submitted by the CWG that 

may be low-cost (e.g., program evaluations and the verification course). Unwillingness to 

implement these recommendations may reflect a lack of trust by the province and a 

reluctance to concede authority and control (e.g., through the verification course third 

parties could be authorized to verify kills). 

Improving Relations with Government Staff 

Brunner et al. (2005) emphasize the importance of agency field officers, and their 

capacity to make a difference in local governance. These officials are often the focus of 

increasing demands and criticism concerning carnivore management in rural areas 

(Mattson et al., 2006). In Alberta, Fish and Wildlife officers are responsible on a day-to-

day basis for deciding how compensation policy is implemented on the ground across a 

wide variety of localized problems. Fish and Wildlife officers have the capacity to block, 

hinder, or facilitate the implementation of decisions such as the recommendations of the 

CWG. The CWG has sought to build partnerships that bridge historic divisions between 

producers and government personnel and that benefit CWG activities. Improving 

relationships and having increased government support may enable the working group 

to attract more funding opportunities, have greater influence, and be more effective in 
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the region (Brunner et al., 2005). Furthermore, positive results at a regional or local 

scale may facilitate recruitment of additional personnel and resources in order to 

continue building on observed successes. 

The CWG is developing improved relationships with community members and 

AESRD staff by participating in joint research projects and including government staff in 

CWG meetings and the drafting of their recommendations. In their problem definition for 

carnivore compensation, the CWG emphasized the necessity for increased Fish and 

Wildlife officers in order to meet verification demands. The group also recommended the 

delivery of a verification course to educate and train producers, as well as build 

relationships. Building and maintaining a positive working relationship with AESRD staff 

benefits individual project activities and the CWG’s role/presence in the region. The 

group recently acknowledged that Greg Hale, regional biologist for the AESRD, has 

helped improve relations and relieve tensions between ranchers and AESRD staff 

(Loosen et al., 2014). Hale offered important insights during the drafting process, and 

continues to be a valuable member of the CWG. Cooperating and working with the right 

people matters and is integral to improving carnivore conflict and compensation policies 

in southwestern Alberta. 

Inclusivity in Membership  

Regional projects funded and administered by the CWG (e.g., fencing, bone 

yards, etc.) have benefited from the group’s membership structure and the identification 

and practical experiences of members with the problems faced by livestock producers. 

However, at the provincial level, standards for inclusivity are more onerous, and there is 

greater responsibility on the part of decision makers to consider the broader common 

interest. In order for the CWG to clarify and secure the common interest of the full 

community in which it operates, the group will have to find ways or mechanisms to 

integrate more interests into their meetings and project activities. Broader membership 

and representation could also increase support for future initiatives, as well as provide 

opportunities for additional funding. Broadening CWG membership might also 

encourage other interests to participate in its deliberations. While the inclusion of 

additional individuals with different interests could impact the dynamics of the group, it 
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would be a step towards pursuing and better representing the common interest of the 

region. 

Comprehensive Approach to Problem Solving 

The majority of the CWG’s recommendations pertain to reimbursing losses due 

to carnivore activity. This dictates that the loss and damage must occur before a remedy 

is applied, and the group’s recommendations did not include any mechanisms or 

components to reduce the occurrence of depredation or other conflicts. The CWG 

decided not to include husbandry requirements in its recommendations, a strategy that 

would have tied compensation directly to measures capable of reducing losses. One 

participant commented that government and funding agencies would probably expect 

that landowners receiving payments for losses would be required to implement 

husbandry measures and other management strategies (e.g., accepted industry 

standards) to reduce their risk. Receiving payments without an incentive to reduce risk 

or conflict may not encourage long-term change. In some of their other initiatives, such 

as conflict mitigation projects, the CWG has required that producers adopt specific 

management practices as a condition for receiving support (e.g., matching funds or 

agreements on labour). For example, the CWG requires that producers who receive 

support for preventative measures (e.g., electric fencing) undertake ongoing 

maintenance, participate in dead stock removal, and ensure that other attractants are 

managed. 

