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About Us
The mandate of the Alberta Land Trust Alliance (ALTA) is to represent the land trust community and
build capacity in land trusts to conserve diverse and ecologically important landscapes in Alberta through:
1. Increasing public awareness of the value of land conservation and land stewardship;
2. Advancing environmentally sound stewardship among landowners and increasing their
understanding of environmental issues pertaining to specific areas of land in Alberta;
3. Educating potential stakeholders about the role that local land trusts can play in preserving land in
perpetuity;
4. Fostering relationships and building linkages within the land trust community in order to advance
the work of local land trusts;
5. Working with all levels of government to influence positive land conservation policies;
6. Increasing the number of acres of conserved lands in Alberta by building capacity in local land
trusts;
7. Identifying where gaps may exist in specific areas of the province and assisting with the
formation of new land trusts at the grassroots level; and
8. Speaking as a unified voice on behalf of our member organizations.

For more information on this project and the Alberta Land Trust Alliance contact:
Alberta Land Trust Alliance
1400, 9915 – 108 Street
Edmonton, Alberta, T5K 2G8
Phone: 780-644-7384
Email: albertalandtrust@shaw.ca
www.conservationconnect.ca
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Executive Summary
The movement towards truly sustainable communities is a relatively new part of Alberta’s history.
Municipal governments are increasingly being asked to take on an expanded definition of land use
planning. Land trusts are also taking on a larger independent role in land conservation. The Alberta Land
Trust Alliance (ALTA) initiated Conservation Connections Alberta (Phase I), a comprehensive survey of
Alberta’s municipalities and land trusts, in September 2011, in order to explore a number of issues
potentially affecting municipal governments, land conservation, and the land trust sector.
The results of this project suggest that four major issues affect the ability of both municipalities and land
trusts to set and implement land conservation goals. First, although site-by-site land-use and development
planning is a fundamental function of municipal administration, and an important element in land
conservation, there is an equal need for much broader, science-based, land use planning approaches in
order to conserve healthy ecosystems and ensure the sustainability of communities. Among surveyed
municipalities, most of the land conservation work municipalities engage in is directly associated with a
proposed or anticipated development. Second, several major obstacles exist for municipalities in terms of:
competing demands and priorities; a lack of planning resources (manpower, funding); a lack of funding
for land stewardship; and a lack of access to required expertise/professional services. (A lack of funding
is also cited as a significant obstacle by land trusts.) Third, a number of opportunities for partnerships on
land conservation are being underutilized by both municipal governments and the land trust community.
Partnerships can bring insights and a network of resources to projects that would otherwise be difficult,
time consuming, and expensive to obtain. Lastly, survey results reinforce the significance of
communication, education, and ongoing discussions within communities on both land conservation and
sustainability; there is a substantial requirement to address the myths that create effective barriers to land
conservation.
Looking forward, irrespective of these challenges, the results of the survey also indicate that:


There is a substantial level of support for land conservation within a wide range of municipal
governments and the communities they represent.



There are a number of opportunities for beneficial cooperation between municipal governments
and land trusts, as indicted by the shared land conservation interests that have been expressed.



There may also be significant opportunities to advance the conservation of agricultural land if
adequate mechanisms can be put into place; the majority municipal governments and land trusts
do not currently address the conservation of agricultural land.

Finally, communities are actively approaching municipal governments about land conservation. The
development and evolution of sustainable communities will require the support and involvement of the
community as a whole. There is an opportunity for the land trust sector to support community-based
conservation initiatives and, where gaps exist, to help to engage local communities in land conservation.
The Conservation Connections Alberta project is a three-phased initiative aimed at providing resources,
tools and support services to municipal governments and land trusts. Through the development of a
formal program that enhances partnerships, and facilitates the needs of both municipal governments and
land trusts, the intent of the Alberta Land trust Alliance and this project is, ultimately, to empower all
stakeholders as they work towards sustainability through land conservation efforts in Alberta.
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1.0 Introduction
Albertans are, in ever growing numbers, recognizing the importance of our landscapes and the need to
conserve the places we value. Landowners have a deep connection to their land and see, on a daily basis,
the gifts that conserved lands provide to our communities — clean air and water, wildlife habitat, scenic
beauty, and healthy foods. Far too often, however, these important places decline or disappear. The loss
takes with it the ecological, agricultural, economic, and quality of life benefits associated with these
landscapes. Albertans who want to conserve their land can turn to land trusts, nonprofit organizations that
work with landowners interested in protecting natural and open space.
The Conservation Connections Alberta project was initiated in September 2011 by the Alberta Land Trust
Alliance (ALTA) in order to:
1.

Engage with municipalities and land trusts, and to establish a baseline that will enable ALTA to
assess future land conservation issues and opportunities in Alberta

2.

Identify resource needs related to land conservation

3.

Determine if there is a willingness to pursue conservation planning (a method of integrating land
conservation with development) at a municipal level

4.

Establish whether there is a need to address public concerns regarding land conservation within
specific communities

The project is divided into three overall phases:
Phase I:
Survey of Alberta municipalities and land trusts
Phase II:
Development of tools and resources for needs identified in Phase I and identification of
two pilot sites
Phase III:
Development of an ongoing program that offers land conservation planning expertise
through the Alberta Land Trust Alliance.
The objectives of the first phase (Phase I) are to:
1.

Identify where additional resources and services would support the land conservation goals of
municipal governments and land trusts in Alberta

2.

Determine the level of interest at the municipal government level in conservation planning
initiatives and partnerships that could include land trusts

In this report, ‘land conservation’ is defined to be:
Conserving areas of land containing natural landscapes or features that have been
identified as having values related to protection, natural heritage appreciation, scientific
study, or education
In order to meet Phase I objectives, two surveys were distributed to a total of 183 municipal governments
and the 11 land trust members of the Alberta Land Trust Alliance. This report documents the survey
results and represents the completion of Phase I of this project. Ultimately, this project will increase the
capacity of communities to conserve important spaces and natural assets in Alberta.
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2.0 Methodology
Phase I of the Conservation Connections project consisted of a municipal government survey and a land
trust survey. Both surveys were conducted over a four month period from November 1, 2011 to February
29, 2012. Preliminary interviews were carried out to support the development of all survey questions, and
separate survey questionnaires were developed for each of the two surveys. The surveys were distributed
with online survey software (via email) and a short additional series of phone interviews was
subsequently conducted for both surveys. Response to the surveys was voluntary, and results were
compiled using the calculation features of the online survey software and/or a qualitative assessment of
interview transcripts. Analysis focused on the overall patterns indicated by the total body of responses.
Information was collected with an understanding of confidentiality, and no responses are attributed to
specific individuals, municipal governments, or land trusts in this report. The elements of methodology
unique to the municipal or land trust survey are outlined below.

2.1 Municipal Survey Methodology
The municipal government survey focused on the dominant municipal types in the Province of Alberta:
cities, towns, counties and municipal districts. The survey distribution list was developed from provincial
government information on the types and distribution of municipalities in the province. A single survey
recipient was selected from each municipal administration through an Internet search of municipal
websites. In order to select the individuals most familiar with land use planning and land use issues,
survey recipients were selected in a consistent order of preference from each municipality: i.e., senior
planner, planner, chief administrative officer, or mayor, with the choice effectively determined by the size
of the administration. Where accurate contact information for an appropriate recipient could not be
obtained, within a reasonable length of time, the municipality was removed from the distribution list. The
survey process provided the opportunity for all recipients to indicate that the survey should be redirected
to another individual within their organization and survey questionnaires were redirected accordingly. All
regions of the province were represented. The final distribution of the survey included 183 urban and
rural municipalities: 81% (173) of the 214 cities, towns, municipal districts, counties, and specialized
municipal districts in the province of Alberta as well as a random selection of 10 villages.
A more detailed description of the methodology is provided in Appendix A. The full text of the municipal
government survey is provided in Appendix B.

2.2 Land Trust Survey Methodology
The intent of the land trust survey was to obtain qualitative information from a cross-section of land trusts
in the province of Alberta. Based on the information provided by the preliminary interviews, land trust
survey questions were divided into two categories: an initial set of questions appropriate to land trusts,
regardless of their size and mission, and a second set of questions tailored to the national, provincial,
regional, or local nature of the recipient organization. The land trust survey questionnaire was distributed
to the 11 members of the Alberta Land Trust Alliance (11 of 12 land trusts in the province), and all land
trust survey recipients were in a position to understand the mission, current undertakings, and challenges
of their land trust organizations.
The full text of the land trust survey is provided in Appendix B.
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3.0 Municipal Survey Results
Municipal government is the level of governance at which most day-to-day and many long term land use
planning decisions are made. The conservation of ecological resources has not, historically, been a role
that has been assigned to municipal governments. Municipal governments are, however, increasingly
being asked to take on more responsibilities connected to the conservation of land for ecological
purposes. It is important, as a result, to understand how the conservation of land is being integrated into
land use planning at the municipal level.
The municipal government survey (‘municipal survey’) looked at four principle questions:
1.

How do municipal governments and their communities generally approach the conservation of
land within their municipalities today?

2.

How do municipal governments assess their challenges and needs in relation to their land
conservation goals?

