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FOREWORD

Under the Alternative Land Use Services (ALUS) concept, the farmers of Norfolk
County are offering Canadians an environmental partnership which would provide all
citizens with the benefits of cleaner air, water, safer food, abundant wildlife and an
attractive rural environment for all to enjoy. Farmers see a growing gap between the
lifestyles and perceptions of urban and rural Canadians. Farmers also acknowledge many
real environmental problems on the landscape, and the need to make farming not only
more sustainable, but beneficial to the environment. To achieve this goal, Canadians in
cities and towns must recognize that a healthy environment is linked to socio- economic
prosperity in rural landscapes.

Norfolk County farmers believe that the ALUS concept has the potential to enhance rural
socio- economic prosperity and improve the environment. To test this environmental
partnership idea, County farmers have spent two years planning and organizing an ALUS
pilot project. They have consulted with farm groups, governments, conservation
organizations and with their fellow citizens to develop this proposal. And the farmers
have brought together expertise from a wide range of sources, to develop the ALUS idea
into a practical and lasting solution for farmers and rural landscapes, that is now worth
putting to a test in the County.

ALUS will conserve, enhance and maintain vital ecological processes on environmentally
fragile lands in Norfolk County. At the same time, the pilot will test the ability of
farmers and the farm community to deliver ecological services through farm
organizations and institutions, from the planning table onto their land.

Farmers believe that the new knowledge, training and leadership resulting from the
ALUS experiment in Norfolk County, will stimulate durable change on agricultural
landscapes in other parts of the province and across Canada, and in the way Canadians
regard farming in relationship to the environment. ALUS also has the potential to change
the culture of farming community in regard to the environment, by bringing the
conservation business into farming and farming into the conservation business.

To stimulate an environmental partnership with Canadians, the farmers of Norfolk
County are contributing $241,750 toward start up costs and have voluntarily dedicated
5,941 acres of their farmland (about one- half of the full ALUS requirement) without
cost, to the pilot project. County farmers hope this gesture will encourage all Canadians
to partner with them in supporting the pilot project, by levering the environmental
benefits of this modest contribution many fold.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Alternative Land Use Services (ALUS) concept is a landscape level, environmental
conservation plan developed by the grassroots agricultural community in Canada. ALUS
is called the “Farmers Conservation Plan” because it would be planned and delivered by
farmers, through farm organizations and institutions. Under ALUS, environmental
groups, governments, industry and others would establish a business partnership with
farmers. A variety of performance incentives (reward options) including property tax
credits, conservation agreements and others are proposed to encourage farmers to develop
and maintain ecological services, which would create markets for public resources, like
clean air, water and wildlife. Under ALUS, farmers and rural communities would benefit
from a new source of income that is acceptable under trade agreements, and Canadians
would receive the environmental benefits they demand.

ALUS is an opportunity to nurture the environmental ethic in the agricultural community,
and communicate the good things farmers and ranchers are doing for the environment to
Canadians. Under ALUS, producers offer Canadians an environmental partnership
opportunity, by contributing the use of a portion of their land, plus labour, equipment,
fuel, and cash to produce environmental benefits, while encouraging investments from
the rest of society to lever these benefits many- fold. The ALUS partnership is voluntary
and participatory, building on existing environmental programs such as Environmental
Farm Plans, and recognizing the distinct nature and contributions of many other
conservation initiatives on the landscape. ALUS also recognizes that protecting existing
ecological values on the landscape is important, as is rewarding the good stewards of the
land in the agricultural community.

ALUS advantages include:

» Repositioning the agricultural role in environment/ conservation from reactive to
proactive;

Developing a predictable revenue stream/ economic pillar for farming and
ranching;

Reducing the financial uncertainty and impact of major issues, such as BSE on
farmers, ranchers and rural communities;

Addressing the financial imbalance in the global marketplace for Canadian
agricultural products caused by the socio- environmental support programs of
major trading partners;

ALUS is fully acceptable to trading partners under WTO rules;

Reducing government and public reliance on environmental regulations;
Increasing farmer control of the emerging environmental agenda on private land;
Converting environmental risk into business opportunity;

Coordinating conservation initiatives at the farm gate;

Introducing the concept of paying farmers for ecological services, as a market
approach to meeting the public demand for environmental benefits on private
land;
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» Building an agriculture business infrastructure and capability to deliver ecological

services on a profitable basis (for example: ALUS could identify, start up, manage

and control farmlands under future carbon sequestration agreements and ensure

profitability to farmers);

Providing options to farmers on retirement/ succession;

Stimulating/ facilitating landscape transition;

Improving the quality and sustainability of the rural environment, communities

and lifestyle;

» Bridging the rural — urban gap with a farmer- driven program that provides
benefits to urban Canadians

YV VYV

Two years of consultations have demonstrated a clear need and desire for an Alternative
Land Use Services concept in Norfolk County. Farm organizations, municipal
government and council, several provincial agencies, the federal government, and a
plethora of local to provincial and national conservation organizations, local businesses,
the media, and dozens of farmers have enthusiastically contributed their time and support
to building the ALUS concept in the County.

The Norfolk County Pilot Project is an experimental policy research initiative designed to
test the feasibility of using an Alternative Land Use Services (or ecological services)
delivery approach to enhancing socio- economic prosperity, and environmental
sustainability in rural communities. The pilot project will test ALUS conceptual &
operational principles in a rural community setting, and study all features of this policy
concept and the implementation requirements on a small scale. The Norfolk County pilot
is a ground- breaking study designed to build and test the capacity of the farm community
to deliver ecological services. The proposed research will complement policy
development under the evolving Agricultural Policy Framework, and inform major
environmental policy and program initiatives by defining and testing this innovative
conservation delivery model in the farm community.

ALUS is a voluntary, flexible concept, targeted to environmentally sensitive lands in
Norfolk County and every effort has been made to integrate fully with existing programs
in this proposal. Farmers may enroll up to 20% of their land, although much less is
envisioned in the experimental Norfolk County project.

The ALUS project is planned in three year phases over a 9- year period, spanning 2004 -
2012. Farmers will sign- up for the full 9 years, but may opt out at the conclusion of each
phase. However, reimbursements must be made for start up costs and ecological services
in these cases.

The goal of the pilot is to test the feasibility of the Alternative Land Use Services concept
as a farmer- driven approach to delivering social, economic and environmental benefits in
Norfolk County. Program development objectives have been designed under this goal for
building and testing the conservation delivery model in the community and for measuring
the benefits resulting from implementing specific ecological services.



The ALUS pilot in Norfolk County targets ecological service delivery in four areas:
wetlands; riparian zones; uplands and wildlife enhancement. A total of 821 projects
covering 12,238.5 acres of environmentally sensitive lands will be implemented by
County farmers. All services will be maintained by farmers and an independent audit of
projects will ensure a high level of service delivery throughout the study.

Monitoring systems will be employed by local partners to collect data needed to evaluate
the project. Additional research on specific topics related to delivery of ecological
services under the ALUS model will be conducted by university research partners, in
cooperation with other interests. Benchmark surveys will also be launched in years 1, 5
and 9 of the project to monitor the perceptions of farm, rural non- farm and urban citizens
on a range of social, economic and environmental issues related to implementation of the
pilot.

The project will be overseen by a Partner Advisory Committee, supported by a Technical
Advisory Committee comprised of partner expertise. A project manager will be hired for
the full 9- year period. An office assistant, extension specialist and summer students are
also needed. Staff requirements will be reduced as the project progresses.

The total cost of the Norfolk County ALUS project is $7,647,826 measured in 2004
Canadian dollars. The project was constructed on a cash basis, although in- kind services
are anticipated from partners.

The phase one funding requirement is $4,067,816 or 53% of the total and contains all
start up costs. In phase one, 58% of all resources would be allocated to farmers for start
up costs and service delivery; research and communications would receive 17% and 4%
of resources respectively; and administration would cover 21% of the total. To fully
implement phase one, Norfolk County farmers are prepared to contribute $241,750
toward start up costs for establishing ecological services, and will voluntarily dedicate
5,941 acres of their farmland to producing ecological services. Farmer contributions
amount to 17% of the phase one cash requirement and 49% of the total land needed to
launch ALUS in the County. Administration costs would decrease by 33% from phase
one to phase two, and by a further 42% in phase three.

Potential farmer contributions, cash already received for the first benchmark survey, and
existing program funding opportunities for ALUS in the County add up to a total of
$545,250, which could be allocated to the project in phase one. This amounts to 13% of
phase one cash needs, leaving $3,522,566 to be raised for the first three years of the
project.

The cost of maintaining ecological services under ALUS following the 9 year pilot
project period would be approximately $333,794 per annum, calculated in 2004 Canadian
dollars. This assumes 100% participation by County farmers. 85% of this amount would
go to farmers for maintaining the ecological services established under ALUS in a fully
operational form, and 15% would cover communications, ongoing audits and other
essential administrative services.
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ALTERNATIVE LAND USE SERVICES (ALUS)
PILOT PROJECT

NORFOLK COUNTY, ONTARIO

INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND ON THE ALUS CONCEPT

The Alternative Land Use Services' concept (ALUS) is a landscape level, environmental
conservation plan developed by the grassroots agricultural community in Canada. ALUS
is called the “Farmer’s Conservation Plan,” because it was conceived by Keystone
Agricultural Producers (KAP), the largest general farm organization in Manitoba, and
because the conservation measures required to produce environmental benefits would be
delivered by farmers, through farm organizations and institutions.

Under the “Farmers Conservation Plan,” environmental groups, governments and others
would establish a business partnership with farmers to produce environmental benefits
from private land. A variety of performance incentives (reward options) including
property tax credits, conservation agreements and others are proposed to encourage
farmers to develop and maintain ecological services, which would create markets for
public resources, like clean air, water and wildlife. Because no markets currently exist
for public resources on private land, farmers must maximize production from private
resources, such as crops, livestock and soil. Under ALUS, farmers and rural
communities would benefit from a new source of income that is acceptable under trade
agreements, and Canadians would receive the environmental benefits they demand.

ALUS is an opportunity to nurture the environmental ethic in the agricultural community,
and communicate the good things farmers and ranchers are doing for the environment to
Canadians. Under ALUS, landowners offer Canadians an environmental partnership
opportunity, by contributing the use of a portion of their land, plus labour, equipment,
fuel, and/or money to produce environmental benefits, while encouraging investments
from the rest of society to lever these benefits many- fold. The ALUS partnership is
voluntary and participatory, building on existing environmental programs such as
Environmental Farm Plans, and recognizing the distinct nature and contributions of many
other conservation initiatives on the landscape. ALUS also recognizes that protecting
existing ecological values on the landscape is important, as is rewarding the good
stewards of the land in the agricultural community.

Two years of consultations in Norfolk County and in several locations across Canada,
have demonstrated a clear need and desire for an Alternative Land Use Services concept

lAnonymous, 2001. "ALUS Alternate Land Use Services, Broadening the

base of agricultural income". Unpublished technical report
(www.kap.mb.ca) by Keystone Agricultural Producers in partnership with
Delta Waterfowl Foundation, Winnipeg, Manitoba. 20p.
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in the agricultural community. The Norfolk Federation of Agriculture has conducted
several meetings and workshops in the County, demonstrating strong support for the
ALUS concept by farm organizations, municipal government and council, several
provincial agencies, the federal government, and a plethora of local to provincial and
national conservation organizations, local businesses, the media, and dozens of farmers
who have enthusiastically contributed their time and support to building the ALUS
concept in Norfolk County. The need for an Alternative Land Use concept in Canada is
further explored in Appendix .

The Norfolk County Pilot Project is experimental, a policy research initiative designed to
to test the feasibility of using an Alternative Land Use (or ecological) Services delivery
approach to enhancing socio- economic prosperity, and environmental sustainability in
rural communities. The pilot project will test ALUS conceptual & operational
principles in a rural community setting, and study all features of this policy concept and
the implementation requirements on a small scale. The Norfolk County pilot is a ground-
breaking study designed to build and test the capacity of the farm community to deliver
ecological services. The proposed research will complement policy development under
the evolving Agricultural Policy Framework, and inform major environmental policy and
program initiatives by defining and testing this innovative conservation delivery model in
the farm community. ALUS pilot project planning is also underway in Manitoba and
Prince Edward Island.

+ % & TS, W % - - 13
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ALUS differs in principle from other conservation plans and delivery mechanisms in
three ways:

2 ALUS is a “farmer- driven” conservation concept, developed by farmers, and
promoted by grassroots farm organizations — in cooperation with governments,
conservation groups and other Canadians interested in a healthy, sustainable
environment.

2 ALUS will be administered, controlled and delivered through rural
communities, farm organizations and institutions used by the farming industry in
their rural communities — ALUS works with farm communities to build their
capacity to plan and deliver ecological services. This is the first time that all
aspects of a major conservation program, including the wildlife habitat
component, would be administered and delivered by farmers at a grassroots level
in Canada;

2 ALUS has a farm, rural community and ecosystem focus - ALUS is not
restricted to conservation cover, wetlands or wildlife and is broader in scope than
a conservation cover program or “set- aside” plan. ALUS is a plan for building
farm and rural community socio- economic prosperity on the foundation of a
healthy environment.
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Under these principles, the ALUS proposal is a fundamental innovation in the way
conservation is developed and delivered in Canada. ALUS integrates environmental
concerns and opportunities into the mainstream of farm and rural socio- economic
development. In effect, ALUS is the prototype of a socio- economic development model
for environmental business opportunities on the farmlands of rural Canada. The purpose
of this pilot project is to test this prototype on location in a farm community in southern
Ontario. The results of this research will inform policy- makers at all levels on achieving
social, economic and environmental goals in farm and rural communities.

All current conservation plans and projects put forward by governments, farm and
conservation groups retain their distinct nature and function within the ALUS concept.
ALUS integrates and complements environmental efforts on working landscapes. ALUS
can accelerate the adoption of the Agricultural Policy Framework (APF) and grow with
the APF process over time. ALUS also fits “hand in glove” with Environmental Farm
Plans, which will play a vital role in delivery.

-- 3 10 ($45 "§

ALUS is a plan to convert environmental risk into business opportunity on the farmlands
of Canada. ALUS principles create a vision for agricultural landscapes that bridges the
gap between urban needs and rural capabilities, by fostering healthy environments and
socio- economic prosperity in rural communities.