The CWG’s recommendations could be criticized for not including components 

designed to reduce conflict. The group’s decision process and policy recommendations 

clearly focused on compensation rather than conflict as a whole in the region. Looking 

beyond the proposal, however, and including the rest of the CWG’s regional activities, 

the group has applied a holistic approach to carnivore conflict through on-the-ground 

attractant management, development of community shared goals for reducing conflict, 

community education (e.g., the Sharing the Range film), scientific research into 

carnivore populations and activity, and recommendations for changes to the 

compensation policies. 
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Summary Remarks 

The CWG is a community-based initiative leading a multi-pronged, proactive 

approach to carnivore conflict and compensation in southwestern Alberta. A major 

challenge that wildlife managers face is the development of publicly accepted carnivore 

management and compensation policies. Programs are more likely to be successful, 

effective, and promote environmental stewardship when they enable users to contribute 

to the design of policies that directly impact their lives (Jackson and Wangchuk, 2004; 

Nyhus et al., 2003). The Waterton Biosphere Reserve Association and CWG built on the 

Miistakis Report, previous project activities, and past regional discussions with 

landowners. They reviewed available compensation options to select recommendations 

that they determined would most likely improve local attitudes towards carnivores, 

improve relationships between ranchers and Fish and Wildlife officers, and contribute to 

sustainable co-existence between ranchers and carnivore populations. 

The purpose of this case study was to derive insights from the practical 

experiences of the CWG in order to improve their own decision-making processes, as 

well as to support other communities facing similar policy challenges. The policy 

sciences and adaptive governance framework described by Brunner et al. (2005) were 

applied to evaluate the CWG’s decision-making process and identify strengths and 

weaknesses. The recommendations can potentially guide the CWG’s future activities, 

and contribute to the diffusion of this innovation in community involvement in 

compensation for carnivore conflict. 

Status of the Recommendations in Report 2 

To date, no official response from the government of Alberta or explicit policy 

changes have occurred as a result of the CWG’s recommendations submitted January 

2013. Internal delays in the provincial decision-making process could be due to 

personnel changes and restructuring in AESRD over the 2013-2015 calendar years, as 

well as shifting government priorities and the election of a new NDP provincial 

government in May 2015. However, these delays may also be due to unwillingness or 

inability on the part of the provincial government to make the recommended changes. 
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April 2013, Alberta signed the Growing Forward 2 Framework Agreement (i.e., 

funding to invest in Alberta’s agriculture sector) with the federal government for which 

Agriculture Financial Services Corporation is responsible for managing. This funding 

may provide an opportunity to finance the recommendations submitted by the CWG. 

The March 2014 Waterton Biosphere Reserve Association Report to AESRD 

stated in the section regarding predator compensation: “While the CWG initially focused 

on predator compensation in an effort to address the economic burden faced by 

producers coexisting with large carnivores, it is recognized that there may be additional 

financial impacts. Future efforts will include investigating the feasibility of implementing 

ecosystem services models to address these impacts.” 

The committee administering the Alberta Wildlife Compensation Program 

Compensation invited Jeff Bectell to their meetings in February and June 2015 to 

discuss, amoung other issues and agenda permitting, the CWG proposal, however no 

decisions were made pertaining to the CWG’s recommendations. 

On March 16, 2015 the Minister of AESRD was questioned regarding conflict in 

southern Alberta and when Waterton’s (i.e., the CWG’s) recommendations would be 

implemented. The Minister responded that the recommendations had been discussed at 

the recent February meeting of the compensation committee, and that some 

recommendations would be implemented once a draft policy and program were defined 

later in the year. Approximately two months later a new NDP government was elected in 

Alberta. The new government’s position on the changes to the carnivore compensation 

program proposed by the CWG remains to be seen. 
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