3.

What tools are municipal governments using to implement land conservation; what is the current
level of knowledge about land trusts and closely related tools like conservation easements; and
are more resources or services needed to support municipal governments in this area?

4.

Are municipal governments interested in the potential for collaborative partnerships with the land
trust sector where there are shared land conservation interests?

Section 3.0 assesses the survey response and summarizes the results of the municipal government survey
in these four areas.
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3.1 Survey Response Rate
Survey recipients from 46 municipal governments (‘survey respondents’, ‘respondents’) replied to the
survey, providing an overall response rate of 25%. This sample represents (see Figure 1):


23% (16) of the municipal districts, counties, and specialized municipalities,



22.5% (25) of the towns,



12.5% (2) of the cities, and



3% (3) of the villages currently incorporated in the province of Alberta.1, 2

Urban respondents (cities, towns, and villages) and rural respondents (municipal districts, counties, and
specialized municipalities) were considered separately, as well as in combination, in subsequent analysis.
There were a total of 30 urban and 16 rural municipal responses.

Figure 1: Response Rates for Municipal Government Respondents 1,2,3,4

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project, 2012
1. Alberta Municipal Affairs. 2012. Types of Municipal Governments and Municipal Locations.
2. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D.,
Counties, and Specialized Municipalities).
3. All individual percentages are rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
4. See Table C1, Appendix C, for more information.
_____
1, 2. See ‘References’ section for all footnotes/references.
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3.2 General Geographic Distribution
The Alberta Land Use Framework divides the province of Alberta into seven geographic regions. 3 All of
these geographic regions, except the Lower Athabasca Region, are represented in the survey sample (see
Figure 2). Overall:


30% of all respondents (10 urban and 4 rural) are located in the northern part of the province,



46% of all respondents (12 urban and 9 rural) are located in central Alberta, and



24% of all respondents (8 urban and 3 rural) are located in southern Alberta.

Figure 2: Distribution of Respondents by Geographic Region 1,2,3,4

Alberta Land Trust Conservation Connections Project
1. South, central and northern parts of the province were defined as follows: South Saskatchewan Region (south); Red Deer
and North Saskatchewan Regions (central); and the Lower/Upper Peace and Lower/Upper Athabasca Regions (north). See
‘Alberta Land Use Framework’.
2.
There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
Specialized Municipality).
3. All individual percentages are rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
4. See Table C2, Appendix C, for more information.
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3.3 Municipal Approach to Land Conservation
Municipal respondents were first asked a series of questions on municipal priorities, goals, partnerships,
projects, community support, and the current focus of land conservation efforts within their municipality.

3.3.1 How would you currently rank land conservation as a priority
for your municipal government?
Sixty-eight percent (68%) of all respondents (31 of 46) reported that their municipal government would
consider the conservation of land to have a medium, higher-than-medium, or high priority (see Figure 3).
This figure included 63% of urban respondents (19) and 75% of rural respondents (12).
Thirty-seven percent (32%) of all respondents (37% of urban and 25% of rural respondents) indicated that
their municipal government gives a low-than-medium to low priority to land conservation.

Figure 3: Priority of Land Conservation/Municipal Governments 1,2,3,4

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project, 2012
1. Land conservation was ranked by municipal government respondents on a scale of 1 to 5: ‘5' having the highest priority.
2. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality
3. All individual percentages are rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
4. See Table C3, Appendix C, for more information.
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3.3.2 How would you currently rank the overall support for land
conservation among the residents of your community?
Community values shape municipal government objectives with respect to land conservation.
Seventy-three percent (73%) of all municipal government respondents (34 of 46) ranked the support for
the land conservation in their community at a medium, higher-than-medium, or high level (see Figure 4).
Seventy-seven percent (77%) of urban respondents (23) and 69% of rural respondents (11) were included
in this figure. Within this group, 32% of all respondents (17 of 46) ranked community support for land
conservation at a higher-than-medium to high level; including 33% of urban respondents (10) and 31% of
rural respondents (5).
Urban respondents collectively ranked the support for land conservation within their communities to be
slightly higher than the priority for land conservation set by their municipal governments. Rural
respondents collectively ranked the support for land conservation within their communities to be slightly
lower (see Table C4b, Appendix C).

Figure 4: Community Support for Land Conservation 1, 2, 3, 4

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. Land conservation was ranked by municipal government respondents on a scale of 1 to 5: ‘5' having the highest priority.
2. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
3. All individual percentages are rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
4. See Table C4 and C4b, Appendix C, for more information
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3.3.3 What sources of information does your municipal government
currently use to gauge community support for the conservation
of land?
Seventy percent (70%) of all respondents (32 of 46) reported that their municipal government currently
relies on contact with individuals or groups, either casually or on specific conservation issues, to gauge
public support for land conservation in their communities (see Figure 5). Seventy percent (70%) of urban
respondents (21) and 69% of rural respondents (11) were included in this figure.
Forty-nine percent (49%) of all respondents (22 of 46) also reported the use of public meetings,
community workshops and/or visioning meetings; 53% of urban respondents (16) and 38% of rural
respondents (6).

Figure 5:

Sources of Information on Community Support 1,2,3,4

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. Multiple responses were allowed in this question. Percentages/counts will not match sample total (100%, 46).
3. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%.
4. See Table C5, Appendix C, for more information.
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3.3.4 Is land conservation promoted in your community?
Fifty-seven percent (57%) of all respondents (26 of 46) reported that the conservation of land is not
promoted in their community (see Figure 6); 67% of urban respondents (20) and 38% of rural respondents
(6) were included in this group. Eleven percent (11%) of all respondents indicated they were uncertain.
Among respondents who reported the promotion of land conservation (33% or 15 of 46), municipal
government administrations and councils were the most frequently cited sources of this promotion (see
Table C6b, Appendix C).

Figure 6:

Promotion of Land Conservation in Communities 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C6 and C6b, Appendix C, for more information.

3.3.5 Does your municipal government have a long term vision for
your municipality with respect to land conservation?
Long term planning will be required to retain healthy ecological communities and essential ecological
functions. Vision statements express the direction an organization wants to take over the long term.
Fifty percent (50%) of all respondents (23 of 46) reported that their government had a long term vision for
land conservation or that this kind of vision is currently in development; 40% of urban respondents (12)
and 69% of rural respondents (11) were included in this group.
An equal percentage (50%) of respondents indicated their government did not have a long term vision for
the conservation of land (see Figure 7).
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Figure 7: Development of a Long Term Vision for Land Conservation 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D.,
County, and Specialized Municipality).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C7, Appendix C, for more information.

Looking Forward
The development of a long term and science-based vision for land
conservation can enhance the understanding of ecological resources within
a community, and help conserve areas that are environmentally significant
at the local/municipal scale in addition to those of provincial, national, and
international significance. Such a vision provides a solid foundation for the
development of policies, resources, and practices to integrate land
conservation with economic development. Communities have the
opportunity to include other landscape features that are of value to the
community because of their social and cultural significance. It also allows
municipal governments, and conservation organizations such as land trusts,
to identify where there might be productive opportunities for cooperation
on shared land conservation objectives.
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3.3.6 Does your municipal government have formally established
goals and strategies for land conservation?
Goals and strategies clarify long term visions and guide how an organization will work to achieve desired
results.
Fifty-three percent (53%) of all respondents (24 of 46) indicated that their municipal government had
formal goals and strategies for land conservation or that these goals/strategies are currently in
development (see Figure 8): 43% of urban respondents (13) and 69% of rural respondents (11) were
included in this group.
Forty-six percent (46%) of all respondents (21 of 46) reported that their municipal government did not
have formal goals and strategies for the conservation of land.

Figure 8: Development of Goals/Strategies for Land Conservation 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C8, Appendix C, for more information.

Among municipalities with formally established goals and strategies for land conservation, the primary
focuses of the municipal government with respect to land conservation included:


Environmental and municipal reserve (ER and MR, 74% of described municipal governments)
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Wetlands, riparian zones bordering streams, lakes, and rivers, or groundwater recharge areas
including lands managed for fold and erosion control (74% of described municipal governments)



Municipal open space, community parks, and recreation areas/corridors (51%)



Environmentally significant areas, natural areas, upland wildlife habitats, wildlife corridors or
environmental planning zones indentified by the municipal (40%)



Agricultural lands (33%)



Areas where the natural scenic value is seen as the predominant value (33%)



Environmentally significant areas identified by the provincial or federal governments (22%)



Land for other types of resource-based industry such as forestry (14%)

3.3.7 Does your municipality have a Municipal Sustainability Plan?
Municipal sustainability plans are described by the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association as “an
opportunity for municipalities to proactively address challenges and move towards a sustainable future”.4
Seventy-two percent (72%) of all respondents (33 of 46) indicated that their municipality had a Municipal
Sustainability Plan (MSP); 70% of urban respondents (21) and 75% of rural respondents (12) were
included in this group. (See Figure 9.)