10 ($" " 1§

Repositioning the agricultural role in environment/ conservation from reactive to
proactive;

Developing a predictable revenue stream/ economic pillar for farming and
ranching;

Reducing the occurrence and need for financial crisis management in agriculture;
Addressing the financial imbalance in the global marketplace for Canadian
agricultural products caused by the socio- environmental support programs of
major trading partners;

ALUS is fully acceptable to trading partners under WTO rules;

Reducing government and public reliance on environmental regulations;
Increasing farmer control of the emerging environmental agenda on private land;
Converting environmental risk into business opportunity;

Coordinating conservation initiatives at the farm gate;

Introducing the concept of paying farmers for ecological services, as a market
approach to meeting the public demand for environmental benefits on private
land;

Building an agriculture business infrastructure and capability to deliver ecological
services on a profitable basis (for example: ALUS business infrastructure could
ensure the profitability of future carbon sequestration agreements to farmers);

» Providing options to farmers on retirement/ succession;

» Stimulating/ facilitating landscape transition;
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» Improving the quality and sustainability of the rural environment, communities
and lifestyle;

» Bridging the rural — urban gap with a farmer- driven program that provides
benefits to urban Canadians

& " (C ""&$

The following operational principles were developed by Keystone Agricultural Producers
to guide ALUS program development:

? Voluntary - Farmers may choose to participate or not. Participants will be
reimbursed a portion of the start up capital costs (50 - 100%) for projects.
Thereafter they will, in most cases, receive an annual performance (maintenance)
incentive (from a range of reward options) for continuing to deliver the service
over an agreed time period.

! Capping - Participating farmers may be able to enroll up to 20% of their
farmed land. This will exclude existing forested land, however these lands may
be indirectly affected. Special consideration may warrant enrolling a higher
proportion of fragile farmed land in some cases.

! Integrated - Every effort will be made to integrate the ALUS pilot with
existing programs including crop insurance, extension services, the development
of the County's Official Plan, water source protection, existing or future incentive
programs for best management practices, public and private conservation
programs etc. Expertise of farm /conservation agencies will be needed and
recognized as in-kind contributions to the pilot project. In cases where permits
are required for the work, proof of such permits is necessary before the incentive
grant can be issued.

! Targeted - Environmentally sensitive lands will be targeted for stewardship.
Fragile or marginal lands may be retired from cultivation or farmed in a different
manner to benefit the environment, as identified by the landowner through the
Environmental Farm Planning process.

! Flexibility - Farmers will sign an agreement for delivering ecological services
over a 9-year period. However, the ability to opt out every three years will
maintain flexibility for the farmer to adapt to changing market or economic
conditions. However, reimbursement of payments made for start up costs and
ecological services will be required in such cases.

2 Trade - The ALUS project must be production neutral to comply with trade
rules.
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The original ALUS concept paper is online at the Keystone Agricultural Producers
website www.kap.mb.ca or a printed copy can be mailed to you at no charge from the
Delta Waterfowl Foundation by calling 1- 877- 667- 5656 (toll free).

THE NORFOLK COUNTY

ALUS PILOT PROJECT PROPOSAL

Norfolk County is an ideal location for testing the ALUS concept. The county is
approximately 1,628 square km in size and has about 60,000 people. There are
1,651 farms in the county, with 292,703 acres (177,081 ha) of farmed land,
averaging 177 acres (71 ha) per farm. The county is a diverse physiographic
region supporting a wide range of small grain, field crop and livestock agriculture.
The agricultural landscape within Norfolk County still supports a diversity of
natural features including Carolinian forest, coldwater streams, abundant
groundwater, a rich diversity of flora and fauna, and the largest concentration of
species at risk in all of Canada. A vast amount of information has been collected
on agriculture, wildlife and the environment by public and private agencies over
several years. Many projects and studies are currently underway, and have been
incorporated in this proposal. (Please see Appendix II for an overview of the
rationale for choosing Norfolk County as an experimental test- site, and for more
details on the study area).

z 7 4 9

There is a history and ongoing interest in conservation in Norfolk County and
growing interest in the ALUS concept. The Norfolk Federation of Agriculture
(NFA) leads the development of the ALUS pilot project in the county, recruiting
several key partner organizations over the past two years. The NFA, the Norfolk
Land Stewardship Council (NLSC) and Delta Waterfowl Foundation are
continuing to consult with partners and interests in the county to develop project
details at the local level. Several partners have contributed to the development of
this proposal (see the front cover and the acknowledgements section).

Public interest and farmer support for the Norfolk ALUS Pilot Project is
widespread and growing, with increasing local to regional coverage in a wide
variety of media over the past two years.
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The Norfolk Federation of Agriculture and leading pilot project organizers
recognized the value and requirement for expert advice in the design and
development of the Norfolk ALUS pilot project. An ALUS Monitoring &
Evaluation Workshop was held in Simcoe, Ontario on March 4 & 5, 2003, to
bring the expertise and cooperation of potential partners together to discuss the
concept and the design of the ALUS pilot project, and to receive their
recommendations for monitoring and evaluating the social, economic and
environmental benefits. The ALUS workshop was made possible through a
CanAdapt Small Projects grant from the Agricultural Adaptation Council.
Highlights of the workshop are available in Appendix III and a printed copy of the
full Workshop Report can be mailed to you at no charge by calling the Delta
Waterfowl Foundation at 1- 877- 667- 5656 (toll free).

Purposes of the workshop were two- fold:

1. to overview ALUS as a policy proposal, and discuss the approaches to be
used in a pilot project test of the concept in Norfolk County, Ontario;

2. to identify monitoring and evaluation techniques that may be used to
measure anticipated environmental, social and economic benefits over the
9 year duration of the proposed pilot project.

#% & § %6

The workshop was attended by 53 people representing 30 organizations, and
included private and public sector interests from both the agricultural and the
environmental communities. Agency staff and politicians from all three levels of
government attended. Elected officials from Ontario included Mr. Bob Speller,
MP (Haldimand- Norfolk- Brant), Mr. Toby Barrett, MPP (Haldimand- Norfolk-
Brant) and Her Worship Rita Kalmbach, Mayor, Norfolk County.

A delegation from Prince Edward Island was led by the Honourable Mitch
Murphy, Minister of Agriculture and Forestry, accompanied by Deputy Minister
John MacQuarrie and Ms. Teressa Mellish. Mr. Robert MacDonald, President,
and Mr. Doug LeClair, Executive Director of the PEI Federation of Agriculture
also attended. Representatives of governments, non- governmental organizations
and the farm community, including Mr. lan Wishart from Keystone Agricultural
Producers in Manitoba, are listed in the full Workshop Report (see earlier
information to obtain a copy).

Workshop results contributed in two basic ways to the re- design of the earlier
draft Norfolk ALUS pilot project proposal. Participants established a priority list
of the key social, economic and environmental issues to be considered in the
project design and used to guide the selection of project monitoring/ evaluation
indicators. Experts used their experience and knowledge to re- focus the pilot
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project evaluation priorities from a test of the environmental best (or beneficial)
management practices (BMPs) that would result from ALUS implementation in
the county, to a test of the ALUS principles outlined above. Workshop
participants unanimously agreed that pilot testing of the ALUS farmer- driven,
conservation delivery system (the ALUS principles) was the new ground to
explore in developing conservation approaches on farmlands by farmers.

PROJECT GOAL and OBJECTIVES

59

8 6

The goal of the pilot project is: to test the feasibility of the Alternative Land Use
Services concept as a farmer- driven approach to delivering social, economic
and environmental benefits in Norfolk County.

Essentially, this goal challenges the rural community to work with governments,
farm organizations, conservation partners and others, to build and sustain the
community capacity needed to deliver the social, economic and environmental
benefits envisioned under ALUS.

6

Objectives for the pilot project are presented at two levels: the first set of
objectives relate to program development and the second set are designed to help
measure the expected and realized output of ecological services delivered by the
pilot project on the ground and in the community.

Program development objectives are designed for building and testing the
conservation delivery model in the community, and measuring the resulting
changes in community/ organizational capacity to deliver ecological services as
the model matures.

Output objectives measure the impacts and/or benefits resulting from
implementing specific ecological services (see below) in the county. Output
objectives would measure benefits such as soil and water conservation gains due
to ALUS, or improvements in the quality of life in the community. These
objectives will also take negative impacts into account, such as any rise in crop
damage due to increased wildlife under ALUS.

N.B. The objectives below are called draft objectives because they will be
modified and updated by a Technical Advisory Committee (see below) once the
project is approved. A survey is planned (see below) of farm, rural non- farm and
urban perceptions of social, economic and environmental conditions in Norfolk
County in early 2004. Survey results will also be used to clarify social, economic
and environmental objectives.
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To foster awareness, cooperation and support among all potential stakeholders
for a pilot test of the ALUS concept in Norfolk County;

To assist the Norfolk Federation of Agriculture to establish a business
partnership among all relevant federal, provincial and local government
departments and agencies, farm organizations and institutions, conservation
groups, industry and other stakeholders to assist, finance, deliver and evaluate the
ALUS pilot project in Norfolk County;

To determine the most appropriate institutional structure(s) to oversee, manage,
control and evaluate an effective environmental services program at the county
level;

To determine the level of human resources and financial assistance required to
implement, control and maintain an environmental services delivery program;

To determine the acceptability, at the local level, of an environmental services
delivery program;

To determine the most cost- effective and efficient methods of implementing an
environmental services program in Norfolk County, which are also acceptable to
farmers;

To establish and implement a communications plan to support the development,
implementation and reporting requirements (to internal and external audiences/
clients) of the pilot project;

To establish and implement appropriate and sufficient measures to ensure
technical overview, monitoring and adaptation of the pilot project;

& ,< " "0 $6

To quantify and qualify the social, economic and environmental benefits and/or
impacts of the ALUS pilot project in Norfolk County;

To assess and communicate the public benefits that can be delivered from private
farms, including the value of social, economic and environmental benefits
derived from the provision of ecological services on private farmlands;

To determine and prioritize the most feasible and effective land use services/
practices for delivering social, economic and environmental benefits;

To determine fair- market based method(s) of pricing ecological service delivery
on private farmland;

To evaluate the acceptability and effectiveness of tax credits, conservation
agreements, performance (or services maintenance) incentives and other options
for rewarding environmental services;
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6. To clarify the landowner decision- making process in regard to participation in
alternate land use opportunities, by comparing the long and short- term impacts,
values and benefits of various land use options under ALUS, with those available
through traditional policies and farming practices.

7. To determine a cost- effective method(s) to conserve existing ecological capital
and reward good land stewards in the agricultural community.

8. To develop a model of ecological service delivery from private farmlands based
on the program experiences and knowledge gained during the pilot project and
the benefits and/or impacts of the experiment in Norfolk County.

MONITORING & EVALUATION INDICATORS

A number of social, economic and environmental indicators will be monitored during the
study to measure the benefits and impacts of the ALUS project in Norfolk County. A list
of the most relevant indicators was high- graded from the workshop results (see
Appendix IV). A review of these indicators will provide the reader with a good idea of
the types and scope of benefits envisaged under ALUS.

A set of measurable indicators will be selected by the Technical Advisory Committee in
cooperation with research partners in the start up year for the range of services to be
tested in the pilot project. Indicators will also be modified by the results of the
benchmark survey to be conducted in advance of the pilot project.

BENCHMARK SURVEYS

A county- wide, benchmark survey will be conducted early in 2004 to establish farm,
non- farm rural and urban perceptions of the social, economic and environmental
conditions in the county prior to the launching of the pilot project. The survey will be
repeated in the fifth year of the project, once 80% of all ecological service projects have
been in place for a minimum of 3 years (see Table 1), and again in the final C) year of
the project. Funds have been obtained ($40,000) from several partners to finance the first
survey. Initial survey results will inform the Technical Advisory Committee on public
perceptions of the current social, economic and environmental situation and trends in the
County, and guide the refinement of pilot project objectives and monitoring indicators to
be used in the study. All objectives and indicators need to be finalized in the
experimental design, and also set in collaboration with project partners, researchers, the
farm community and with the level of funding achieved for each phase of the project.
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ALTERNATIVE LAND USE SERVICES IN NORFOLK COUNTY

Four basic land use activities that provide ecological services to society will be eligible
including :

1. WETLAND services,

2. RIPARIAN services,

3. UPLAND services and

4. WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT services.

No single service is more important than any other, but funding partners may choose to
support one service that helps in achieving their organizational objectives, while another
service may remain unfunded or only partially funded until supporting partners can be
found. A rationale and background on the four alternative land use (or ecological/
environmental) services to be addressed in the pilot project is presented in Appendix V.
The rationale includes a summary of the existing situation in each service area and some
concerns of partners working in the County.

In order to recognize and value efforts of farmers who have been delivering ecological
services without monetary reward, they too will be eligible to participate in the ALUS
pilot. Past start up costs will not be covered, but a performance (maintenance) incentive
may be considered where farmers can demonstrate that cultivated lands were voluntarily
retired and/or treated since January 1, 1990, and where all other eligibility criteria for
ALUS participation are met. This benchmark date relates to the Kyoto Protocol and the
Government of Canada’s commitment to reduce the rate of greenhouse gas emissions to
6% below the 1990 levels during the initial period of 2008 —2012. Performance
incentives for existing services under ALUS are not retroactive to January 1, 1990, but
will be introduced in the start up phase of the project in Norfolk County. Any previous
government or non-government compensation received by the farmer over and above
past start up costs, would nullify eligibility for performance incentives under ALUS for
existing services. “Existing services” are identified in Table 1 and eligibility/
participation in this service opportunity is estimated at approximately 25% of that
targeted for each of the Riparian, Upland and Wildlife Services.

Performance incentives do not include start up costs, and are intended to encourage and
compensate farmers for maintaining existing ecological services (see above) or for
maintaining new services put in place under ALUS (see below). Performance incentives
ensure ecological service benefits are delivered at high levels throughout the 9 year
duration of the ALUS project in Norfolk County. Farmers receiving performance
incentives must agree to maintain the service on their property by controlling weeds,
repairing fences, ensuring soil erosion does not impact the service area, and by managing
other potential impacts on services and/or service structures. The costs of reasonable and
normal maintenance practices are part of the performance incentive.
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Service descriptions and related targets follow below. (See Table 1 for a summary of
start up and maintenance costs for services).