Figure 9: Development of Municipal Sustainability Plans 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C9, Appendix C, for more information.
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Looking Forward
Criteria for sustainability include targets for five key areas: i.e., the social, cultural, economic,
environmental/natural, and governance elements of a community.
Environmental targets for sustainability include: “Protecting and improving natural resources and
biodiversity. Efficient use of resources now, and in the future, in the built environment and service
provision. Living in a way that minimizes the negative environmental impact and enhances the
positive.” 4, 5
Conservation planning can forward the development and evolution of a Municipal Sustainability Plan
(MSP). It is a science-based method of planning that strives to ensure that natural landscapes and native
species remain permanently viable within a given social and economic context. It supports the
integration of land conservation with other land uses and economic development, and can be an
effective addition to established land use planning approaches.

3.3.8 Is your government currently planning or working on a land
conservation initiative for an area other than a community
park, environmental reserve (ER) or municipal reserve (MR):
i.e., for an area that is not associated with a proposed or
anticipated development?
Seventy-two percent (72%) of all respondents (33 of 46) indicated that their municipal government was
not planning or working on a land conservation project other than those connected to a proposed or
anticipated development (see Figure10): 77% of urban respondents (23) and 63% of rural respondents
(10) were included in this group.
Approximately one-quarter of all surveyed municipalities (24%) were currently planning or working on
other types of land conservation initiatives. Seventeen percent (17%) of urban respondents (5) and 38% of
rural respondents (6) were included in this figure.

3.3.9 Municipal Involvement with Other Stakeholders
Partnerships can bring insights, and a network of resources, to projects that would otherwise be difficult,
time consuming, and expensive to acquire.

3.3.9.1 What stakeholders does your municipal government most
often work with on initiatives and project to conserve land?
At least 72% of all respondents (urban and rural combined, 33 of 46) indicated that their municipal
government has worked with another stakeholder on the conservation of land: 63% of urban respondents
(19) and 88% of rural respondents (14) were included in this group.

13

Figure 10: Current Land Conservation Initiatives 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C10, Appendix C, for more information.

Five types of stakeholders were cited by urban respondents as ‘the partners they most frequently work
with on land conservation initiatives’:


Land developers or their organizations (63%)



Provincial Government (43%)



Other municipal governments (40%)



Local citizen-based environmental groups other than land trusts (37%)



Non-farm landowners e.g. acreage and lot owners (23%)

Similarly, rural respondents reported working most frequently with:


Farmers, ranchers (88%)



Provincial Government (75%)



Land developers (56%)



Larger regional, provincial or national land trusts (50%)



Other municipal governments (44 %)

Only 3% and 6% of urban and rural respondents (respectively) had worked with local land trusts. Only
37% and 19% of urban and rural respondents (respectively) had worked with a local, community-based
conservation or environmental group other than a land trust (see Figure 11).
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Figure 11: Types of Land Conservation Partnerships 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. Multiple answers per respondent. All individual percentages rounded to the nearest 1%. Totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C11 and C11b, Appendix C, for more information.

When reported stakeholders were also grouped by general economic affiliation (see Table 1):


90% and 94% of all urban and rural respondents (respectively) had not worked with the
real estate industry,



37% and 44% of urban and rural respondents had not worked with land developers or
their professional organizations, and



90% and 50% of urban and rural respondents had not worked with regional, provincial or
national land trusts.

Looking Forward
Figure 11 and Table 1(see next page) indicate that long standing partnerships between
historically-associated stakeholders dominate at the municipal level, in terms of the
partnerships currently being used to conserve land. This result was expected, and these
stakeholders will continue to have a highly significant role in developing sustainable
communities. The results also suggest, however, that there are avenues for partnerships
that are being underutilized or not yet considered by some municipalities.
15

Table 1: Municipal Partnerships by General Economic Affiliation 1,2,3
Economic Affiliation of Stakeholders
Agriculture:
 Farmers, ranchers
 Community agricultural organizations
 Agricultural industries such as dairy operations or confined feeding
operations (CFOs)

% of Urban
Respondents

% of Rural
Respondents

3%
3%
7%

88 %
25 %
—

63 %
10 %
23 %

56 %
6%
38 %

3%

13 %

Non-agricultural industries and other resource-based industries

10 %

13 %

Conservation Organizations (typically not for profit):
 Local citizen-based environmental groups (other than land trusts)
 Local land trusts
 Larger regional, provincial or national land trusts

37 %
3%
10 %

19 %
6%
50 %

Other municipal governments

40 %

44 %

Higher levels of Government:
 LUF Regional Advisory Councils (RACs)
 Provincial
 Federal Government

20 %
43 %
10 %

13 %
75 %
31 %

Other Stakeholders:

10 %

13 %

Residential Development:
 Land Developers (or their organizations)
 Real Estate Agents (or their organizations)
 Non-farm landowners (acreage, lot)
Ecotourism, recreational or cultural industries

1.
2.
3.

Percentages provided by Table C11 and C11b, Appendix C. All individual percentages are rounded to the nearest 1%.
Multiple choices were allowed as responses to this question. Table counts and percentages will not add to 100%.
There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County, and Specialized
Municipality).

Inter-municipal partnerships and ‘support for community-based initiatives’ are explored in more detail in
the following two sections.

16

3.3.9.2 If your municipal government does work with other
municipalities, on land conservation, what municipalities do
you primarily work with?
Approximately one half (48%) of all municipal respondents (22 of 46) reported that their municipal
government had worked with a rural municipality/another rural municipality (municipal district, county,
or specialized municipality) on the conservation of land (see Figure 12.)
By comparison, only 11% of all municipal respondents indicated that their municipal government had
worked, with an urban municipality or with an alliance such as a watershed group or Land Use
Framework Regional Advisory Council (2%).
These results suggest that inter-municipal partnerships for the purpose of land conservation are evolving
in the province, particularly in rural areas, and that additional opportunities exist. These types of
partnerships can be a useful tool in forwarding land conservation objectives. Table 2 provides a more
detailed breakdown by urban and rural municipality.

Figure 12: Partnerships among Municipal Governments 1, 2, 3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1 There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, village) and 16 rural (M.D., County).
3. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
4. See Table C12, Appendix C, for more information.
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Table 2: Inter-Municipal Partnerships on Land Conservation 1, 2, 3
Partnerships Reported

Urban Municipal
Respondents
(City, Town,
Village)

Rural Municipal Respondents
(Municipal District, County,
Specialized Municipality)

Combined
Urban and Rural
Responses

#

% of Urban
Responses

#

% of Rural
Responses

#

% of All
Survey
Responses

Had Worked With At Least One
Rural Municipality
(Municipal District/ County or
Specialized Municipality)

17

57 %

5

31 %

22

48 %

Had Worked With At Least One
Urban Municipality
(City, Town or Village)

3

10 %

2

13 %

5

11 %

Had Worked With At Least One
Supra-Municipal Group (e.g.
Watershed Group, LUF Regional
Advisory Council, etc.)

—

—

1

6%

1

2%

1. Respondents were asked to provide a short text response to this question. Individual responses were grouped for evaluation.
2. Multiple answers were permitted. Table counts/percentages will not add to 100%. All individual percentages are rounded to the nearest 1%.
3. There were a total of 46 municipal government survey respondents: 30 urban responses and 16 rural responses. The partnerships described by
survey respondents can/will reference municipalities that did not participate in this survey.

3.3.9.3 Does your municipal government currently provide direct
financial or in-kind support to any community-based
conservation or environmental initiatives?
Eighty-seven (80%) of all municipal respondents (37 of 46) reported that their municipal government
does not provide direct financial or in-kind support to community-based conservation or environmental
initiatives (see Figure 13).
Looking Forward
A number of possibilities exist; for example, there may not be a community-based conservation or
environmental organization in a significant number of municipalities. The level and type of
funding available to municipalities could also be an issue; in particular, the funding available to
many municipalities could be fully allocated and attached to program requirements that are not
environmental in nature. Alternatively, there may be a need to determine if the majority of
municipalities perceive community-based conservation or environmental initiatives as
contributing to municipal conservation goals, or as needing and being eligible for direct municipal
support. Larger municipalities such as cities have more resources available to them. The need for
community investment in sustainability would suggest that there is a need, in general, to provide
support to community-based conservation/environmental initiatives at the local/municipal level.
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Figure 13: Support for Community-Based Conservation Initiatives 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. All individual percentages are rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C13, Appendix C, for more information.

3.4 Municipal Challenges and Needs
Municipal government survey respondents were also asked a series of questions about their challenges,
obstacles, community concerns, and advocacy for land conservation within their community.

3.4.1 What are the top three challenges currently facing your
municipality?
Economic restraint (fewer municipal resources, increased demands) was identified as ‘one of the top
three challenges their municipalities face’ by 76% of all respondents (35 of 46). Eighty percent (80%) of
urban respondents (24) and 69% of rural respondents (11) were included in this group (see Figure 14).
Economic development was also identified by 80 % of urban respondents (24) and 69% of rural
respondents (11).
Less than one-third (30%) of all respondents (14) identified “Addressing sustainability and the
implications of environmental policy” as a top-three-challenge for their municipality: 30% of urban
respondents (9) and 31% of rural respondents (5) were included in this figure.
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Figure 14: Top Challenges Facing Municipalities 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipalities).
2. Multiple answers per respondent. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%. Totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C14, Appendix C, for more information.