=l

b

=)= ! 0" $ §" "&" 1 Wetlands are very expensive to
create once lost, but often remaining or degraded wetlands can be
improved to enhance their ecological functions and increase the benefits
they provide to landowners and society. Some wetland functions may be
restored by establishing permanent grassland margins and/or by limiting
livestock access to fragile wetland edges with fencing ... this enhancement
can be achieved through the Riparian Services described below. The
primary wetland service to be offered in this pilot is based on an
innovative project pioneered in Norfolk County in 1996, called the
Wetland Drain Restoration Project (a how- to guide will soon be found at
www.ontariostewardship.org ). This service usually involves installing water
control structures in drainage ditches to restore wooded swamplands, but
can also include modifications to drainage ditch maintenance practices, to
enhance wetland plants found along the drain. Under the Wetland
Enhancement and Restoration® Service, interested landowners within a
qualifying watershed (i.e. municipal drain) will receive 66.7% of the start
up costs from ALUS, and the remaining one- third of start up costs from
OMAF. The latter would occur through the existing grant for drainage
works done under municipal by- law. This aspect of ALUS
implementation would be coordinated by the Norfolk County Drainage
Department. All affected landowners along the drain must voluntarily
agree to the project, and the County would apply on their behalf.
Performance (maintenance) incentives would not be made to individual
farmers to maintain this service, so individual agreements are not required
under ALUS to deliver this service. The Drainage Engineers Report for
each project is adopted as a County by- law and would serve as the
agreement to ensure wetland maintenance, management control and
compliance. This would provide security for enhanced and restored
wetlands under this service. In most cases, an existing 33.3% grant from
OMAF under the Drainage Act would defray all remaining costs to
participating farmers. This one- third grant is in reference to assessed
agricultural lands, not assessments to residential properties or roadways or
railways.

=> 1o0"s (S

? Restoration means “changing existing function and structure of wetland habitat so that it is similar to
historical conditions” and Enhanced Wetland means "An existing wetland where some planned activity by
humans addresses the stresses or limitations to change one or more functions or values." per the 1998
Temperate Wetlands Restoration Guidelines produced by OMNR, Environment Canada (Canadian Wildlife
Service) and Ducks Unlimited Canada (copies available from DUC, Barrie, Ontario)
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=> I % = . 4 % " 6 Implement 20 wetland
drain projects per year for a total of 60 projects (over the first 3 year
phase of the pilot) to enhance and restore 3,960 acres (1584 ha) of
drained/ degraded wetlands, for a total estimated cost of $738,000,
including $492,000 cost to the ALUS pilot. We assume all wetland
drain projects implemented would affect farmland and thus the
OMAF would subsidize 1/3 of the total costs under the Drainage
Act. Where affected lands are not assessed as agricultural lands the
OMAF contribution would not apply.

6

>= "& " 0" $§ §" "&" 1 Three categories of riparian services
will be recognized for management practice reward. 1) Enhance existing
buffers by increasing their width or create new buffers through conversion
of adjacent cultivated land to permanent grasslands, but allowing limited
agricultural use (eg. grazing, hay, and headlands for turning farm
equipment). No off- farm sale of products produced on the riparian buffer
would be allowed. Interested farmers would receive 50% of start up costs
for seeding and soil amendments, and would establish the vegetated
buffers. A performance (maintenance) incentive based on the going land
rental rates for crops historically grown on the affected lands would
compensate the farmer for ecological services provided by the buffer and
ensure the service structure is maintained. Given continued but limited
agricultural use, this incentive would be less than that awarded for the next
category of riparian service where no agricultural use would continue. 2)
Enhance existing buffers by increasing their width or by fencing to restrict
livestock access, or create new buffers through conversion of adjacent
cultivated land to permanent grasslands or tree cover with no agricultural
use. No sales of marketable tree products would be allowed for nine years
to guard against competition with private enterprise. Participating farmers
would receive 50% of start up costs for soil amendments and seeding a
suitable domestic seed mixture, or 75% of start up costs for fencing, or
seeding an array of native grasses, sedges, rushes and/or trees, or planting
tree seedlings to establish the vegetated buffers. A performance incentive
based on fair- market land rental rates for crops historically grown on the
affected lands would compensate the farmer for ecological services
provided by the buffer and ensure the services are maintained. This
incentive would be proportionally more than that for services in the first
category to maintain ecological benefits, since no agricultural use would
be allowed. 3) Incorporate existing, enhanced or new buffers into the
Drainage Engineers Report and define as part of the municipal drain, thus
securing the buffers long-term existence, regardless of future land
ownership. An additional conservation benefit of this category is secured
maintenance of the buffer, as the County's drainage superintendents
become legally responsible for all municipal drain maintenance.




21

Interested farmers would receive 100% compensation towards costs of
establishing category 3 buffers, as they lose the flexibility of opting out
once the buffers are identified as part of the municipal drain. Performance
incentives for category 3 buffers would be similar to category 2 riparian
services.

> & " 0" $ (59

>>= & " o g (" $ 6 Establish
category one buffers with domestic seed mixtures along 50 km (31.1
mi) of open ditch, stream, pond, wetland or Lake Erie shoreline, with
an average width of 10 m (30 ft) to create/ enhance an area of 50 ha
(~125 ac) of riparian corridor over the first 3 year phase of the pilot.
This does not apply to minimum vegetated buffers required under
Ontario's Nutrient Management Act or regulations made under the
Act. It would apply to the area of vegetated buffer wider than the
minimum under Ontario's Nutrient Management Act or regulations
made under the Act. Estimated costs for establishing these buffers are
$25,000 assuming a one time cost of $500/ha ($200/acre) for seed,
seeding, soil amendments and equipment rental, fuel and labour. Start
up costs to the ALUS program would be 50% or $12,500 over the first
phase of the pilot. Costs for performance incentives, assuming 100
participants and an incentive of $250/ha ($100/acre), are $12,500/year
or $37,500 for the first phase of the pilot.

> & " 0" $* (G $ 6 Establish category
two buffers along 20 km (12.4 mi) of open ditch, stream, pond,
wetland or Lake Erie shoreline, with an average width of 10 m (30 ft)
to create/ enhance an area of 20 ha (~50 ac) of riparian corridor over
the first 3 year phase of the pilot. 10% of these buffers will be seeded
to an array of perennial grasses, sedges and rushes and/or tree seed,
and the remainder will be planted with tree and shrub seedlings. This
could apply to minimum vegetated buffers required under Ontario's
Nutrient Management Act or regulations made under the Act, as
category two buffers are enhanced buffers or more than the minimum
required. It could also apply to the area of vegetated buffer wider than
the minimum under Ontario's Nutrient Management Act or regulations
made under the Act. Estimated costs for seeding 2 ha (5 acres) of
native perennial vegetation are $1,000 assuming $500/ha ($200/acre)
for seed, seeding, soil amendments, equipment rental, fuel and labour.
Farmers would contribute 25% of this cost. Start up costs to the
ALUS program would be 75% or $750 over the three year pilot period.
Estimated costs for 5 km of fencing at $3/ft (0.3 m) are $50,000
including materials and installation, costs to the ALUS pilot would be
$37,500. Estimated costs for tree/shrub planting on 18 ha (45 acres)
are $2 per tree/ shrub including seedling costs, planting (900 trees/
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acre) and one year of tending for a total of $81,000. Costs to the
ALUS program would be 75% or $60,750 over three years. Farmers
would provide the remaining 25% of these costs. Performance
incentive costs at $375/ha ($150/acre) would be $7,500/year, or
$22,500 over the first 3 year phase of the pilot.

>>07 & " 0" $*& - ""& 1 " § Establish
category three buffers along 15 km (9.3 mi) of open drain on 10
municipal drains, with an average width of 10 m (30 ft) to create/
enhance an area of 15 ha (~37.5 ac) of riparian corridor over the first 3
year phase of the pilot. This could apply to the minimum vegetated
buffers required under Ontario's Nutrient Management Act or
regulations made under the Act, since incorporating such buffers as
part of the municipal drain is an enhancement due to maintenance and
permanence. Estimated costs for establishing these buffers are $7,500
assuming $500/ha ($200/acre) for seed, soil amendments, equipment
rental, fuel and labour toward site preparation and seeding. An
additional $30,000 would be required for engineering costs to open up
the ten drainage reports and incorporate enhancements into the
engineers report for each property. The enhancements would then be
protected by County by- law. Total start up costs to the ALUS pilot
would be $25,000 as one third of these costs (~$12,500) would be
covered by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture & Food under the
Drainage Act. Estimated costs for performance incentives assuming
100 participants and annual performance incentives of $375/ha
($150/acre) are $5,625/year or $16,875 over the first 3 year phase.

6

2= & 1 0" $§ $" "&" 2Three categories of upland services will
be rewarded. 1) Upland services allowing limited agricultural use would
include establishing permanent grasslands using domestic seed mixtures on
field borders, as filter strips or as grassed waterways. Interested farmers
would receive 50% of start up costs for purchasing domestic seed mixtures,
soil amendments, equipment, fuel and their labour to prepare sites for
seeding and for seeding. No off- farm sale of products produced on the
affected area would be allowed to guard against competition with private
enterprise. An annual performance (maintenance) incentive based on the
going land rental rates for crops historically grown on the affected lands
would compensate the farmer for ecological services provided. 2) Upland
services allowing no agricultural use would include tree planting to establish
windbreaks, connect adjacent woodlots or expand core woodlot areas.
Interested farmers would receive 75% towards start up costs for purchasing
tree seedlings or seed, and other costs related to site preparation and
planting. Only native trees from seed originating in this site region (7)
would be eligible. No sales of marketable tree products would be allowed
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for nine years to guard against competition with private enterprise. Another
upland service under the “no agricultural use category” would be
establishing permanent grasslands using native prairie grasses on field
borders, as filter strips, as grassed waterways, or as barriers (grassed hedges)
to wind or surface runoff. Participating farmers would receive 75% of start
up costs for seed, soil amendments, equipment rentals, labour and other
costs for site preparation and planting. A performance incentive (except for
windbreaks) based on the going land rental rates for crops historically grown
on the affected lands would compensate the farmer for ecological services
provided. 3) Alternative farming systems - includes for example:
conservation tillage, cover crops or integrated pest management. No start up
costs would be provided but interested farmers would receive an annual
performance incentive of $75/ha ($30/acre) for eligible land. ALUS
partners should recognize that the costs to convert to alternative farming
systems are considerable.

7> & 1 0"$ (9%

)= & ! o g (" $ 6 Convert 300 ha (~750
acres) of marginal cultivated land to permanent grassland cover using
domestic seed mixtures along field borders or grassed waterways over the first
3 year phase of the pilot. Estimated start up costs are $160,000 assuming
$500/ha ($200/acre) for seed, seeding, soil amendments and equipment rental,
fuel and labour, plus $10,000 for engineering design costs of grassed
waterways. Start up costs to the ALUS program would be 50% or $80,000 for
the first three year phase. Farmers would contribute the remaining 50% of
costs. Performance (maintenance) incentives of $125/ha ($50/acre) would
total $37,500 annually, or $112,500 over the first 3 years.

> & v 0§ (G $ 6 Plant 100,000 native trees
affecting 24 ha (60 acres) of core woodlot on 10 farms, and 30 miles (50 km)
of windbreak on 60 farms @ 75% of planting costs, estimated @ $2/tree/year
for a total cost of $150,000 to the ALUS pilot. The remaining $50,000 would
be covered by landowner participants in the service. Establish native prairie
grass on 10 ha (25 acres) of marginal cultivated land along field borders or as
grassed hedges - estimated start up costs are $5000 for seed, soil amendments,
equipment rental, fuel, and labour to prepare and seed the sites - costs to the
ALUS program would be 75% or $3,750 over the first 3 year phase of the
pilot. Estimated costs for performance incentives include $250/ha
($100/acre), for 34 ha (85 acres) of previously farmed land, amounting to
$8500/yr or $25,500 for the first 3 year phase of the pilot.

2? & 1 " §* "0 " (835 - $6 Assist 140 farmers by
providing performance incentives of $75/ha ($30/acre) affecting 2,000 ha
(5000 acres) for a total of $150,000 per year, or $450,000 over the first 3 year
phase of the pilot.
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@2 7 - 6

@@= " % "o 0" $ $" "&" 1 Three categories of
land management practices will be recognized for inclusion in the ALUS
pilot. 1) Maintenance or enhancement of natural areas to sustain wildlife
with no limitations on agricultural use. This could include enhancing fish
or wildlife habitat and/or implementing actions identified in national
recovery plans for endangered or threatened species, where actions could
be undertaken that would be compatible with agricultural land use. Up to
50% of the start up costs will be covered by the pilot to a maximum of
$1,000, whereas the performance incentive on affected lands will be
$25/ha. ($10/ ac.). 2) Maintenance or enhancement of natural areas to
sustain wildlife with limited agricultural use. This could include
enhancing fish or wildlife habitat and/or implementing actions identified
in national recovery plans for endangered or threatened species. Up to
50% of start up costs will be covered to a maximum of $2,000 and annual
performance incentives on affected lands will be $75/ha ($30/acre).
Habitat protection zones for eligible endangered species® and/or
"significant wildlife habitat" as designated in the Norfolk County Official
Plan would qualify for 100% tax relief under Ontario’s Conservation Land
Tax Incentive Program, or through some other means that would be
explored during the pilot. 3) Maintenance or enhancement of natural areas
to sustain wildlife with no agricultural use. This could include enhancing
fish or wildlife habitat and/or implementing actions identified in national
recovery plans for endangered or threatened species, such as for example,
securing native Tall- Grass Prairie community remnants®. Up to 75% of
start up costs will be covered to a maximum of $5,000, and the annual
performance incentive on affected lands will be $250/ha ($100/acre).
Habitat protection zones for eligible endangered species’ and/or
"significant wildlife habitat" as designated in the Norfolk County Official
Plan would qualify for 100% tax relief under the CLTIP or through some
other means that would be explored during the pilot.

@> "1 % " . 0"s$ (%

@>= "1 % " - 0" $* "% (" $ 6
Maintain or enhance 100 ha (250 acres) of natural area on 20 farms for

> OMNR. 1998. Guidelines for mapping endangered species habitats under the Conservation Land Tax
Incentive Program. Unpublished technical report, Ont. Min. Nat. Resources, Peterborough. 20 p.

* “Tallgrass Communities of Southern Ontario: A Recovery Plan” prepared by Lindsay Rodger for World
Wildlife Fund Canada and the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, February, 1998, 66 pages.

> OMNR. 2000. Significant wildlife habitat technical guide. Ont. Min. Nat. Resources. Queen's Printer for
Ontario. Toronto. 151 p.
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a total estimated start up cost of $40,000 (50% from ALUS) and
performance incentives totaling $7500 over the first 3 years.

> "1t % " - L $ 6
Maintain or enhance 100 ha (250 acres) of natural area on 20 farms for
an estimated $80,000 in start up costs, (50% from ALUS) and
performance incentives totaling $22,500 over the first 3 years. Reduce
property taxes via CLTIP on 50 ha (125 acres) of natural areas
requiring the transfer of $5000 to Norfolk County to compensate lost
tax revenue, assuming tax savings to affected landowners of $100/ha
($40/acre) for agricultural land.

/R L o g (" $ 6
Maintain or enhance 30 ha (75 acres) of natural area on 3 farms for an
estimated $20,000 in start up costs, (75% from ALUS) and
performance incentives totaling $22,500 over the first 3 year phase of
the pilot. Reduce property taxes via CLTIP on 30 ha (75 acres) of
natural areas requiring the transfer of $3000 to Norfolk County to
compensate lost tax revenue, assuming tax savings to affected
landowners of $100/ha ($40/acre) for agricultural land.

EVALUATION RESEARCH

(See attached Table 2 for a summary of evaluation research over each phase of the

5

project )
7z 6

Benchmark surveys will be conducted early in 2004, in the 5" year, after 80% of
land use treatments (services) have been in place a minimum of 3 years. The
concluding benchmark survey will be conducted in the final year to measure total
project benefits & effects, from a public opinion perspective. These surveys will
ascertain the social, economic and environmental output of the overall pilot project
and help develop and interpret indicators needed to track progress over time toward
program and output objectives. Benchmark surveys will also supply valuable social
and economic baseline information, needed to inform policy researchers in the
design, analysis and final evaluation of their work. Additional surveys will be
required, using the results of the benchmark survey and other data sources (such as
the Statistics Canada census information) to design and implement evaluations for
specific university research initiatives outlined below. Costs of the benchmark
surveys are $40,000 each, for a total of $120,000 to cover the initial, 5t year and
final 9™ year surveys (costs may need to be adjusted to consider potential increases
over time).
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Monitoring of the major environmental output indicators will be focused on the
Lynn River watershed where a pre- ALUS database has been established by the
Long Point Region Conservation Authority. Although ALUS will be implemented
throughout the County, the Technical Advisory Committee and research partners
will need to consider implementing a level of ecological services (within the bounds
described in the foregoing ALUS operational principles) in the Lynn River
watershed, that would be sufficient to induce measurable environmental impacts (to
test whether or not benefits actually accrue at service levels dictated by the ALUS
principles) over the 9 year study.

Sampling of water quality parameters (oxygen, phosphate, nitrate, chlorides,
chemical conductivity), physical parameters (temperature, turbidity), and biological
parameters (bacteria, benthic invertebrates, fish populations) was undertaken at a
number of stations in the Lynn River watershed during 2002 and 2003. Aquatic
habitat features were also observed, measured and recorded. Additional sampling
was done and detailed water quality analysis was completed.

The Lynn River baseline data will be used to evaluate the impact of ALUS on
physical/ chemical variables and biological parameters within the watershed. An
assessment will be made once 80% of ALUS land use projects have been
implemented for a minimum of three years.

Monitoring the baseline environmental indicators listed above will cost $20,000 per
annum or $60,000 over the first three- year phase of the study.

7 9 6

ALUS is an exceptional opportunity for research and training in the agricultural and
environmental policy fields, and for testing new ideas in social - economic
development by working with grassroots rural communities, municipal to provincial
and federal levels of government, and a wide range of non- government
organizations. This ALUS pilot project is designed as a learning experience for
those with an interest in creating enduring change in land use and new business
opportunities in the rural environment. The project will create a foundation of
ecological service delivery in the County, which can be used for experimental
purposes over the 9 year research horizon.

The ALUS evaluation will be conducted by graduate student researchers in
cooperation with universities, foundations, and science/ policy- based innovation
agencies and organizations wherever possible, to train young leaders in policy
concepts and to develop new implementation and delivery mechanisms for
conservation in the farm community. The project will also welcome the input and
participation of researchers from government and partner organizations, who may
contribute their knowledge and experience to achieving goals and objectives.
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Development of an ecological services delivery model under the ALUS principles
will require overall monitoring and evaluation of social, economic and
environmental impacts of the project, coupled with research projects designed to
answer specific questions related to project delivery and impact. Proposals will be
received from graduate students at the Masters and PhD levels in recognized
Universities to conduct this work. Universities specializing in agricultural and
environmental policy, landscape conservation, resource management and rural
socio- economic development, will be encouraged to participate in the pilot project.
A partnership between relevant university departments, granting agencies and
foundations, the Delta Waterfowl Foundation (specializing in science leadership
training), provincial and federal agencies, farm groups and conservation
organizations will be developed to administer and finance postgraduate work on the
pilot project.

Research to evaluate the ALUS concept may include the following studies:

» Municipal Conservation Land Use Planning: a two- year, phase one study
working with the Norfolk County to incorporate conservation measures
under ALUS, and other sensitive environmental areas into the County’s
official land use plan. The student will work with the County Office to
develop methods/ capabilities to integrate land use planning under ALUS
and other ongoing conservation initiatives in the County, into official
planning documents. The study will address needs at the municipal level to
incorporate ALUS and other conservation enhancements, and contribute to
effective municipal land use planning. The study will be designed to help
municipalities meet conservation land use planning needs at the County
level across the Province. This project would also integrate Norfolk
County’s digital mapping capabilities into the ALUS design.

» Pricing Ecological Services: a three- year study starting in phase one on
pricing ecological services to investigate the decision- making process in
regard to land use at the farm level. The study would cover the relevant
social, economic and cultural factors and dynamics involved in setting a
“fair- market” value for the range of ecological services offered under the
ALUS pilot project.

» Maintaining Ecological Capital: a three- year study starting in phase one to
determine how landscape policy can encourage and maintain
environmentally beneficial stewardship practices, while providing incentives
to change less beneficial practices. This study will address the difficult
challenge of fostering and maintaining beneficial land use practices across
the full range of land uses encountered. A number of factors will be
considered in rewarding current beneficial land use practices, including
whether or not the practice was established as a result of a past grant or
subsidy, the critical nature of the location and other factors. The scope and
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level of incentives, recognition programs and other instruments (if any)
needed to maintain ecological capital on farmland may be considered in the
study.

» A Cost: Benefit Analysis of ALUS on Individual Farms: a three- year cost-
benefit study starting in phase one, using precision farming techniques and
other methods to assess the net impact of ALUS implementation at the farm
level in the County. The study would monitor input and output variables to
ascertain potential productivity changes and net costs/ savings on individual
farms due to ALUS implementation. These figures would be compared to
those derived using standard agricultural practices in the same landscape.

» ALUS Policy Model Development: a two- year socio- economic study to be
conducted in phase three, using environmental variables measured during
ALUS implementation to develop a model of the overall impact of ALUS.
The model would include measurements of environmental benefits and
address specific issues such as cost avoidance. Additional surveys may be
required to address this work.

» ALUS Client Satisfaction Measurement: an evaluation of client satisfaction
with the ALUS project, to be conducted in phase two (to evaluate the first 3
years) and in the final two years (phase three) of the pilot. The studies
would each take 2 years to complete (4 years in total). A social, economic
and environmental assessment of the first three years of full implementation
based on the benchmark surveys and on supplemental surveys as required.
The results will present the perceptions of farm participants/ non-
participants in ALUS, rural non- farm and urban audiences in the County on
the implementation of the ALUS project. The client evaluation should also
measure partner perceptions of how well the ALUS experiment is meeting
their needs. Client satisfaction measurement should be repeated in the final
year of the project.

» New Market Opportunities for ALUS Producers: a two year, phase three
study, aimed at developing market opportunities for agricultural and natural
resource goods and services produced under the ALUS model. The study
will identify environmental brand attributes needed to gain access to target
markets for ALUS products in Canada and abroad. For example,
environmental farm plans are insufficient to open access to European
markets for some agricultural products, because EFPs lack remedial
planning for species at risk. This study will use principles of branding and
research in selected markets to enhance the marketability of products
produced under ALUS. The study will also identify competitive
advantages, brand development and positioning opportunities in domestic
and global markets.
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The university research projects will be phased in over the three phases of the
project, spanning the nine- year term of the pilot project. (see attached Chart 1 for
chronology of specific research projects over 9 years). Some of the projects can
begin in the initial stages, others need to be phased in as ALUS becomes fully
implemented, and a run of several years’ data is assembled. It is anticipated that the
first four projects presented above will be established in the initial phase of the
ALUS pilot in Norfolk County, although some work could be delayed until phase
two, pending research partner input and study design needs. The complete annual
cost to finance one graduate student and his/ her research program is estimated at
approximately $50,000 per student/ year, or $550,000 for phase one (total 3 years)
projects. Remaining studies will be launched once ecological services have been in
place a sufficient length of time for research purposes.

The ALUS portion of graduate student research funding would be 50% of total
costs or $275,000 over the first 3 years. The balance of the start up research project
funds will be provided by existing research and scholarship programs at universities
and government granting agencies, and through personal support generated by
graduate students.

9 5 z 4 86

The ALUS pilot project will require a database tracking system to collate the basic
information on each of 821 individual projects, recording data such as the area of
wetland restored and other fundamental criteria related to site enhancements. Basic
project information will need to be compiled in a baseline database supporting
evaluation research, and used to compile progress reports on parameters, such as the
number of participants in the project, the kinds of projects implemented and effects/
impacts observed during the study. The data tracking system will cost
approximately $15,000 to purchase/ modify software, and will also need updates
and de- bugging, for a total cost of $25,000 in the first three years. Updates and
modifications over remaining years should cost approximately $2000 per annum.
Although the office assistant will help with data input, there will be a need to hire
assistance during peak seasons to ensure the timely input of information. This
assistance and help with preliminary data analysis will cost $5000 per year, or
$15,000 over three years. Progress reports will require about $5000 to develop each
year, or $15,000 over three years.

COMMUNICATIONS PLAN

A communications plan for the ALUS pilot project will be developed to create
awareness of the project, report progress to a wide range of audiences and to
promote the project to County farmers. Primary audiences include farmers within
the county, as well as rural non- farm and urban residents in and around the County.
Principal funding partners, provincial farm groups, government organizations with a
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direct interest in the project, local conservation and socio- economic development
groups, and the municipal government are also included among the primary
audiences, as are grant- making organizations, foundations and others interested in
supporting the research.

Secondary audiences include agricultural and environmental agencies, governments
and non- government organizations outside the province in the farm and
conservation community across Canada, as well as municipal governments and their
organizations, including agricultural and rural development councils, and others
with an interest in land use and rural socio- economic development. Farm and
environmental industry members and key government departments such as
Statistics Canada, and many others share an interest in the project. Secondary
audiences also include urban Canadians, farmers, ranchers and landowners in other
provinces, universities and colleges, scientists, sociologists and others with an
interest in agricultural and environmental policy in relation to rural socio- economic
development.

Initial communications will be focused on Norfolk County and the surrounding area
in southern Ontario. These communications will be designed to create awareness of
the project in the primary target audiences and to encourage participation, while
sparking interest and support for the ALUS pilot in the local farm, rural and urban
communities. Communications will highlight the purpose of ALUS and the support
received from a wide range of local partners for the pilot project, and the initial
benchmark survey, which has been fully funded by several community partners. As
the project evolves, the scope and reach of the communications plan will broaden.
The overall communications goal for the ALUS project is to establish, service and
grow communities of ALUS participants and information users (primary and
secondary audiences), to eventually include segments of the general public across
Canada. Basic branding principals will be employed to establish recognition and
awareness of the ALUS brand in increasingly diverse communities of audiences,
from local to national levels.

The network of ALUS partners and interests has been growing in Norfolk County,
throughout Ontario and across the country over the past 2 years. Requests for
information on the ALUS concept continue to expand, as farm groups, academics,
environmentalists, the media and others hear about the concept. Stories on ALUS
have appeared in several local, to provincial and national media across the country
over the past 2 years. The ALUS concept was featured in a special workshop on
ecological services held at the “Leading Edge: Stewardship and Conservation in
Canada,” a national conference hosted by Environment Canada and other national
conservation partners at the University of Victoria in 2003. An ALUS website and
e- newsletter are now being developed to meet the growing communications-
networking needs for ALUS interests and information seekers across the country.

The communications plan will include identification of target audiences; message
development; the setting of communications objectives for each audience and level
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of interest; identification of appropriate communications channels for target
audiences (for example, information sessions and brochures explaining the project
to local farmers to encourage participation/ local media stories to create awareness
and public support); message delivery/ distribution (using print, electronic and
internet networks); and evaluation of communications impact.

The communications plan will cost approximately $50,000 per annum or $150,000
over the first 3 year phase. Communications will continue at this level for the
duration of the pilot project.

ADMINISTRATION & MANAGEMENT

(See attached Table 3 for a summary of administration and management costs
over each phase of the nine- year pilot project)
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A Partner Advisory Committee (PAC) will oversee the management and
administration of the ALUS pilot project in the County. The PAC will be
comprised of the Norfolk Federation of Agriculture and the partners
contributing significant resources to the project. The Norfolk Federation of
Agriculture will select and Chair an Executive Committee of the PAC,
comprised of the Norfolk Land Stewardship Council, the Delta Waterfowl
Foundation and four additional principal project contributors to make final
decisions on the project. Terms of reference will be developed for the PAC
and the Executive Committee and incorporated into the business partnership
agreement with major contributors. The Executive Committee will meet on a
monthly basis during the start up phase and quarterly thereafter. Each
Executive Committee member will have one vote and the Chair will vote only
in the case of a tie. The project manager/ coordinator will serve as secretary
to the PAC and will not have voting status.