Looking Forward
The development of sustainable communities will require that municipal governments take on
an expanded definition of land use planning. The decision to conserve land is also a decision
to ensure appropriate land stewardship. The results in this section draw attention to:


the level of resources available to municipal government in comparison to their
responsibilities



the effect that a shortage of resources would have on the ability of municipalities to
meet their environmental goals (including their goals for land conservation)



the potential for resource limitations to force the shelving or deferment of actions that
move communities towards sustainability
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3.4.2 What are the major obstacles for your municipal government,
at this time, in terms of setting land conservation goals?
“Competing demands/priorities” was identified by 63% of all respondents (29 of 46) as an obstacle to
setting land conservation goals in their municipality: 63% of urban respondents (19) and 63% of rural
respondents (10) are included in this group (see Figure 15). In addition:


53% of urban respondents (16) and 44% of rural respondents (7) cited a lack of planning
resources (manpower, financial),



53% of urban respondents (16) and 31% of rural respondents (5) cited a lack of funding for land
stewardship, and



37% of urban respondents (cities, towns, or villages) and 25% of rural respondents (4) cited a
lack of access to required expertise/professional services.

Forty-four percent (44%) of rural respondents (7) and 17% of urban respondents (5) cited a “Lack of
support in the community”. Only 13% of respondents (4 urban respondents) reported there were no major
obstacles to setting land conservation goals for their municipality.

Figure 15: Obstacles to Setting Land Conservation Goals 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. Multiple answers per respondent. All individual percentages were rounded to nearest 1%: totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C15, Appendix C, for more information.
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3.4.3 What are the major obstacles for your municipal government,
at this time, in terms of implementing land conservation goals?
“Competing demands and priorities” was identified by 59% of all respondents (27 of 46) as an obstacle to
implementing land conservation goals in their municipality. Sixty percent (60%) of urban respondents
(18) and 56% of rural respondents (9) were included in this group (see Figure 16). In addition:


50% of urban respondents (15) and 25% of rural respondents (4) cited a lack of funding for land
stewardship,



43 % of urban respondents (13) and 31% (5) cited a lack of planning resources (manpower,
financial), and



30% of urban respondents (9 cities, towns, and villages) and 19% of rural respondents (3) cited a
lack of access to required expertise/professional services.

A lack of community support for land conservation is not reported by municipal government respondents
as one of the top four obstacles to implementing land conservation. Less than one-sixth of municipal
respondents (15%) reported no obstacles to the implementation of land conservation goals (see Table 3).

Figure 16: Obstacles to Implementing Land Conservation Goals 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C16, Appendix C, for more information.
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Table 3: Comparison of Factors affecting Setting/Implementation of
Conservation Goals - In Order of Significance 1, 2, 3
Response choices provided with Question

Challenges to Setting
Land Conservation Goals

Challenges to Implementing
Land Conservation Goals

Competing demands/priorities

63 %

(29 of 46)

59 %

(27 of 46)

Lack of planning resources (manpower, financial)

50 %

(23)

39 %

(18)

Lack of funding for land stewardship

46 %

(21)

41 %

(19)

Lack of access to required expertise/professional
services

33 %

(15)

26 %

(12)

Lack of community support

26 %

(12)

15 %

(7)

None

9%

(4)

20 %

(9)

Other:

11 %

(5)

11 %

(5)

1.
2.
3.
4.

Multiple choices were allowed as responses to this question. Column counts and percentages will not add to 100%.
There were a total of 46 municipal government survey respondents: 30 urban responses and 16 rural responses.
All individual percentages are rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
See Table C16b, Appendix C, for additional information.

Looking Forward
Comparing Sections 3.4.2 to Sections 3.4.3 and 3.3.2, a ‘lack of community support’ is not cited as one
of the top obstacles to implementing land conservation goals (Section 3.4.3) and less than 1/3 (27%) of
communities were described as having a low or lower-than-medium level of support for land
conservation (Section 3.3.2). These results, taken together, suggest that there may be some
inconsistencies in how municipalities perceive community support for land conservation or in the
feedback provided to municipalities. It also reinforces the significance of communication, mutual
education, and ongoing discussions within communities on both land conservation and sustainability.

3.4.4 Which of the following concerns currently exist, within your
community, about the potential effects of land conservation for
individuals or for the community?
In advocating for land conservation, it is important to recognize concerns about land conservation


69% of rural respondents (11 of 16) and 17% of urban respondents (5 of 30) indicated that
“Property rights are being taken away” was a concern in their communities.



57% of urban respondents (17 of 30) and 31% of rural respondents (5 of 16) indicated “Can’t
afford to — conserving land/changing land management practices won’t be profitable for
landowners, businesses or the community” was a concern in their municipality.



43% of urban respondents (13 of 30) and 38% of rural respondents (6 of 16) reported concern
that it would have a “Negative impact on opportunities for economic development and the
availability of jobs”.
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Very few respondents reported concerns that “Successful approaches developed elsewhere will not work
in Alberta”(see Figure 17 and Table 4).

Figure 17: Community Concerns on Effects of Land Conservation 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, village) and 16 rural (M.D., County).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C17 and C17b, Appendix C, for more information.

Looking Forward
The high level of concern in rural communities that land conservation means “property rights are
being taken away” (69% or 11 of 16 rural respondents) is a concern for the land trust sector. The
conservation of land through the land trust sector is defined by voluntary initiatives on the part of
private landowners. The role of a land trust is to provide supporting services to these landownerdriven conservation initiatives, and to ensure that the conservation values laid out in any
agreement are protected for the term of the agreement. Further, although agreements must offer
some substantive conservation value, and different land trusts have different conservation
priorities, agreements must also meet the needs and values of the landowner. Land trusts in
Alberta are predominantly independent, nonprofit, non-governmental organizations.
Likewise, the concern that urban communities “cannot afford to conserve land” or that it will
“negatively impact economic development and employment” should draw attention. The
development of sustainable urban communities requires more local access to natural greenspace
(e.g., within walking distance) to maintain a healthy human environment and counterweight
sharply increased densities of development within a limited space. 6 The social, cultural, and
economic benefits associated with the well-planned conservation of land in urban areas are also
being increasingly documented. 7
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Table 4: Comparison of Community Land Conservation Concerns — From Most
Dominant to Least Dominant Concern 1, 2, 3
Response choices provided with Question

% of Urban Respondents
Reporting This
Community Response

% of Rural Respondents
Reporting This
Community Response

Property rights are being taken away.

17 %

69 %

‘Can’t afford to’ — conserving land or changing land
management practices won’t be profitable for landowners,
businesses or the community.

57 %

31 %

Negative impact on opportunities for economic
development, availability of jobs.

43 %

38 %

Other.

13 %

38 %

Have enough open space already.

27 %

19 %

Will create a smaller tax base and higher per capita taxes.

27 %

13 %

Affordable housing will decrease.

17 %

6%

Having natural areas and conserving wildlife habitat isn’t
that important.

7%

13 %

Public won’t support more land conservation. We need
more people and more economic activity.

13 %

6%

Parks create more problems than they are worth.

3%

6%

Smart growth is ‘no’ growth.

3%

—

Alberta is different. Approaches used elsewhere won’t be
useful here.

3%

—

(5 of 30)

(11 of 16)

1. Multiple choices were allowed as responses to this question. Column counts and percentages will not add to 100%
2. There were a total of 46 municipal government survey respondents: 30 urban responses and 16 rural responses.
3. See Table 17b, Appendix C, for more information.
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3.4.5 Have any individuals or groups approached the municipal
government about the conservation of a specific landscape
feature or parcel of land?
Thirty-seven percent (37%) of all respondents (17 of 46) indicated that their municipal government has
been approached about the conservation of land within their municipality (see Figure 18). This figure
includes 27% of urban respondents (8) and 56% of rural respondents (9).

Figure 18: Community Advocacy for Land Conservation 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C18, Appendix C, for more information.

3.5 Knowledge and Tools
A significant complement of tools is available to assist with the conservation of land, including the
knowledge that science (ecology, geology, hydrology, etc.) can bring to effective land use planning.
Municipal respondents were asked six questions about the tools they use.
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3.5.1 Are there Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAs) within
your municipality?
Sixty-three percent (63%) of all respondents (29 of 46) reported environmentally significant areas (ESAs)
in their municipality (see Figure 19); 47% of urban respondents (14) and 94% of rural respondents (15)
were included in this group. By comparison:


22 % of all respondents (30% of urban and 6% of rural respondents, respectively) indicated there
were no ESAs in their municipality, and



15 % of all respondents (7 urban respondents) indicated they were uncertain if there were ESAs
within their municipality.

Locally/municipally significant ESAs were reported (in addition to provincially, nationally, or
internationally significant ESAs) by 57% of all municipal respondents (26 of 46): with 50% of urban
respondents (15) and 69% of rural respondents (11) included in this figure.