The PAC will assemble a Technical Advisory Committee for the pilot project,
preferably from participating partner organizations to provide timely advice
on the technical aspects of project implementation, to review technical
information and to assist in planning and delivering technical aspects of the
project. One important role of the TAC will be to insure that existing
ecological capital is not compromised by implementation of any ALUS
project. A protocol will need to be developed to ensure TAC input into
project review (for example, TAC chair may participate on the ALUS Peer
Review Panel and forward those projects that appear to present some
significant risk to existing ecological resources for full TAC review). Terms
of reference for the TAC will be developed by the PAC. The TAC will
choose a Chair who will call meetings as required and preside over
proceedings. The TAC will coordinate technical aspects of the project with
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the PAC. The project manager/ coordinator will serve as secretary to the TAC
and will not have voting status.
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A project manager/ coordinator will be required to oversee, conduct and
deliver the work required to implement the pilot project. The project manager
will be responsible for the financial and human resources assigned to the
project and will report to the PAC Executive Committee. The project
manager will be responsible for recording the proceedings of the PAC and the
TAC and will handle the correspondence related to the pilot project. Job
descriptions for the project manager and other staff will be developed by the
Executive Committee. Roles, tasks and expectations for members of the PAC
and the TAC will also be developed.

A full- time office assistant for the project manager will be engaged following
the appointment of the project manager, and will be in place for a minimum of
five years thereafter. The office assistant will be responsible for managing the
applications for 821 potential projects under the pilot, for office maintenance,
filing, handling correspondence, and to assist the project manager in all
aspects of his/ her duties.

A full- time extension specialist at the agricultural college level will be hired
for the first five years of the pilot to explain the program and benefits of the
ALUS to farmers, to identify specific projects for land use change under
ALUS in the County, and to encourage the participation of local farmers in the
program. The extension specialist will be assisted by two summer students
during the busy spring to late summer period, for the first three years of start
up, decreasing to one summer student during phase two.

Staff costs include $60,000 per annum for the project manager, plus 20% in
benefits, totaling $72,000 per year or $216,000 over first three years. An
extension specialist will be hired for $40,000 per annum, plus 20% in benefits
for a total of $48,000 per year or $144,000 over the first three year phase. The
office assistant will receive $35,000 per annum, plus 20% in benefits, totaling
$42,000 per year or $126,000 over three years. Student extension assistants
would be paid $600 per week and hired for a maximum of 20 weeks per
season. Student assistants would cost $24,000 per year or $72,000 over a
three year period. Allocations of financial resources for staff are shown over
the 9- year term of the pilot project in Table 3. Start up consulting assistance
is needed to begin the process of organizing the project, working with the
principal partners at the outset to ensure committees are selected, guide
committee members in writing terms of reference and moving forward with
hiring the staff required. There will be an ongoing oversight requirement
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during start up which will diminish as the project becomes fully staffed and
functional. Consulting fees will cost $24,000 in the first year, for a total of
$48,000 in over the first two years. Travel, supplies, sub- contracting and
related consulting expenses are estimated at $12,000 over the two- year
period.

A central location for the ALUS Pilot Project Office will be found within the
County. Although their may be options for receiving “in- kind” contributions
of office space, furniture, equipment etc., all requirements in this proposal are
outlined on a cash basis for planning and consistency.

Office costs include $2000 per month for rent, utilities, maintenance and
supplies; a start up cost of $17,500 for furniture, three computers, fax, phone,
a digital camera and initial supplies. Total office/ equipment/ supply costs
equal $89,500 over the three- year start up phase. The project would require
two rental vehicles @ $700/ month each and a gas/ maintenance allowance of
$200 each per month. A further private vehicle allowance would be required
for 10,000 km per year @ $0.35/km or $3500. Vehicle costs are $75,300 for
three years.
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ALUS information & training workshops will be held on a monthly basis to
inform interested farmers about the benefits and opportunities of the ALUS
program. The workshops will be one- half day in duration and will guide
farmers in the preparation of their applications. The ALUS workshops will be
designed to promote the program and provide information. Attendance is not
required to qualify for the program.

Monthly half- day workshops will cost $200 per half day for the instructor and
$50 per day for supplies and incidentals. Room rental @ $100/ session will
cost $3000, for a total workshop cost of $14,000 over a three- year period.

The workshop course preparation and 1000 course booklets will cost $3500.

ALUS applicants must have completed an Environmental Farm Plan deemed
appropriate to participate in the ALUS program. Qualifying farmers will
submit their applications to an ALUS Peer Review Panel, which will review
the application and determine if the proposal is acceptable and meets ALUS
requirements for funding. Start up costs will be paid upon receipt of
appropriate invoices and performance incentives will be paid following the
audit period in the first year.

The ALUS Peer Review Panel will meet monthly for the first two years and
bi- monthly in year three. The Peer Review Panel will consist of three County
farmers, the Technical Advisory Committee chair and the project manager. A
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per diem of $200 per day, or $100 for a half day, plus $0.35/km travel
allowance will be provided to farmers sitting on the panel, for a total of
$18,000 in per diem costs and $1575 in travel allowance over three years.

1" 6

A local partner in the agricultural community will be sought to deliver the
audit function related to the ALUS project. Some aspect of the financial
administration of the project may also be delivered by a farm agency with
capability and experience in this area. Opportunities for collaboration/
partnership in these areas will be explored during the pilot project start up
period.

The ALUS pilot will audit 100% of initial start up projects in the first 3 years,
and randomly select 25% of projects for audit as a follow- up in phase two
and three. A total of 821 projects would require an initial audit in phase one.
Assuming four projects are audited per day, 205 days @ $200 per diem =
$41,000 total per diem initial audits costs in phase one. A travel allowance of
$0.35/ km, assuming 120 km travel per day x 205 days = $8610 for travel
fees. One meal per day @ $15 per meal x 205 = $3075 in meal costs for the
initial audit. Total initial audit costs for 100% audit in the first three years =
$52,685. A 20% administration charge will be levied by the auditing
organization (separate from ALUS administration & management), would add
a cost of $10,537 to the above, for a total auditing cost $63,222 for the first
three years. Annual auditing costs would decrease from $21,074 in phase one,
to $5,269 per annum as only 25% of projects would be audited each year
thereafter (Table 3).

BUDGET AND TIMELINES
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A summary of major item costs for the ALUS pilot project over each phase of
the nine year planning horizon is presented in Table 4. The total cost of the
project is $7,647,826 over nine years, measured in 2004 Canadian dollars.
Project figures will need to be adjusted according to the impact of inflation
and perhaps other factors during the course of the study. These contingencies
could be added to the final draft by project partners, or offset by a reserve
fund under the budget to handle unforeseen increases in costs.

The ALUS pilot project budget was constructed on a cash basis. Although
“in- kind” contributions are anticipated from the project partners, these remain
to be determined as initial steps of start up unfold. It is apparent that several
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organizations are prepared to support the project in a variety of ways and the
logos of several of these organizations are displayed on this report.

Readers should be cautious in their interpretations concerning the costs and
priority of various components of the budget. Due to the nature of the ALUS
partnership, where contributions are anticipated based on the specific interests
of potential partners, traditional budgetary cost- cutting measures, will not in
most cases, result in more money for a “higher” priority, within this budget.
For example, cutting the university partner research item in phase one (see
Table 4), would not result in either a “saving” to the project of this amount, or
an opportunity to reallocate $550,000 to another item, such as wildlife
enhancement. It would simply result in the loss of the money and the
departure of the research partners who have chosen to support this aspect of
the project. The Norfolk County ALUS partnership is designed to be
complimentary to the interests of specific partners and to encourage them to
work with all interests on the landscape to achieve beneficial change. This
budget is a natural compilation and extension of those interests and current
efforts of all partners.

Readers should also bear in mind that the Norfolk County ALUS pilot
project is foremost an experiment, not a program, but a test of a new
concept for delivering ecological services and socio- economic prosperity in
the rural environment. While the authors have consulted extensively with the
farm community, governments and most of the potential interest groups, and
used current and historical data on a wide range of cost issues to prepare the
budget, in many cases we simply do not know enough about costs and
potential benefits, individual landowner perceptions and/ or pricing issues, to
design an operational ecological services delivery system, without doing the
research recommended in this pilot project.

Phase one funding requirement is $4,067,816 or 53% of the total, which
includes all start up costs. Phase two and three funding requirements are
$1,811,430 and $1,768,580 respectively, representing 24 and 23% of total
project costs. The added emphasis on evaluation research during the latter
part of the project tends to offset to some extent, the continually decreasing
administrative costs over the three phases.
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The percentage of total potential pilot project cash resources to be allocated
among major project items, over the three phases of the project is shown in
Table 5. In phase one, 58% of all resources would be allocated to farmers for
start up needs and ecological services. Farmers will also contribute
significantly to meeting these costs as illustrated in Table 6 below. Since all
start up costs have been allocated to phase one in this budget, the percentage
of resources given to farmers for services drops slightly in phase two and
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three. Start up costs are $1,437,500 representing 35% of the total phase one
costs and 19% of overall project costs during the 9 years. These costs are
shared with farmers and are needed to put the services and services structures,
such as fencing and buffers, in place.

Research comprises a significant, but modest proportion of the budget, rising
to meet overall evaluation needs in phase three. In a practical sense, all
project resources are dedicated to building a foundation for testing ecological
service delivery in the County, to enable the farm community and research
partners to conduct the experiment and report their findings on the ALUS
landscape policy concept.

Administration costs are calculated at 21% of overall budget in phase one.
The actual amount allocated to administration drops significantly from phase
one to phase two (by $291,542 or - 33%), however the overall percentage
rises to 32% of total, mainly due to the elimination of start up costs and a
large decrease in funding for specific research projects in phase two.
Administration actual costs also decrease by an additional $242,850 or - 42%
from phase two to phase three.
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The projected cash and land contributions required from farmers and other
ALUS partners to launch and maintain phase one of the pilot project in
Norfolk County are illustrated in Table 6. To fully implement phase one,
farmers would contribute $241,750 toward start up costs for establishing
ecological services, and have voluntarily dedicated 5,941 acres of their own
farmland to producing ecological services. Farmer contributions amount to
17% of the phase one cash requirement and 49% of the total land needed to
launch ALUS in the County. These lands include some land which has been
voluntarily set aside for ecological reasons since January 1, 1990, and for
which the farmer has not received any subsidy or annual payment, beyond
start up costs where applicable (see text). However, the bulk of the land
farmers would be contributing to ALUS under this proposal will be new, and
retired from farming with no annual performance incentive provided (as
described under the wetland drain projects for example). Farmers will charge
environmental partners for the provision and maintenance of ecological
services on the remaining lands needed to deliver the services envisaged under
the proposal. These contributions establish a generous base from Norfolk
County farmers upon which to build the ALUS project, and an exceptional
opportunity for Canadians to lever environmental benefits several fold in
partnership with farmers.

Potential farmer contributions, cash already received for the first benchmark
survey from several partners, coupled with existing program funding
opportunities in the County result in a total of $545,250, which could be
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allocated to the project in phase one. Although fundraising has not yet started
in earnest, the amount secured above represents 13% of phase one cash needs,
leaving $3,522,566 remaining to be raised for the first three year phase of the
project.
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The cost of maintaining ecological services under ALUS in Norfolk County,
following the 9 year pilot project period would be approximately $333,794 per
annum, calculated in 2004 Canadian dollars. 85% of this total would go to
farmers for maintaining the established services in a fully operational form,
and 15% would cover project communications, ongoing audits and other
essential administrative services.

The calculation above assumes 100% farmer participation, following the 9
year ALUS timeline. This level of service delivery would require $282,125
(2004 Canadian dollars) in performance incentives per annum. An estimated
$5000 per annum would be required to maintain program communications,
$36,000 for a project manager on a half- time basis, plus transportation and
ongoing audit costs at $5,400 and $5,269 per annum respectively, (all in 2004
Canadian dollars).

<ol %

ALUS partners in Norfolk County will begin fundraising for the pilot project
in January 2004, once the proposal has been finalized and printed. Project
partners intend to launch ALUS as early as possible in 2004, as it will take
time to spread community awareness and begin the work processes related to
the project. Chart one provides a graphic overview of project timelines, and
more specific details are available throughout the text.

APPENDICES

APPENDIX I:

7 8

The future of rural Canada depends on families who farm the land and produce
the food everyone enjoys on a daily basis. When farmers go out of business, rural
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Canada suffers social hardship and declining economic activity. Small town
stores and service businesses close, eroding the municipal tax base. Farms must
be profitable to maintain vibrant rural communities.

The goal of agricultural policy is to culture the political, trade, social and
economic environment in which agriculture will flourish, while sustaining the
environmental foundation supporting the industry, and the high quality of life
expected by Canadians. Policy influences are dynamic, prolific and varied,
making effective policy development and implementation a moving target at all
levels in Canada. But through all of this, one major trend is discernable —
environmental issues and opportunities will expand — and exert a powerful,
growing influence on agriculture and rural communities. ALUS is designed to
shape that influence into socio- economic opportunity for farmers and rural
communities.

International trade is the companion to environmental forces shaping the future of
agriculture and rural communities. Trade and environment are inextricably linked
in the major socio- economic and environmental policies of the world’s largest
trading blocks — the United States and the European Union — and they exert
tremendous pressures on the Canadian rural economies. The recent US Farm Bill
approved over $86 Billion, with a significant portion of the funding allocated to
paying farmers and ranchers to deliver ecological services under several
provisions including the US Conservation Reserve Program and the new
Conservation Security Act. These programs pay US farmers and ranchers billions
of dollars annually to improve the environment. Since these payments do not
enhance farm production, they are acceptable under World Trade Organization
(WTO) rules. In Europe, tourism has surpassed traditional agriculture as a
revenue generator for rural- based economies. Countries in the European Union
pay farmers and their families to remain on the land, to preserve the traditional
farm lifestyle and the pastoral characteristics of the landscape that are most
attractive to visitors.

Canadian agricultural policy established in regard to environmental pressures
needs to evolve beyond risk management to realize new business opportunities
and competitive advantages for Canadian farmers. Production of a high quality
environment can become a new pillar of socio- economic opportunity for
Canada’s rural communities. Ecological services, and a farmer- driven and
administrated business infrastructure for delivering these services, is essential to
promote and maintain rural tourism, to respond to demands for environmental
benefits from urban Canadians, and for farmers to benefit from growing
environmental- based business opportunities, such as carbon sequestration and
credit trading.

ALUS is proposed as a policy prototype, designed to transform public
environmental concerns and risks into business opportunities for farmers. The
Norfolk ALUS Pilot Project is targeted at building community leadership skills
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and tools required to produce social, economic and environmental benefits. New
policy product prototypes like the ALUS concept need to be constantly designed
and tested to keep Canadian agriculture on the leading edge in competitive
markets. Canadian agriculture needs to stay in front and on top of the
environmental policy life- cycle curve to enhance global competitiveness of
Canadian agricultural products, and to foster a healthy rural landscape.