Figure 19: Reporting of Environmentally Significant Areas 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipalities).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C19, 19b, and C19c, Appendix C, for more information.
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Looking Forward
A limited and exploratory evaluation was also conducted to compare municipal government survey
reports of environmentally significant areas (ESAs) to other sources of information. Rural
municipalities were eventually chosen as the subsample for this evaluation since a recent catalogue
of provincially, nationally, and internationally significant ESAs is available for all of the rural areas
of the province (see Table 5). Results indicate that only 37% of rural respondents correctly reported
the presence and types of ESAs that were catalogued for their municipality in a recent report done for
the Government of Alberta in 2009. The results of this section, taken as a whole, suggest that there
may be a number of municipalities — both urban and rural — that may not be fully aware of the
scope and significance of the ecological resources found in their municipality.

Table 5:

Comparison of Reported ESAs to Environmentally Significant Areas
Provincial Update 2009 (Fiera Biological Consulting, 2009) 1,2,3,4

Response choices
provided with
Question

Municipal government response (rural)
MATCHED both the presence and/or
significance of provincial, national, and
international ESAs documented for the
Government of Alberta.1

Municipal government response (rural)
DID NOT MATCH the presence and/or
significance of provincial, national, and
international ESAs documented for the
Government of Alberta 1

# of Responses

% of Rural
Responses

# of Responses

% of Rural
Responses

Yes

6

37 %

8

50 %

No

—

—

2

13 %

Uncertain

—

—

—

—

Total:

6

37 %

10

63 %

1. The Fiera (2009) report was prepared for Alberta Tourism, Parks, and Recreation. It catalogues environmentally significant areas (ESAs) at
provincial/national/international level of significance for the province of Alberta. Locally/municipally significant ESAs were not considered
in the comparison done in this table. See References 8, 9.
2. There were a total of 46 municipal government survey respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County, and
Specialized Municipality).
3. All individual percentages are rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
4. See Tables C19, C19b, and C19c, Appendix C, for more information.
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3.5.2 Both the federal and provincial governments identify species
that are at risk in some way. Are any ‘species at risk’ (plants
or animals) found within the boundaries of your municipality?
Sixty-three percent (63%) of all respondents (29 of 46) reported the presence of ‘species at risk’ (SAR) in
their municipalities (see Figure 20); 47% of urban respondents (14) and 94 % of rural respondents (15)
were included in this group.
By comparison, 22% of all respondents (10 of 46) indicated that there were no “species at risk” within
their municipalities: 30% of urban respondents (9) and 6 % of rural respondents (1) were included in this
figure. Fifteen percent (15 %) of all respondents (7 urban respondents) indicated that they were uncertain.

Figure 20: Reporting of Species at Risk 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipalities).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100
3. See Table C20, Appendix C, for more information.
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3.5.3 What major tools and mechanisms are currently used by your
municipal government to plan for and carry out the
conservation of land?
The majority of respondents reported the strong use of municipal government tools associated with the
land use planning, subdivision, and development permitting processes to plan for and carry out land
conservation (see Figure 21). Fifty percent (50%) of urban respondents (15 of 30) and 13% of rural
respondents (2 of 16) also reported the use of a park plan, green space plan, and/or recreational plan
(again, associated with development) as a tool to conserve land. In contrast:


15% or less of all respondents (7 of 46) reported that their municipal government had purchased
land or used conservation easements for land conservation purposes, and



Only 4% of all respondents (2 of 46) reported their municipal government using conservation
easements to preserve agricultural land/capacity.

Figure 21: Major Tools Used by Municipalities to Conserve Land 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. Multiple answers per respondent. All individual percentages were rounded to nearest 1%. Totals wil not add to 100%.
3. See Table C21, Appendix C, for more information.
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3.5.4 Which of the following statements would best represent your
municipal government’s current level of experience with the
development (and use) of conservation easements?
Seventy-four percent (74 %) of all respondents (34 of 46) indicted that their municipal government did
not have experience with the development or use of conservation easements (see Figure 22); 83% of
urban respondents (25) and 56% of rural respondents (9) were included in this group.
Less than one-tenth (9 %) of all respondents (4 of 46) indicated that their municipal government holds a
conservation easement. Municipal governments are eligible to hold conservation easements under
provincial legislation.

Figure 22: Use of Conservation Easements 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C22, Appendix C, for more information.
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3.5.5 Does your municipal government feel that it has all of the tools
it needs to implement the conservation planning initiatives and
projects it would like to undertake?
Fifty percent (50 %) of all municipal respondents (23 of 46) indicated that they do not feel they have all
of the tools that they need to conduct the initiatives and projects that their municipal government wants to
undertake in land conservation (see Figure 23); 43% of urban respondents (13) and 63% of rural
respondents (10) are included in this group.
An additional 30 % of all respondents (14 of 46) are not certain that they have the tools they need to help
them meet their objectives.

Figure 23: Assessed Need for Additional Resources 1,2,3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C23, Appendix C, for more information.
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3.6

Potential for Future Partnerships

The general climate for partnerships between municipalities and the land trust sector was assessed by
questions on: recent municipal involvement with land trusts, municipal interest in cooperative initiatives
like the Beaverhills Initiative, and the types of landscape features municipalities want to conserve.

3.6.1 Has your municipal government worked with a land trust in
the last 5 years?
Seventy-two (72%) of all municipal respondents (33 of 46) reported that they had not worked with a land
trust in the last five years (see Figure 24); 77% of urban respondents (23) and 63% of rural respondents
(10) were included in this figure. Table C24, Appendix C, provides additional information.
Among the respondents who reported that their municipality had worked with a land trust during the last
5 years (13% of respondents), these respondents had collectively worked with all but one of the land
trusts in Alberta.

Figure 24: Municipal/Land Trust Partnerships 1, 2, 3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C24, Appendix C, for more information.
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3.6.2 In 2002, five municipalities and conservation organizations
developed a partnership (the Beaverhills Initiative) to clarify
priorities for land conservation across a broad area using
readily available sources of sound scientific information.
Would your municipality be interested in exploring the
possibility of developing a similar initiative to the Beaverhills
Initiative within your municipality?
Fifteen percent (15 %) of all municipal respondents (7 of 46) indicated that they thought their municipal
government would be interested in exploring the possibility of an initiative similar to that of the
Beaverhills Initiative. This included 7% of urban respondents (2) and 31% of rural respondents (5). By
comparison:


57% of urban respondents (24) and 44% of rural respondents (7) were uncertain if their
municipal government would consider this type of initiative, and



37% of urban respondents (11) and 25% of rural respondents (4) reported their municipal
government would not be interested in this approach or a project of this type.

Table C27, Appendix C, provides additional information.
Looking Forward
Voluntary partnerships between organizations with mutual interests can benefit land
conservation and support municipal land conservation goals. As just one example, the Beaver
Hills area is a richly treed ‘knob and kettle’ terrain with abundant wetlands. It is also a critical
source of surface and ground water in central Alberta. The Beaver Hills Initiative (BHI)
developed in 2002 from a collective recognition among all levels of government agencies,
academia, industry and locally-active environmental groups, particularly the land trust
community, that for this ecosystem to remain sustainable, growth and development must
consider these shared resources, and their sensitivity to development. Currently 30+
organizations and growing, participate in the BHI, through the BHI Board, and its working
groups, including municipal governments. 10

3.6.3 Does your community want to conserve additional land or
landscape features within the municipality?
Thirty-seven percent (37%) of all municipal respondents (17) indicated their municipal government was
aware of additional landscape features that their communities would like to conserve; 30% of urban
respondents (9) and 50% of rural respondents (8) were included in this group. Forty percent (40%) of
respondents did not know if their municipality had been approached on this issue.
When asked what types of features interested the community, municipal respondents indicated their
communities would like to conserve the following types of features:


specific landscape areas such as ESAs, native grasslands, and old growth tree stands,
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water bodies in general, riparian areas around flowing water, wetlands, areas susceptible to
flooding, and river valleys,



ranching and agricultural land,



historic features and heritage sites, and



un-fragmented landscapes and landscape views.

3.6.4 Is there a community group (a non-profit community-based
resident’s group) that is working collectively for land
conservation within your community?
Fifty-four percent (54%) of all respondents (25 of 46) indicated that there was no community group
working on land conservation within their community (see Figure 25); 53% of urban respondents (16) and
56 % of rural respondents (9) were included in this group. Twenty-two percent (22%) of all municipal
respondents (10 of 46) reported the presence of a group working collectively for land conservation within
their community.
A comparison of the results in this section with those outlined in Section 3.3.9.3 suggests that the absence
of a community-based conservation or environmental groups is one of the determining factors in the
indication that 80% of respondent municipalities do not provide direct support to environmental groups
dealing with land conservation in their community.

Figure 25: Community Action on Land Conservation 1, 2, 3

Alberta Land Trust Alliance Conservation Connections Project 2012
1. There were a total of 46 municipal government respondents: 30 urban (city, town, and village) and 16 rural (M.D., County,
and Specialized Municipality).
2. All individual percentages were rounded to the nearest 1%: overall totals may not add to 100%.
3. See Table C29, Appendix C, for more information
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3.7 Land Use Framework
Respondents were, lastly, asked to characterize the effect the Land Use Framework on their land use
planning decisions to date. The range of responses included (paraphrased for brevity):


“. . . The Land Use Framework is in its infancy; we are just getting started; we don’t know yet, it
has not affected our conservation goals/priorities; it has not affected our land use planning
decisions yet.”



“ . . . It has not changed our conservation values but has changed our approach— ALSA states
our approach must be in compliance with ‘their’ way.”



“. . . It is viewed as a ‘moving forward’ guideline; it will support our existing conservation
policies; it a positive step in the right direction; we are trying to be/become actively involved.”



“. . . The overarching policies that are implemented will impact local land use policies and
bylaws.”



“. . . It should have little effect; it is invisible; it doesn’t apply to our municipality.”



“. . . The Land Use Framework (LUF) is out of date— it needs to be updated; it is sadly
misdirected; no interest in the LUF.”



“. . . It may have economic impacts outside our boundaries.”



“. . . Property rights are an issue.”

3.8 Summary Discussion
The municipal government survey provides a baseline for assessing current land conservation approaches,
issues, and needs in Alberta. The survey provides a ‘snap-shot’ of a provincial community in which, very
briefly:


Two-thirds (68%) of the municipal governments, and three-quarters (75%) of the municipal
communities described ranked land conservation at a medium, higher-than-medium, or high
priority.



One-half of sampled municipalities had a long term vision for land conservation, relevant
goals/strategies and three-quarters of sampled municipalities had a Municipal Sustainability Plan
— but the bulk of the land conservation work done by 72% of the reported municipalities is
focused on day-to-day, fundamental, one-off land use planning decisions (e.g. land conservation
in connection with proposed or anticipated developments in an environment of competing
demands). Science-based landscape scale land use planning will be required within communities
to promote the sustainability of communities and the ecosystem.



The most prevalent working relationships for land conservation at the municipal level are with
the stakeholder groups that municipalities have historically worked with on land use planning
issues (for example, land developers, the provincial government and, in rural areas, landowners).
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A network of inter-municipal partnerships for land conservation is also developing — however a
significant number of opportunities for partnerships, for the purpose of conserving land, are being
underutilized.


Land trusts, in general, do not appear to be gaining the attention of urban municipalities (cities,
towns, villages) as potential partners in land conservation to the same degree found in rural
municipalities.



Urban municipalities (cities, towns and villages) are far more likely to be working with local
citizen-based environmental groups on land conservation—while rural municipalities are much
more likely to work with the larger regional, provincial, or national land trusts.



One-half of all respondents (53% of urban and 56% of rural respondents) reported that there was
no community-based group working on land conservation in their municipality. The participation
of the community will be critical in efforts to achieve sustainable communities.



Very few municipalities are currently able to work with local land trusts. Local land trusts can
provide a mechanism to bring additional community involvement and resources into partnerships
for land conservation.

Equally importantly, the municipal governments described by respondents face challenges to setting and
implementing land conservation goals for their municipal government including:


competing demands and priorities,



a lack of planning resources (manpower, financial),



a lack of funding for land stewardship, and



a lack of access to the required expertise/professional services.

Municipalities cannot act on their long term visions, goals, or strategies for land conservation without
adequate resources. In conjunction with this, land conservation is an important element of a municipal
Sustainability Plan.
There is a continued need for communication about the conservation of land, and a substantial
requirement to address the myths that can create genuine concerns about land conservation in
communities if movement towards sustainability is to go forward.
In spite of community concerns, one-third of the municipalities described in the municipal survey have
been approached by individuals or groups about the conservation of specific landscape features or parcels
of land within their own community.
Fifteen percent (15%) of respondents also indicate a likely willingness on the part of their municipality to
pursue broad conservation planning approaches similar to that initiated by the Beaverhills Initiative.
Sections 4.9, 5.0 and 6.0 discuss remaining insights and issues.
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4.0

Land Trust Survey Results

Land trusts are non-profit charitable organizations that have, as one of their core objectives, the
acquisition of lands or ‘interests in land’ (such as conservation easements) for the purpose of
conservation. There are currently 12 land trusts working in the province of Alberta: two national, five that
operate at a provincial level, and five regional or local land trusts that focus, more locally, on specific
parts of the province. The focus of land trust conservation efforts can range from assisting with the
protection and stewardship of ecologically significance land held by an individual landowner, to
environmental education, research, restoration of damaged habitats, and multi-party cooperative efforts
with a variety of other stakeholders to conserve significant parts of Alberta’s native and/or agricultural
landscapes for the future.
The land trust survey questionnaire considered the same central questions that were addressed in the
municipal government survey from a land trust perspective, i.e.:
1. How do land trusts generally approach the conservation of land today?
2. How do land trusts assess their challenges and needs in relation to their land conservation goals?
3. What tools are land trusts using to implement land conservation; what is the current level of
knowledge about land conservation tools; and are more resources or services needed to support
land trusts in this area?
4. Are land trusts interested in the potential for collaborative partnerships with municipal
governments where there are shared land conservation interests?
The intent of the land trust survey was to obtain high level qualitative information on shared issues, and to
provide a snap-shot or benchmark of current opportunities, challenges, and needs in Alberta’s land trust
sector. Section 4.0 highlights and summarizes the key results of the land trust survey.

4.1 Survey Response Rate
Seven (7) land trusts (‘respondents’) replied to the survey request, providing a response rate of 58% of the
land trusts working in the province of Alberta.

4.2 Land Trust Approach to Land Conservation
Land trust survey recipients were asked two initial questions about their land trust and the focus of its
current land conservation initiatives.
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4.2.1. What is the primary focus of your land trust with respect to
land conservation?
Survey respondents indicated that the following kinds of landscape features were the most common areas
of focus for their land trust at this time:


Wetlands, riparian zones bordering streams, lakes and rivers, groundwater recharge areas, lands
for flood/erosion control (5 of 7 respondents),



Other kinds of natural areas and upland wildlife habitats such as forested areas, shrub land,
grassland, and wildlife corridors (4 of 7 respondents), and



Habitat for species (plants, wildlife) that are deemed to be at risk or vulnerable in some way (5 of
7 respondents).

In comparing the conservation focus of land trusts and municipal governments, there are a wide range of
conservation interests shared by both the land trusts and municipal government sectors (see Section 3.3.6
for a comparison to municipal survey responses.)
Four (4) of the seven land trust survey respondents also indicated that their land trust had identified
specific parcels of land that it wishes to see conserved or protected in the near future.

4.2.2 What stakeholders does your land trust most often work with
on initiatives and projects to conserve land?
Respondents indicated that they most commonly work with the following stakeholder groups on land
conservation initiatives:


Farm and ranch landowners on an individual basis (6 of 7 respondents)



Non-farm (acreage, lot) landowners (5 of 7 respondents)



Provincial or national land trusts (4 of 7 respondents)



Provincial government (4 of 7 respondents)



Federal government (4 of 7 respondents)

Respondents in both the land trusts and municipal government survey indicate that their organizations
work with farm and ranch landowners, non-farm landowners, the provincial governments, and (other)
provincial/national land trusts. Land trusts did not identify municipal governments as one of the
stakeholders with whom they most frequently work. This is consistent with reported partnerships
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described in Section 3.3.9.1 of the Municipal Government Survey; i.e., only 4 % of municipal
government respondents reported working with local land trusts and only 25 % worked with regional,
provincial or national land trust organizations.

4.3 Assessment of Support for Land Conservation
Land trust survey recipients were asked two questions about support for land conservation:


“How would you currently rank land conservation as a priority, for municipal governments,
within the province of Alberta?”, and



“How would you currently rank the overall support for land conservation among the residents of
communities in Alberta?”

The majority of land trust survey respondents (5 of 7 or 42% of all land trusts in Alberta) indicated that
they currently viewed municipal governments, as a whole, to be assigning land conservation a lower-thanmedium priority; i.e., a priority of ‘2’ on a scale from 1 to 5 with ‘5’ having the highest priority.
The majority of land trust respondents (5 of 7) also reported that they would consider the support for land
conservation to have a higher-than-medium level of support among residents of communities; i.e., a
priority of ‘4’ on a scale of 1 to 5 with ‘5’ having the highest priority.
Sixty-eight percent (68%) of municipal governments, in comparison, see themselves as assigning land
conservation a medium, higher-than-medium, or high priority (see Section 3.3.1).

4.4 Challenges to Implementation of Land Trust Goals— what are
the major obstacles for your land trust at this time in terms of
implementing your land conservation goals?
The majority of land trust survey respondents indicated that funding and a lack of resources were the
most significant obstacles to obtaining their land conservation goals. Other obstacles cited were: the cost
of acquiring land and the implications of an unclear policy at the provincial government level.

4.5 Knowledge and Tools
A significant complement of tools is currently available to assist with the conservation of land (for both
municipal governments and land trusts) including the resources that science and ecology can bring to land
use planning. Land trust respondents were asked two questions about the tools and resources they use to
conserve land.

40

4.5.1 What are the major tools and mechanisms currently used by
your land trust to plan for and carry out the conservation of
land?
The following mechanisms were most commonly identified as the tools employed for the conservation of
land by land trust survey respondents, in order of highest to lowest frequency of mention:


Purchase of land (e.g. fee simple transactions) (5 of 7 respondents),



Receipt of conservation easements as gifts without any financial benefit to the landowner beyond
that provided by a charitable tax receipt (4 of 7 respondents), and



Development and implementation of community outreach/education programs e.g. school
programs, stewardship programs, etc. (4 of 7 respondents).