The Agricultural Policy Framework (APF) developed by the federal government
and the provinces is a step in the right direction, yet much more needs to be done.
Over recent years, most Canadian farm support programs have been eliminated,
reduced, or significantly downsized. Commodity prices are low and will probably
remain so for the foreseeable future. While the world has made great strides in
reducing trade barriers, the dream of farmers that current trade negotiations will
result in agricultural trade free of subsidies has not materialized. At the same
time, Canada’s principal trading partners have vastly expanded their payments to
farmers for ecological services.

Farmers continue to face low commodity prices, high inputs and transportation
costs, plus high levels of debt while the strategy of increasing production to cope
with these problems is being called into question. A single case of Bovine
Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) detected recently in Alberta has shaken the
livestock industry to the core, as over 30 countries have closed their borders to
some exports and shipments of live animals. A reduction in the Canadian
livestock industry will have immense implications for the conservation of current
grazing lands, and a potentially huge impact on the environment. An alternative
land use services policy initiative would contribute significantly to moderating the
impacts of these influences on ranchers, farmers, rural economies and the
environment.

Agriculture is also facing an aggressive environmental agenda, as an urban-based
electorate increasingly is demanding new products- cleaner air, water, wildlife
and pastoral landscapes- from rural producers and landowners. Governments have
responded with new regulations such as the Species at Risk Act and the Ontario
Nutrient Act, extending public control and influence over land use. The federal
Department of Fisheries & Oceans (DFO) has moved to enforce provisions of the
federal fisheries act on private land. Meeting growing public expectations and
demands for environmental benefits through an increasing reliance on regulations
& enforcement will continue to have profound implications for the agricultural
industry in Canada.

Nevertheless, a number of very real environmental issues in agricultural regions
pose risks to agribusiness, urban and rural communities today. Water quality is by
far the most important and has been affected by runoff from farm fields or
nutrient enrichment from livestock operations adjacent to rivers and streams.
Biodiversity of flora and fauna have declined in many areas due to the conversion
of natural habitat to farmland. It is clear, however, that under the current
economic climate (i.e. global competition, disease impacts, increasing farm input
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costs, low commodity prices) farmers cannot afford to put stewardship of the
public’s environmental resources on a par with the task of making a living from
their land.

The legitimacy of rewarding farmers and ranchers through tax credits,
conservation agreements and other performance incentives to produce public
environmental benefits from private land, is based on the shared nature of public-
private sector resources occurring on private property. Most environmental
resources, including water, air, fish and wildlife, are in public ownership, even if
they occur on private land (see the table below). Since there are currently no real
markets for public resources, farmers and ranchers tend to maximize revenues
from crops and livestock. This often increases farmland and agricultural
production at the expense of public resources.

Resource Ownership on Private Lands

Resource Private Public
Soil X
Water X
Crop X
Wildlife X
Fish X
Livestock X
Trees X
Air X




41

With these economic and environmental challenges in mind, Keystone
Agricultural Producers (KAP), Manitoba’s largest general farm organization, in
cooperation with Delta Waterfowl, a farmer- friendly wildlife research
foundation, produced a concept paper entitled “Alternat(ive) Land Use Services:
Broadening the Base of Agricultural Income.” The paper describes an approach
to dealing with both the financial and environmental issues facing today's farmers.
To quote from the paper directly:

“The overall goal of this paper is to describe an alternat(ive) land use services
concept that delivers environmental benefits, is non-trade distorting, and that is
capable of attracting grassroots and political support, in both urban and rural
constituencies across Canada.”

APPENDIX II:

Most farm groups in Ontario are organized at the local level on a county basis.
The initial project consultation committee® for this pilot, led by the Norfolk
Federation of Agriculture, specifically chose the whole of Norfolk County as the
study area in part for that reason. They felt the County- wide approach would be
important for marketing the ALUS program once the pilot was to be implemented
and for assessing the economic and social benefits derived from implementing
ALUS. However, assessment of the ecological benefits derived from
implementing ALUS may best be done on a watershed basis, particularly those
benefits relating to water quality and quantity. Thus some of the assessment
effort will be directed at monitoring ecological benefits on watersheds situated
within the county, especially building on the existing work of the Long Point
Region Conservation Authority and the Simcoe & District Fish & Game Club in
the Lynn River watershed.

Norfolk County contains 1,628 square km (635 sq. miles) in land area and is
home to about 60,000 people. There are many towns (Simcoe is the largest at
15,000 people) and hamlets in this picturesque agricultural area, which lies within

® The organizing committee is co-chaired by farmers Vic Janulis and Bauke Vogelzang, representing the
Norfolk Federation of Agriculture (NFA), the lead partner for this pilot proposal. NFA has worked closely
with partners, Delta Waterfowl Foundation (DWF) and Norfolk Land Stewardship Council (NLSC), to
facilitate numerous meetings with stakeholders to discuss and develop this proposal. The Agricultural
Adaptation Council (AAC) has invested significantly as has DWF and NLSC in developing the pilot
proposal and raising awareness of the ALUS concept. See Appendix VI for a complete list of people and
organizations who have contributed to development of this proposal.
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an easy drive of larger centres like London, Kitchener, Hamilton and Toronto.
Lying primarily on the Norfolk Sand Plain, where soils are particularly vulnerable
to wind and water erosion, has had a direct influence on historical and present-day
land use throughout the County. The sand plain has a shallow cold water aquifer,
which is the source for cold water trout streams, water for crop irrigation, animal
agriculture, and other human/ industrial uses. Located within the deciduous forest
region frequently referred to as Carolinian Canada, the County's climate is quite
moderate, due to its southerly location and the modifying influence of Lake Erie.
The area has one of the longest growing seasons in Canada. With at least 150
frost-free days a year and 90 cm (35 in) of annual precipitation, the County's mild
climate and rich soils provide excellent opportunities for growing agricultural
crops and they support a diversity of wildlife and plant species.

A compelling reason to launch a pilot test of the ALUS concept in Norfolk
County is the vast amounts of information that exists on its resources, and related
issues, including agricultural crops, wind and water erosion, water quality and
quantity, stream fisheries, waterfowl populations, and natural areas inventory.
These data have been collected by various public and private organizations such
as Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC), Canadian Wildlife Service
(CWS), Canada Centre for Inland Waters (CCIW), Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (OMNR), Bird Studies Canada (BSC), Long Point Waterfowl &
Wetlands Research Fund (LPWWRF), Ducks Unlimited Canada (DUC), Norfolk
Field Naturalists (NFN), the Long Point Region Conservation Authority (LPRCA)
and several major universities. There is also a good administrative infrastructure
in Norfolk County including the head offices for LPRCA, LPWWREF and BSC,
and field offices for OMNR, Ontario Ministry of Agriculture and Food (OMAF),
CWS, University of Guelph Horticultural Research Station, and AAFC's Southern
Crop Protection and Food Research Centre.

Norfolk County presents an ideal opportunity to test the ALUS concept via a pilot
project. According to the 2001 Canada Census of Agriculture, there are 1,651
farms with 292,703 acres (117,081 ha) of farmed land in the County - ie. an
average of 177 acres (71 ha) per farm. The County has a diverse agricultural
economy with small grains and other field crops comprising the majority of farm
types. Key field crops are corn (for grain & silage), soybeans, tobacco, tame hay,
rye, alfalfa, winter wheat, barley, oats, forage seed, and spring wheat. Livestock
operations include cattle, dairy, poultry and pork and represent 4% of farm types.
Specialty crops comprise 9% of farm types, while fruit crops represent 3% and
vegetables cover 5%. Specialty crops include ginseng, peanuts, garlic, shiitake
mushrooms, stevia (a natural sweetener), citronella, dried flowers, sweet potatoes,
evening primrose and other herbs, Christmas trees, oriental vegetables, and hemp
(under special license from the Government of Canada). Fruit and vegetable
farms focus on apples, sweet corn, tomatoes, asparagus, cucumbers, peppers,
strawberries, potatoes and squash/pumpkins. Other fruit and vegetable crops
include cabbage, cauliflower, sour cherry, broccoli, pear, and blueberries,
hydroponic produce, and others.
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Many crops are completely dependent on irrigation water, and farmers draw water
from streams and aquifers throughout the growing season for this purpose.
Judicious water management is required to maintain water for irrigation and the
natural ecosystem.

The agricultural landscape within Norfolk County still supports a diversity of
natural features including Carolinian forest, coldwater streams, abundant
groundwater, a rich diversity of flora and fauna, and the largest concentrations of
species at risk in all of Canada. The fact that Norfolk County contains numerous
rare species is because of its location at the northern edge of the ranges of several
southern species, and the southern edge of many northerly distributed species.

The hardships experienced by Norfolk residents and wildlife during the early
1900s, when soils and natural habitats were seriously degraded, serve as a
reminder of the very tangible consequences of unsustainable agriculture and
landscape level ecological neglect. We must continue to build on the lessons of
the past and develop new conservation and sustainable agriculture programs that
have positive landscape impact and community support. For these reasons, it is a
good time to bring the conservation business into farming and the farming
business into conservation. The ALUS concept has the potential to achieve that
goal.
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APPENDIX III:
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The ALUS Workshop held in Simcoe, Ontario was a turning point in planning the
pilot project. The principal findings are highlighted below and have been fully
incorporated into the planning design and evaluation of the ALUS pilot project.
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Results of the social, economic and environmental issues priority- setting exercise
is presented in tabular form below. For details on the incorporation of this
information into the pilot project design, please consult the accompanying
workshop report and see below.
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Improved nutrient management
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More wildlife / SAR

Improved water quality / quantity
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Improved / restored wildlife habitat

Reduced soil erosion / wind erosion

Reduce nitrogen input on groundwater

More consistent water supply

Improved pastoral landscape
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Carbon sequestration
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Greater public awareness of agriculture 14

Narrowing rural / urban gap 13

Eco-marketing

Eco-tourism and recreation 7

Less crop insurance payouts

More efficient farm production 4

Improved farm cash flow/enhanced 10
income

Increased knowledge and capacity 3

Greater landowner awareness of
environmental amenities

Retain family farm

Better/improved land use planning

Cost avoidance (drain maintenance, etc.)
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Proactive — fewer regulations
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Workshop participants concluded that the ALUS principles and program outlined
in KAP’s concept paper defines the “new ground” to be explored for farmers and
beneficiaries in delivering environmental benefits to Canadians. Participants
converged on the idea that the evaluation should focus on the impact of the ALUS
program as a delivery mechanism of best (beneficial) management practices,
rather than on measuring the benefits of stewardship techniques and the various
practices implemented. It is more important to demonstrate that the ALUS
program and it’s principles (for example — farmer driven, conservation as a
product delivered by farm organizations & institutions, etc.) are a workable
solution at the community level, rather than whether or not the ALUS project
could invest sufficiently in best management practices to obtain a measurable
difference in indicators over the short time span of the study.

The pilot needs to demonstrate that the basic ALUS concept and its planning
framework can catalyze and sustain effective community capacity, to deliver the
objectives and benefits of the program. This will require some new objectives
related to program development and indicators of program effectiveness, based on
collaboration among many interests & organizations.

Indicators should be simple, do- able, meaningful and easy to understand by rural
& urban constituencies. Indicators should also be objective, measuring positive
and less desirable impacts such as wildlife damage (for a review of monitoring/
evaluation indictors and their potential relevance to the pilot project please see
Appendix IV below).

Participants concluded that socio- economic indicators were paramount in the
monitoring & evaluation of the ALUS pilot. Among these, basic information
about the numbers of farmers involved in the program, the amounts of land in
various types of uses, farm input and output analyses tracking variables such as
crop inputs & yields, cost avoidance, time- savings and area of changes in
cropping practices were important, as were indicators of profitability and farm
income. Socio- economic indicators of impacts on the farm, in rural communities
and urban areas of the county, ranging from municipal cost avoidance benefits to
land values & others were recommended. There was a consensus on a need for
socio- economic surveys to benchmark conditions at the outset and following
implementation. Collaboration with the municipality and other levels of
government & non- government organizations to develop reliable tools &
procedures was emphasized.

The “program” evaluation focus of the ALUS pilot however, does not obviate the
need for sound environmental indicators to measure these benefits. There was a
clear consensus on the requirement to measure quality and quantity of surface and
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ground water. Priority indicators included water chemistry, turbidity, nutrient
loading, flow characteristics & others contained in the group reports. Changes in
land use, & uptake variables such as the amount of wetlands, buffers, amount of
crop residue, area of interior forest created among others were recommended.
Impacts on species diversity and abundance were recognized as the foundation of
key biological indicators. Sampling aquatic macro- invertebrates, the presence
/absence of species, in particular species at risk, and monitoring fish populations
(especially coldwater species) as indicators of water quality, quantity and other
indirect land use impacts, were recommended.

The experimental design of the pilot should incorporate information from past and
existing studies. All workshop break- out groups raised issues of time and scale
in planning project treatments and measuring impacts. The use of sub-
watersheds and even individual farms may be needed to demonstrate benefits of
some treatments. Environmental, social and economic studies of specific
questions, such as the pricing of ecological services, gauging the need for
incentives, and understanding the farmer decision- making process in regard to
land use, should be conducted in cooperation with universities & experts in the
region.

APPENDIX IV:
- 8

Monitoring indicators are essential to evaluating the pilot project, to determine
whether or not the goals and objectives are being met for all aspects of the project.
The first set of indicators presented below relate directly to program development
objectives, and are examples of the types of monitoring indicators needed to
measure progress toward building and testing the conservation delivery model in
the community. The second set of indicators relate to the output objectives,
which are monitoring indicators needed to measure the social, economic and
environmental benefits and/or impacts resulting from implementing the specific
ecological services outlined in the proposal.

Setting measurable objectives and choosing the best indicators for evaluating the
Norfolk County ALUS Pilot Project depends on good information and sound
scientific judgment. Research partners and the Technical Advisory Team will
need to refine the objectives and reduce the number and scope of indicators
presented below, to meet the specific needs of their research. Research partners
and the Technical Advisory Team will make final recommendations to the
Partnership Advisory Team on the indicators to be used in their studies.
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Community awareness & support for the pilot project among urban & rural citizens,
organizations, business and others at the grassroots level — for example, evidence of
farmer & community uptake & approval of the program;

Partnership with a broad range of governments & agencies in the agricultural and
environmental sectors, as well as non- government organizations, politicians, opinion
leaders and the media on the development & implementation/ evaluation of the
project;

Development of effective management & control of the pilot by farmers & farm
organizations in the community — for example, integration of the ALUS pilot with the
Environmental Farm Plan process & the establishment of monitoring plans with
partner organizations;

The achievement of sufficient financial, human and other in- kind support for each
phase of the pilot project, from start up through the final evaluation;

Evidence of organizations acting, in their own way, to contribute to the objectives of
the pilot project — for example, the number of organizations that have work plans and
projects adopting objectives that address the ALUS goal;

Evidence of integration of program delivery at the “farm gate”; at the watershed &
county level; and at federal & provincial levels — for example, the number of projects
that involve multiple organizations delivering a product or service (at a specified
level);

Evidence of money invested, made or saved at the farm level; watershed; county or
even larger level if possible; estimated cash and in- kind support — for example,
survey response to questions about estimated dollar value invested, revenue
generated, or saved (cost avoidance) at each level, then aggregated for the project;

Evidence of cost efficiency to individual organizations — for example, leverage ratios
showing investment by an organization relative to the total cost of projects that
directly address objectives of the organization;

Documentation of service structures put into place — for example, total wetland arca
of various wetland types (see below), kilometers of riparian zones protected or
buffered, total area of upland cover established under ALUS;

Calculated potential value of services put in place, based on established estimators —
for example, water attenuation, flood control or cleaning capacity; bank stabilization
and reduction in siltation and turbidity; values related to municipal

water treatment, livestock health, fish habitat quality; cost avoidance estimates, such
as reduced frequency of drain clean- out; water treatment equipment not needed;
cheaper road construction adjacent to water systems; establishing these values
represents one of the greatest challenges to land use services programs, also,



48

establishing the levels at which various overlapping landscape conservation program
initiatives may be contributing to the values observed;

» Evidence of ongoing community interest and uptake of the project messaging;
agency, organization and media reporting on the project; uptake and involvement of
universities, schools and other educational interests;

» Evidence of satisfaction with the efforts and results at all levels and within all sectors
— as measured by client satisfaction surveys;

» Indications of buy- in and long term commitment to values generated and to the
maintenance of change on the landscape.

"o $ e 2" & %5 "$ Outpur - 3" " 16

» Evidence of increased farm income; improved cash flow; decrease in crop insurance
and crop insurances payouts; decrease in fuel, pesticide and labour costs; improved
efficiency; increased yields on the remaining most productive lands;

» Growth of new, value- added industries as evidenced by the number of new business
start ups and increasing visitor volume in activities including agro- & eco- tourism,
hunting, fishing, camping and park attendance, and other landscape- dependent
business, resulting from increased biodiversity, improving landscape aesthetics &
architecture, and expanding recreational resources & capacity;

» Survey results generating greater public appreciation for farmers and narrowing of
the rural- urban gap, as the urban population of the County becomes aware of the
ALUS project and opportunities for public participation and support expand,

» Comparative before & after benchmark studies will record the impacts & quantify/
qualify the socio- economic benefits; studies will consider the collection of primary
data (direct from the consumer/ beneficiary) and secondary types of information
(indirect indicators such as the changes in social and economic parameters measured
through non- project related work in the County — for example, information derived
from the Statistics Canada Census).

Note: the foregoing indicators are not a comprehensive list of all parameters to be
measured in the ALUS pilot project. Project planners will need to specify study
parameters in cooperation with partners during the start up phase of their research.

0" . 1" § OQutpur . 3" " 16§

» Evidence of improvement in surface & groundwater quality & quantity — for
example, improvements in water quality indicator species, such as benthic organisms,
aquatic plants; changes in the biomass, distribution & abundance of cold- water fish
communities in county watersheds; water conductivity; turbidity; seasonal water
temperature patterns; reduced phosphorous and nitrate levels;

» Improvements in stream flow, base flows, flood attenuation; also the availability of
surface and groundwater to farming operations and other users;
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» Improvements in quantity & quality of a range of wetland types, and in delivery of
wetland ecological functions; indications of an improving diversity & abundance of
wetland- related species;

» Enhanced areas of uplands in the county, providing grassland and other cover
benefits to improve water quality & supply, soil retention & enhancement and habitat
for a range of upland/ grassland species;

» Increased length & width of buffer areas in the county, contributing to water quality/
quantity benefits and biodiversity;

» Overall reduction in soil & wind erosion; improvement in soil organic matter;
increases in surface crop residue; reduction in pesticide residue levels.

> Other environmental indicators will be considered.

APPENDIX V:

RATIONALE & BACKGROUND ON THE ALTERNATIVE LAND USE
(ECOLOGICAL) SERVICES TO BE DELIVERED UNDER THE ALUS PILOT
PROJECT IN NORFOLK COUNTY

r o"$ " 6

Wetlands are the most biologically diverse and productive landscape feature in
Southern Ontario. Most citizens, whether they own land or not, benefit from
wetlands. Wetlands provide recreational opportunities for anglers, birdwatchers,
hikers, hunters, photographers, canoeists, and other outdoor enthusiasts. The
biomass or living material produced on marshlands is four times that of
grasslands, and three times that of cropland’.

Wetlands provide habitat for thousands of species of mammals, fish, insects,
amphibians, reptiles and birds. Several wetland plant and animal species in
Ontario have been identified as being "at risk". Wetland plants stabilize soils and
reduce soil erosion. Wetlands also act as huge sponges to store water and help
reduce the incidence and intensity of flooding downstream. The water stored by
wetlands percolates back into the ground, recharging the ground water supply,
and maintaining water levels in streams and rivers. Water supplied by wetlands is
key to agricultural crop production during dry periods. The capacity of Ontario’s
wetlands to store water is immense. A one acre wetland holding water to a depth
of one foot, will store 330,000 gallons.

Wetlands function naturally as nature's kidneys, filtering pollutants and sediments
from surface water. Water quality is improved as wetland trap sediments, remove

’ Personal communication with Dave Richards, OMNR biologist, Long Point Area, Aylmer District.
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or retain excess nutrients, while immobilizing and degrading contaminants and
bacteria. This natural function can dramatically improve the quality and safety of
our drinking water, and has proven to be the most cost- effective water treatment
system in the world.

There are four types of wetlands recognized in Ontario: marsh, swamp, bog and
fen. These are primarily defined by their dominant vegetation types, which are in
turn determined by characteristics of the soil, hydrology and nutrients. Swamps
have saturated soils, may have standing water during part of the year, and are
dominated by water-tolerant trees; such as silver maple, red maple and green ash
and shrubs; including willow, grey dogwood and button bush. Wooded swamps
are the most abundant wetland type in Norfolk County, inland from Lake Erie.
But many have been cleared for farming or development as the County was
settled. Marshes are covered periodically by standing or slow moving water. The
vegetation is mostly a variety of non-woody plants like cattails, rushes, reeds,
grasses and sedges. In open water areas, floating-leafed plants such as water
lilies, and submerged plants, like coontail and pondweeds, are common. In drier
areas, low shrubs including sweet gale, red osier dogwood and winterberry may
occur. Remaining marshes are primarily found along the floodplains of streams
flowing into Lake Erie, in pockets within treed swamps and the Lake Erie
shoreline. One bog occurs and a few fens have been found in the County.
Wetlands can also refer to land areas on farms that hold semi-permanent or spring
run- off (agriculture land use classes IV, V, and VI).

Approximately 70% of southern Ontario's original wetlands have been lost
(Mason, 1998)" and losses as high as 95% have occurred in some portions of
Southern Ontario (Snell, 1987). Norfolk County has also experienced high levels
of wetland loss. The total remaining wetland area in the County and the total
wetland area lost have not been precisely determined. However, the Lynn River
watershed, a 41,528-acre (16,611-ha.) area situated within central Norfolk
County, has only 1,972 acres of wetlands remaining today’. This relatively small
proportion of wetlands on the landscape, represents only 4.7% of the watershed,
compared to an estimated wetland coverage ranging from 21 to 40% of the
watershed prior to settlement (Environment Canada, 1981). Mason's (1998)
recommended guideline for wetland area is "greater than 10% of each major
watershed in wetland habitat; greater than 6% of each sub-watershed in wetland
habitat; or restore to original percentage of wetlands in the watershed."

& s 6

Riparian areas include lands along Lake Erie, pond edges, wetlands, watercourses,
and intermittent or seasonal natural drainage channels. Natural channel design

¥ Mason, Helen. 1998. A Framework for Guiding Habitat Rehabilitation in Great Lakes Areas of Concern.
108 technical report by Environment Canada, available on their web site @www.on.ec.gc.ca/green-
lane/wildlife/conservation/wetland/framework

? Personal communication with Dave Richards, OMNR biologist, Long Point Area, Aylmer District.
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literature suggests the riparian zone on flowing systems is the land adjacent to a
channel that is influenced by the 1:2 year to 1:20 year return flood stage. These
areas are prone to frequent “washing” by run- off and need to be covered to
mitigate erosion and sediment loading of waterways. Land use in riparian zones
has great affects on adjacent water. A permanently vegetated riparian zone can
provide the following environmental services - trap and store sediment, build
banks and shores, store water and energy, recharge aquifers, filter and buffer
water, sequester carbon, provide wildlife travel corridors, maintain biodiversity
and enhance esthetics. Riparian areas are often cleared and farmed because they
contain rich soils, but many riparian functions are then lost. The extent or
proportion of streams and drainage ditches in Norfolk County with no vegetated
riparian buffer is not yet known. However, MNR estimates there are 16.9 km of
municipal drains in the Lynn River watershed without riparian buffers, farmed to
the ditch edge. This represents 47% of the 36.0 km total municipal drain length
within this watershed. Similarly, MNR has estimated that 13.3 km of streams are
without forest cover, shrub or grasslands along the stream edge in the watershed.
This is 9% of the 147.8 km total stream length found there. The Lynn River
watershed represents about 10% of the land area within Norfolk County and is
typical of other watersheds situated within the County. There are currently about
650 km of open drainage ditch and an unknown length of natural streams in the
County. Mason's (1998) guideline for riparian habitat is "75% of stream length
should be naturally vegetated; streams should have a 30 m wide naturally
vegetated buffer on both sides." Establishing permanent vegetation on riparian
areas, or as buffers to riparian areas, with emphasis along municipal drainage
ditches, including a choice of various degrees of agricultural use ranging from no
use to limited use, are riparian services that many farmers can deliver to society if
suitably compensated.

The Ontario government enacted the Nutrient Management Act in June 2002'°. The
legislation is a comprehensive, province-wide approach to nutrient management. It is
designed to protect soil and water quality in Ontario’s rural communities, while ensuring
farmers can invest in and operate their farms with confidence. The Ontario Ministry of
Agriculture and Food (OMAF) and the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) are the
agencies responsible for governing the Act. Along with the Act itself, there is a 13-part
regulation, which outlines standards, and four protocols, which explain the regulation in
greater detail. To some extent, the regulation continues to evolve. It will be brought in
over time to permit farmers and other nutrient generators to make appropriate plans and
changes. This also allows the regulation to be amended, as more science-based data
become available. Currently there are required setbacks for wells and surface water,
including a minimum 3 m. (10 ft) "vegetated buffer zone''" separation distance from
farm land receiving nutrients.

1 See http://www.gov.on.ca/omafra/english/nm/regs/sumdoc/sumdoc01.htm#top

' Vegetated buffer zone means an area that, a) has a width of at least three metres, adjacent to the top of
the bank of surface water, measured away from the top of the bank of the surface water nearest the buffer
zone, and b) is maintained under continuous vegetated cover, including perennial grasses, forbs or trees and
perennial forage crops that can be harvested as hay or silage. (personal communication, Nick Kinkel,
OMAF Regional Information Coordinator, Simcoe)
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It is not the intent of the ALUS pilot to provide incentives for the minimum requirements
of mandated or legislated buffers. However, whether this ALUS pilot proceeds or not,
other government programs exist to provide technical or funding assistance to
landowners interested in establishing permanent vegetative buffers along riparian areas.
The ALUS pilot project is intended to be complementary to other programs and will
distinguish benefits resulting from other programs from those accrued through the ALUS
pilot. The monitoring and evaluation component of ALUS will be designed to
distinguish diverse program benefits wherever possible. For example the Long Point
Region Conservation Authority is currently working with the Ontario Agricultural
Adaptation Council to establish prairie grass buffer demonstrations. Agriculture and
Agri-Food Canada recently announced their Greencover Canada program
(www.agr.gc.ca/greencover-verdir) and is working with the Ontario Soil & Crop
Improvement Association to deliver the program in Ontario. The proposed focus is the
promotion of permanent grass and treed buffers along surface water on farmland in
Ontario. An application process and criteria for approval will need to be developed in the
ALUS pilot to prevent “double dipping” and to ensure that where a farmer can potentially
qualify for funding assistance from more than one source, that the maximum grant he/she
receives is the larger of the funding sources and not the sum of all of them.

& 1 0"§ 6

All lands not considered wetlands or riparian lands are considered uplands, including
woodlots and other natural areas, prime agricultural land, and fragile or unproductive
agricultural land. Upland land use has great potential to impact adjacent wetlands and
riparian areas.

According to the 2001 Canada Census for Agriculture, there were 1,651 farms with
292,703 acres of farmed land in Norfolk County, of which 206,071 acres were seeded to
crops'2. 51.7% of the cropland was conventionally tilled, which means the previous
years’ crop residue was plowed under, whereas 27.9% was conservation tilled where the
crop residue was left on the surface, and 20.4% was seeded without tillage (no-till). Thus
slightly less than half of seeded acreage was completed using a farming system that
minimizes wind and water erosion (conservation tillage and no tillage). This is much
better than ten years previous when the 1991 Canada Census for Agriculture revealed
1,838 farms and 190,490 acres seeded to crops using conventional tillage (66.7%),
conservation tillage (27.9%) and no tillage (5.3%) - ie. one third of seeded acreage was
seeded using a farming system that minimizes wind and water erosion'”.

12 personal communication, Nick Kinkel, Regional Information Coordinator for Ontario Ministry of
Agriculture & Food, Simcoe Resource Centre.