4.5.2 Does your land trust feel that it has all of the tools it needs to
implement the conservation planning initiatives and projects
that it would currently like to undertake?
Roughly half of all of the land trust survey respondents (4 of 7) indicated that they feel they do not have
the tools they need to implement conservation planning initiatives (see Appendix D).

4.5.3 In Phase II of this project, the Alberta Land Trust Alliance
(ALTA) will be developing new resources, tools and support
services to assist land conservation planning and land
conservation initiatives undertaken by land trusts. In your
opinion, in which of the following areas would additional tools
and resources be helpful to your land trust or to the broader
land trust community?
All land trust survey respondents indicated that ‘additional resources, tools and support services would be
helpful’, and identified the following tools and resources as their primary areas of interest:


Working with Other Land Trusts - Processes, agreements and precedence - Existing models ( 5 of
7 land trust survey respondents)



Building Community Consensus for Land Conservation - How to conduct meaningful public
consultation with your community (5 of 7 respondents)
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Setting Short/Long Term Visions for Land Conservation - Establishing local priorities
(5 of 7 respondents)



Working with a Municipal Government — understanding the municipal planning process (4 of 7
respondents)



Conservation Funding - how to identify and raise funds for land conservation from federal,
provincial, local and philanthropic sources (4 of 7 respondents)



Developing and working with Conservation Easements, including conservation easements for
agricultural lands (4 of 7 respondents)



Working with Private Landowners - awareness, education and dispelling conservation myths (3
of the 7 land trust respondents)

4.6 Current Partnerships with Municipal Governments
Possible opportunities for future partnerships between municipalities and the land trust sector were
assessed indirectly by three questions on the involvement of survey recipients with municipal
governments.

4.6.1 Has your land trust ever been involved in a collaborative
relationship with a municipal government to ensure the
conservation of a specific parcel of land?
Roughly one-half of land trust survey respondents (4 of 7 respondents) indicated that their land trust had
been involved in a collaborative relationship with a municipal government to conserve land.

4.6.2 If your land trust has worked with a municipal government to
conserve land, did the relationship offer any advantages to
your organization as a land trust?
Three (3) land trust respondents indicated that there had been (or was) an advantage to their organization
in working with municipal governments, specifically:


donations of land,



influence with regulators (e.g. inclusion as a voice for land conservation), and



identification of gaps and needs for future planning.
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Several land trusts indicated they were uncertain about the advantages of working with a municipal
government. Two (2) land trust respondents also indicated there had been/were definite challenges for
their organization. These challenges were cited as:
 Changing political views within municipal governments, and
 Project delays created by the municipal government administrative process.
All land trust respondents, however, indicated that they would be interested in developing a
collaborative relationship with a municipal government.

4.7 Summary Discussion
The Alberta Land Stewardship Act allows for the conservation of land through land trusts and tools such
as conservation easements for a variety of purposes including the conservation of the environment, lands
with natural or aesthetic values, and lands for agricultural purposes.
The results of the land trust survey suggest that the primary focus of respondents (7 of the 12 land trusts
in the province of Alberta) is currently on ecological resources such as wetlands, riparian zones,
significant upland habitats, and wildlife corridors. The majority of these land trusts do not address the
conservation of agricultural land, and although land trusts routinely work with landowners, there is
significantly less involvement with stakeholder groups such as the:


land development industry,



real estate industry,



eco-tourism, recreational and/or cultural industries, and



community-based agricultural, farming, or ranching organizations.

Land trusts expressed many of the same concerns and issues regardless of the size and scope of the
organization. In particular:


Land trust respondents (collectively) perceive municipal governments to be ranking land
conservation at a lower level of priority the existing level of support for land conservation in the
community.



A lack of funding is a significant obstacle to land trusts in terms of achieving land conservation.
There are long term costs associated with the conservation of land and the process of using land
conservation tools such as conservations easements (e.g. legal costs, land survey costs,
monitoring, restoration, and land stewardship, etc.).
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A number of land trusts reported a desire for additional technical information on specific land
conservation options.



Electoral changes in municipal councils are identified by some respondents as a challenge.
However, all of the land trust respondents indicate that they would be interested in a collaborative
relationship with a municipal government.

The majority of the respondent land trusts have also been involved in some type of collaborative
relationship with a municipal government, and respondents identified the following benefits to their land
trust organizations:


donations of land,



influence with regulators (e.g. inclusion as a voice for land conservation), and



identification of gaps and needs for future planning.

A number of land trusts identified a need for additional technical information on land conservation
options.
Finally, while ‘education’ is not the primary mandate of a land trust, a number of responding land trusts
have developed and are conducting community outreach and education programs.
Looking Forward
“Land trusts across Canada use a variety of approaches to achieve land conservation objectives:













Purchase of threatened lands
Encouraging and accepting outright donation of land
Property management
Acquiring conservation easements to secure permanent protection of landscape features
without direct land ownership
Disposing of lands to an appropriate agency (such as a government parks or wildlife agency)
Acquiring lands to re-sell with restrictions (usually in the form of conservation easements)
Working cooperatively with landowners through private land stewardships programs
Providing environmental education
Providing training and assistance to local organizations (e.g. large staffed organizations give
assistance to smaller, newly formed organizations)
Carrying out evaluations to determine landscape conservation priorities
Advocating protection policies to government
Raising funds through private donations, [grants,] or government funding programs

Although they may vary in size and scope, and their individual approaches to conservation, they share
common goals of sustainable land resource use and protecting significant landscape features.”
(Watkins and Hilts, Land trusts Emerge as an Important Conservation Force in Canada, 2001)
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5.0 Challenges and Opportunities
“...

Alberta’s prosperity has created opportunities for our economy and people, but it also has created
challenges for Alberta’s landscapes. Industrial activity, municipal development, infrastructure,
recreation and conservation interests often are competing to use the same piece of land. There are
more and more people doing more and more activities on the same piece of land. The competition
between user groups creates conflict, and often puts stress on the finite capacity of our land, air,
water and habitat.” (AUMA, 2006)

The Land Use Framework (‘LUF’) was initiated by the Government of Alberta in 2008 in response to
these considerations. The intent of the Land Use Framework is to provide a blueprint for sustainable landuse management and decision-making that will address Alberta’s growth pressures and sustainability
issues. This approach to land use planning is new and has generated some controversy. A discussion of
the LUF is beyond the scope and intent of this project. However, regardless of the form that land use
planning takes in the future, it is extremely important to note that the ecological health of our landscapes,
the economic support and quality of life that the natural world provides to us, and the sustainability of our
communities for future generations will all ultimately depend on sustainable land use practices and on
some type of action being taken. Land conservation challenges, potential losses, and real opportunities
will remain.
This section summarizes the key challenges and opportunities identified in the survey.
Four major challenges were identified during the analysis with respect to the ability of municipalities to
set and execute their land conservation goals:
1. Most of the land conservation work done by municipalities is directly associated with (e.g.
consumed by) proposed or anticipated developments. Although this type of site-by-site land use
planning is an absolutely fundamental element of municipal administration (and land
conservation) there is an equal need for science-based land use planning at the municipal and
regional landscape scale in order to conserve healthy ecosystems and advance the sustainability
of communities. 11
2. A significant number of opportunities for potentially productive partnerships on land
conservation issues are being underutilized by both urban and rural municipal governments.
Similarly, a number of partnership opportunities are going untapped by the land trust community.
3.

Competing demands and priorities, a lack of planning resources (manpower, funding), a lack of
funding for land stewardship, and a lack of access to the required expertise/professional services
are cited as major obstacles to many municipal administrations in terms of their ability to set and
implement land conservation goals.

4. A significant number of land conservation tools are not fully understood.

Irrespective of these challenges, however, there are a significant number of opportunities to advance land
conservation. In particular:


Substantial support for land conservation exists within municipal governments and the
communities they serve. The number of municipalities having Municipal Sustainability Plans
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(MSPs) also suggests that the importance of working towards sustainable communities is being
recognized, in some form, by an increasing number of municipal governments in all regions of
the province.


A number of municipal governments appear to be engaged or interested in partnerships with other
municipalities where the considerations for land conservation over larger landscapes are mutually
shared and are apparent.



Municipal governments and land trusts share many of the same areas of focus, with respect to
their current objectives for land conservation, and engage with many of the same stakeholders in
their land conservation efforts.



There is a strong indication of the value of partnerships between municipal governments and the
land trust sector where opportunities exist.



It appears that, where gaps exist, there is an opportunity for land trusts to engage the local
community in land conservation. In particular, there may be additional potential for land trust
start-ups, as a resource to the community, at the local level.



Municipal governments and land trusts have both indicated a need for support services to
facilitate land conservation planning, examination of potential partnerships, and wider use of the
tools and resources already available. Additional tools and resources dealing with specific issues
on land conservation are needed; and the access to the tools, resources, and support services that
currently exist needs to be improved.



Communication will continue to be a critical factor in the movement towards sustainability. The
scope of attention being given to land conservation is relatively new, the public is not familiar
with land trusts, and as a result, a number of myths exist. In particular, increased education is
needed to demonstrate that property rights can be maintained and local economies can be
positively impacted through land conservation efforts.

Finally, among the one-third of municipalities that have a long term vision as well as goals and strategies,
for land conservation, the presence of those elements will enable those municipalities and conservation
organizations such as land trusts to identify where opportunities for active cooperation on shared land
conservation objectives will exist.
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6.0 Recommendations
Funding and Other Resources
A lack of funding and other resources is one of the most significant challenges noted in this survey by
municipal governments and land trusts. Without adequate funding and resources, municipal governments
and land trusts are not able to respond to the need for more sustainable landscapes and communities. As
funds are allocated to municipal governments, and as municipal budgets are established, land
conservation efforts currently compete with more traditional and established priorities for public
spending. Land conservation, however, presents an additional emerging consideration in municipal
practice.
The results of this survey indicate that competition for resources at the municipal level is an obstacle to
the conservation of land. Survey results also suggest that there is a ‘mismatch’ between the expectation
that municipal governments should plan for sustainability and advance the conservation of natural lands,
on one hand, and the scope of the resources (financial, professional expertise, and manpower) available to
many municipal administrations. This should draw attention to the level of resources available to
municipal governments in relation to their responsibilities.
Likewise, land trusts face an equal and similar challenge. Once a property has been voluntarily placed
under the auspices of a land trust, the land trust must then look for resources in order to steward that
property, in perpetuity. This reality is, at present, deterring some land trusts from taking on new projects.
Funding sources do not currently appear to be readily accessible; yet, again, conservation challenges
remain. Land trusts draw heavily on both the professional and volunteer sectors, bring unique skills,
resources, and networks to land conservation initiatives, and like many other nonprofit organizations, can
offer cost-effective solutions.

Conservation Planning
The majority of the municipal governments are focused on land conservation initiatives that are directly
associated with a proposed or anticipated development; these activities are fundamental to
municipal administrations. There is, however, a need to address the accumulating effects of many
activities over a much broader landscape in moving towards sustainability. 11 Conservation planning

can be used to achieve this type of assessment, and can be used to:
 develop/enhance Municipal Sustainability Plans,
 integrate land conservation with community growth and economic development,
 identify opportunities for partnerships on shared conservation interests, and
 increase the effectiveness of public resources available for land conservation.
There is a significant need to promote and support the development of conservation planning
skills at a municipal and regional scale in Alberta.
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Municipal Sustainability Plans and Long Term Visions for Land Conservation
A Municipal Sustainability Plan (MSP) is an overarching plan intended to guide a community into the
future. In the development of a Municipal Sustainability Plan, a municipality/community is encouraged to
create a shared vision of its desired future with a view to the key elements of sustainability (social,
cultural, economic, environmental, and governance). The municipality/community identifies strategic
areas and possible actions needed to achieve this vision. It then screens and prioritizes these strategies and
actions to ensure that the plan will move the community towards sustainability. When complete, the
municipality monitors the plan and implements the actions laid out in the plan along with partner
organizations. (AUMA, Comprehensive guide for Municipal Sustainability Planning, 2006)
Municipal Sustainability Plans have a significant potential to advance sustainability. The presence of a
Municipal Sustainability Plan is not, however, in itself, enough to provide a sound framework for
integrating land conservation with the growth of communities and their economic development.
Looking ahead, four fundamental building blocks will be required at the municipal level to protect and
improve natural resources and biodiversity, the goals of environmental sustainability:


a sound science-based knowledge of the ecology of the landscape being considered,



a vision for the community that recognizes significant environmental assets (and the relationships
between them)



a plan to integrate land conservation with community development and economic growth in a
ecologically balanced and effective manner, and



a practical method for expressing this knowledge spatially as a reference for land-use decisions

It will be important, as a result, for municipal governments to have such a long term vision for land
conservation within their municipality. “As the level of government closest to communities and natural
resources, local governments can promote local-level stewardship and foster economic benefits associated
with protected areas and other conservation initiatives in their regions.” (National Roundtable on the
Environment and the Economy (NTREE), Securing Canada’s Natural Capital – A Vision for Nature
Conservation in the 21st Century, 2003)
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7.0 Moving Forward
This report completes Phase I of the Conservation Connections Alberta project.
It is the intent of the Alberta Land Trust Alliance (ALTA) to continue to acquire additional
funding, and to pursue the completion of Phase II and Phase III of the Conservation Connections
Alberta project. As part of this initiative, it is also the intent of ALTA to address the challenges
and opportunities identified in Sections 5.0 and 6.0.
The scope of the work to be undertaken by the Alberta Land Trust Alliance in these planned
future phases will include:


selection of pilot sites, as demonstration projects involving both municipalities and land
trusts,



development of additional tools and resources for municipalities and land trusts in the
areas that have been identified in this survey, and



creation of a formal program to deliver comprehensive support services to municipalities
and land trusts that have an interest in conservation planning and in conserving more
land

In closing, the Alberta Land Trust Alliance undertook this project based on indications that,
although the desire for land conservation is apparent, it is sometimes challenging to find the right
partners and resources to move efforts forward. It is intended that the information compiled in
this report will assist with this challenge among municipal governments, land trusts, and other
stakeholders.

For more information on this project, or the Alberta Land Trust Alliance, contact:
Alberta Land Trust Alliance
1400, 9915 – 108 Street
Edmonton, Alberta, T5K 2G8
Phone: 780-644-7384
Email: albertalandtrust@shaw.ca
www.conservationconnect.ca
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Definitions
Land Conservation — The conserving of areas of land containing natural landscapes or features that
have been identified as having values related to protection, natural heritage appreciation, scientific study
or education. The conservation of the entire landscape must also include the conservation of agricultural
lands.

Land Trust — An organization “that, as all or part of its mission, actively works to conserve land by
undertaking or assisting in land or conservation easement acquisition, or by its stewardship of such land
or easements” (U.S. Land Trust Alliance, 2012).

Conservation Easement — A conservation easement (CE) is a voluntary legal agreement between a
private land owner and a qualified organization, such as a land trust, in which the landowner restricts the
use of all (or part) of their land, or certain practices on all (or part) of their land, in order to protect its
natural and/or cultural heritage. A conservation easement exists in perpetuity and runs with the title of the
land.
Purpose of conservation easements:
(a)
the protection, conservation and enhancement of the environment;
(b)
the protection, conservation and enhancement of natural scenic or aesthetic values;
(c)
the protection, conservation and enhancement of agricultural land or land for agricultural
purposes;
(d)
providing for any or all of the following uses of the land that are consistent with the purposes set
out in clause (a), (b) or (c):
i)
recreational use;
ii)
open space use;
iii)
environmental education use; and
iv)
use for research and scientific studies of natural ecosystems
A conservation easement agreement may produce additional benefits to the landowner such as tax
benefits.
Municipal governments can also act as qualified organizations: i.e., hold conservation easements.
Conservation easements were introduced to Alberta under the Environmental Protection and
Enhancement Act (1996); the relevant parts of the legislation were subsequently moved to the Alberta
Land Stewardship Act in 2009.

Conservation Planning — A science-based method of planning that strives to ensure that natural
landscapes and native species remain permanently viable within a given social and economic context. The
objective of conservation planning is to provide a scientifically sound, ecosystem-based framework to
protect, retain, and restore ecological integrity and biological diversity, while providing for the growth of
sustainable communities and their economic development.
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Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAs) — “represent places in Alberta that area vital to the long
term maintenance of biological diversity, soil, water, or other natural processes, at multiple spatial scales
[e.g., at a local/municipal, provincial, national or international scale]. They are identified as areas
containing rare or unique elements in the province, or areas that may require special management
consideration due to their conservation needs. . . . ESA mapping is a strategic conservation tool that is
useful to the development of land use planning and policy. Identifying these areas using scientifically
rigorous, defendable, and relevant methodology is the first step towards the successful integration of
ecological values into provincial land-use planning and management. It enables decision makers to
rapidly progress through the planning process where informed trade-offs can be discussed, priorities set,
and clear policy direction achieved with regards to environmental values. Within this context, mapped
ESAs provide a critical tool for developing spatially explicit, scientifically defendable regional and
provincial land-use plans.” (Executive Summary, Environmentally Significant Areas – Provincial Update
2009, Fiera, 2009).
The identification of environmentally significant areas on private land, and at the local level, is equally
important to preserving biological diversity and ecological processes at the municipal level.
Species at Risk— The Government of Canada and the Government of Alberta address threats to the
continued survival of healthy indigenous plant and wildlife populations through the Species at Risk Act
(SARA) and the Alberta Wildlife Act (respectively).
The federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) has three goals: to prevent endangered or threatened species
from becoming extinct; to help the recovery of endangered, threatened, and extirpated species; and to
manage species of concern to help prevent them from becoming endangered or threatened (Species at
Risk, Parks Canada, 2012).
The Alberta Wildlife Act lists ranks species found in the province, in a similar way, as ’at risk’, ‘may be
at risk’, etc. (Species at Risk, Alberta Sustainable Resource Development, 2012).
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