13 Personal communication, Nick Kinkel, Regional Information Coordinator for Ontario Ministry of
Agriculture & Food, Simcoe Resource Centre. The 1991 Canada Census for Agriculture did not report on
Norfolk County as the County existed then as part of the larger Regional Municipality of Haldimand-
Norfolk. County data for 1991 were calculated by adding figures for Delhi Township, Norfolk Township,
Town of Simcoe and 50% of City of Nanticoke. The latter is a rough approximation to give 1991 figures
for Norfolk County.
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Comparing the Canada Census figures for 2001 with that for 1991, there were 187 fewer
farms in 2001, but there were 15,581 more acres of crops seeded. There were 20,584
fewer acres seeded with conventional tillage in 2001 compared to 1991, and 4,347 more
acres seeded with conservation tillage and 31,818 more acres seeded with no tillage,
respectively. There is a trend away from conventional tillage towards farming systems
that will reduce wind and water erosion from cultivated lands, particularly no-till farming
systems in the County.

Completing the uptake of conservation tillage is challenged by several factors in the
County. Although, over half (51.7%) of current seeded acreage is completed with
conventional tillage, not every crop lends itself to a conservation tillage or no-till system
- as for example: tobacco, ginseng, tomatoes, cucumbers and many others. Early
conversion to no- till for corn was encouraged by a $30/ acre subsidy, which is no longer
available. No- till for soybeans has become common practice, but not for corn and other
crops. In addition, several older farmers cannot afford to invest in new equipment to
convert to no- till, as they will retire before realizing a return on this investment.

There are also fragile uplands in the County where a high- value tobacco crop was grown
on in small plots on highly erosion- prone sandy soils. With the decline in the amount of
tobacco grown in the county, replacement farm revenues will need to be derived from
more conventional agricultural cropping. Uplands on the sand plain are only rendered
profitable for corn and soybeans by expanding the land base and intensifying cultivation
(growing the crop every year instead of only once every two years for tobacco crops).
This will encourage the trend in the County to fewer, larger farms, and to expanding
seeded acreage, which will have a significant impact on the amount of upland cover, the
presence of wind- breaks, the incidence of soil erosion, and of problems with water
quality and supply.

Wind erosion is a problem on the Norfolk sand plain, when large fields are exposed to
prevailing southwest winds. This has occurred where natural fence rows or planted wind
breaks were removed to enlarge cultivated fields. Wind erosion increases sedimentation
in streams and wetlands, impacting water quality and wildlife habitat. In severe cases,
blowing sand can cause damage to rural residences by sand blasting and impair visibility
on roads. Similarly water erosion can occur where the soil is exposed, or in cases where
fields are enlarged, particularly after heavy downpours in late winter when the ground is
still frozen. Huge gullies are scoured over night, washing thousands of tons of topsoil
into streams, destroying fish habitat and creating hazards for farm implements. Wind and
water erosion on cultivated lands can be addressed through farming systems that leave at
least 30% of the crop residue covering the soil surface at time of planting (eg.
conservation tillage or no till), by planting trees or tall grass hedges to serve as wind
breaks, and by establishing cover crops to ensure bare soil is minimized between harvest
and seeding the following year.

Cedar windbreaks are common in Norfolk County and help protect the fragile sandy soils
against wind and water erosion. However, with declining acreage of tobacco, many
smaller fields are being enlarged by removal of wind breaks to allow for larger farm
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equipment required to work the much larger acreage needed to make a living from corn
and soybeans. Hedges of stiff, erect grasses with dense tillering, such as switch- grass are
useful for controlling erosion because these grasses trap sediment, build bio- terraces, and
diffuse concentrated flows of runoff water, which increases ponding and infiltration, and
protects downwind soils and crops from further erosion'*,

Cover crops are common in Norfolk County as winter wheat, rye and triticale are grown
in rotation with tobacco, however the extent of cover crops may decline as tobacco
farmers try to grow cash crops such as corn and soybeans. Comparing the Canada
Census for Agriculture in 1991 with that in 2001 shows that the proportion of farms
reporting winter cover crops declined from 50.4% in 1991 (926 of 1,838 farms) to 40.5%
in 2001 (669 of 1651 farms). A cover crop can cut soil loss from a cornfield in half. In
Ontario, there is little opportunity to establish a winter cover crop following corn harvest.
However, the Southern Crop Protection and Food Research Centre at Delhi has
successfully demonstrated over- seeding of a rye cover crop into standing corn by
aircraft'®. This occurred without loss in corn yields in the year of seeding, and tied up
soil nitrogen for use in next year's crop, thus reducing leaching loss to groundwater.
Similar work has been done in Iowa by over- seeding oats into soybeans in August
without harming subsequent corn yields'®.

Fragmentation of what remains of our natural landscape is widely recognized as a key
factor impacting wildlife in general and species at risk in particular'’,'®,"* . Similarly,
loss of forest interior (forest greater than 100 metres from the edge) has harmed our
natural heritage and the conservation of those few remaining large blocks of forest cover
is increasingly recognized®',”. Tree planting to establish windbreaks, connect adjacent
woodlots or expand woodlot areas will help address these issues.

14 Dougan & Associates, March 30, 2001. Agro-economic Applications of Tallgrass Prairie Species in
Southern Ontario. A Literature Review & Critique for Tallgrass Ontario.27p.

' Ball Coelho, Dr. B.R, R.C. Roy, W. Cridland and D. Brooks. 1998. Report 1997-1998 Overseeded Cover
Crop Demonstrations. Unpublished technical report of Agriculture & Agri-Food Canada and Long Point
Region Conservation Authority. 15p.

' Johnson, T.J., T.C. Kasper, K.A. Kohler, S.J. Corak and S.D. Logsdon. 1998. Oat and rye overseeded
into soybean as fall cover crops in the upper Midwest. Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 53 (3): 276 -
279.

"7 OMNR. 1998. Guidelines for mapping endangered species habitats under the Conservation Land Tax
Incentive Program. Unpublished technical report, Ont. Min. Nat. Resources. Peterborough. 20 p.

18 Anonymous, 2001. The Status of Wildlife Habitats in Canada, 2001. Wildlife Habitat Canada, Ottawa.
98p. See particularly The Status of Wildlife Habitats in Canada's Agricultural Landscapes, pg. 53 - 68.

' Reid, Ron and Ric Symmes. 1997. Conservation Strategy for Carolinian Canada. Objectives & Action
Plans, January 1997. Carolinian Canada Steering Committee, London. 22 p.

%% Reid, Ron and Ric Symmes. 1997. Conservation Strategy for Carolinian Canada. Summary Report,
March 1997. Carolinian Canada Steering Committee, London. 18p.

> OMNR, 2000. A silvicultural guide to managing southern Ontario forests, Version 1.1. Ont. Min. Nat.
Resour. Queen's Printer for Ontario. Toronto. 648p.

*2 Elliott, Ken A., Jon McCracken and Andrew Couturier. 1999. A management strategy for South
Walsingham Sand Ridges/Big Creek Floodplain Forest. Internal Report for Bird Studies Canada, Long
Point Region Conservation Authority and Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. 54 p.
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Research” by the George Morris Centre in Guelph has shown that retiring marginal land
from agricultural production may be economically justified from the individual farmers
perspective, regardless of the potential environmental benefits such retired land might
have to society, or to the farmer as buffer strips or as enhanced wildlife habitat. Marginal
land was defined as farmed land where the gross margin of profit was less than the fixed
costs of growing the crop. However, in many cases farmers continue to work these lands.
Evidently many factors are at play in determining land use.

The intensification of agriculture in relation to the down- turn in high- value tobacco
farming in the County will have profound impacts on land and water conservation,
landscape architecture, biodiversity, and the benefits derived from recreational resources,
such as fish and wildlife. It is key that the ALUS pilot project focus on evolving land use
issues in the County, to determine how farmers cope with these challenges and make
decisions about the use of their land. ALUS needs to explore these decision- making
processes to determine what incentives are useful and sufficient to influence upland
conservation.

Education is also a vital tool in influencing land use decisions and achieving
conservation. Farmers need to be aware of the benefits of best management practices and
how they may apply to the situation on their farm. On- farm extension services are
required to make the link between BMPs and the potential to use these effectively at the
individual farm level. ALUS will provide and test the feasibility of extension services in
promoting alternative land use opportunities.

L % " - s 6

This service area affects plant or animal species, including fish & wildlife. Wherever
possible, emphasis will be given to Species at Risk (SAR) that have been designated by
the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC), or by the
Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO). Any plant or animal
threatened by, or vulnerable to extinction, is a species at risk. Norfolk County is home to
an amazing diversity of wild plants and animals, each with unique features that help
ensure their survival. Each species contributes to the natural balance of life in the
County. For example, soil micro-organisms are involved in nitrogen fixation,
earthworms help break down organic matter, insect pollinators are needed for plant
reproduction. The disappearance of a species upsets this balance in ways not always
fully understood. Recovery options for species at risk can be costly and complex. The
best course of action is prevention, by addressing the risk factors ahead of time, where
possible.

In May 1996, a Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) was issued under the Planning Act.
The PPS identifies matters of provincial interest to be considered as part of the land use

 Brethour, C., A. Mussell and K. Stiefelmeyer. 2001. Retiring marginally profitable sections of
agricultural fields in Ontario economically justified. Case studies of typical fields in Ontario: Final Report.
George Morris Centre, Guelph. 30 p. (see www.georgemorris.com )
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planning process in the province of Ontario. Section 3 of the Planning Act requires that
planning authorities shall "have regard to" the PPS when exercising any authority that
affects municipal planning matters. Among other things, section 2.3 of the PPS requires
that "natural heritage features and areas will be protected from incompatible
development", and that development and site alteration will be permitted on or adjacent
to these areas “if it can be demonstrated that there will be no negative impact on the
natural features or ecological functions for which the area is identified."** Significant
wildlife habitat has been identified as a natural heritage area for the purposes of section
2.3 of the PPS. Wildlife is described as "all wild mammals, birds, amphibians, fishes,
invertebrates, plants, fungi, bacteria and other wild organisms." The PPS specifically
identifies wildlife habitat as "areas where plants, animals and other organisms live, and
find adequate amounts of food, water, shelter, and space needed to sustain their
populations. Specific wildlife habitats of concern may include areas where species
concentrate at a vulnerable point in their annual or life cycle; and areas which are
important to migratory or non-migratory species." Wildlife habitat is considered
significant where it is "ecologically important in terms of features, representation or
amount, and contributing to the quality and diversity of an identifiable geographic area or
Natural Heritage System. Criteria for determining significance may be recommended by
the province, but municipal approaches that achieve the same objective may also be
used."

Norfolk County is in the midst of creating their first Official Plan. It may be possible to
work collaboratively with County planning staff to have significant wildlife habitat
identified as part of their Environmentally Sensitive Areas designation, and identify such
lands as eligible for performance incentives under the pilot ALUS program.

Wildlife is a public resource, yet over 95% of land in Norfolk County is privately owned,
much of that by farmers. The conservation and enhancement of wildlife habitat,
particularly to recover species at risk of extinction, benefits all of society. Thus society
should share in the costs. However, it will be difficult to promote conservation initiatives
in isolation of an effective nuisance wildlife program (The federal Agricultural Policy
Framework is to address this).

Norfolk County has the highest concentration of Species at Risk in Canada. Bill C-5 is
the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA), which was proclaimed by Order in Council on
June 5, 2003. The Act contains a legislated process for recovery planning for both
endangered and threatened species. Recovery plans identify ways to manage and
improve the status of species that are designated as threatened or endangered. These
include stewardship activities, habitat protection and restoration, monitoring, research
and public information. Recovery planning and implementation are underway for a
number of species/habitats potentially found in Norfolk County including Tall- grass
Prairie, King Rail, Piping Plover, Barn Owl, Acadian Flycatcher, Hooded Warbler,
Prothonotary Warbler, Henslow's Sparrow, American Badger, Karner Blue butterfly,
Virginia Goat's-rue, American Chestnut, Cucumber Tree, Spotted Wintergreen, Wild

2 OMNR. 2000. Significant wildlife habitat technical guide. Ont. Min. Nat. Resour. Queen's Printer for
Ontario. Toronto. 151 p.
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Ginseng and Small White Lady's-slipper. Stewardship activities and habitat restoration
by farmers are actions identified in recovery plans or commended by recovery teams,
which should be rewarded to promote the conservation of species at risk within the
farming community.

Ontario's Conservation Land Tax Incentive Program (CLTIP) provides landowners with
100 percent tax relief on lands that protect significant natural heritage features. These
lands include provincially significant wetlands, provincial Areas of Natural and Scientific
Interest (ANSI's) and the habitat of endangered species. In Ontario, protection of
endangered species is provided through regulations under the provincial Endangered
Species Act (ESA), passed in 1971. The Act prohibits willfully taking or harming
species protected under the regulations, and destroying or interfering with their habitat.

The following species potentially found in Norfolk County, are considered endangered by
Ontario and are listed in the regulations of the provincial ESA - Bald Eagle, King Rail,
Prothonotary Warbler, Henslow's Sparrow, Frosted Elfin butterfly, Karner Blue butterfly,
Eastern Prickly Pear Cactus, Cucumber Tree, Spotted Wintergreen, Horsetail Spike-rush,
Small White Lady's-slipper, and Large Whorled Pogonia. Since the appearance of these
species can result in restrictions on farming practices and loss of income, farmers are
reluctant to support surveys or monitoring that may reveal their presence. Farmers
should be rewarded for activities that benefit endangered species, and fairly compensated
by society for any restrictions resulting from the presence of endangered species on their
lands. This approach would make endangered species more of an opportunity than a
liability to farmers.
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1. , 5" (NLSC) 49. MacKinnon, Duff (AAC)

2. Ankney, Dave Dr. (OFAH, OWF) 50. MacQuarrie, John (PEIDAF)

3. % (LPRCA) 51. Malcolm, Barry (NLSC, OIA)

4. Armitage, David (OFA) 52. Maynard, Laurie (CWS)

5. Austin, Madeline (EC) 53. McCall, Jackie (OMAF)

6. Ayres, Jennifer NWSEP, NLSC) 54. McCormack, Ken (AAC)

7. Bacro, Mark (NLSC) 55. Mclntosh, Jim (NC)

8. Bailey, Robert Dr. (DWF, ECI) 56. McKeown, Alan Dr. (UoG)

9. Ball Coelho, Bonnie (AAFC) 57. McLachlin, Dave (DUC)

10. Barrett, Toby, (MPP-BHN) 58. McLean, Carmen (ECI)

11. Baskerville, Bill (LPRCA) 59. Mellish, Teressa (PEIDAF)

1225 $§ % 3 (EFP, OSCIA) 60. Messier, Robert (WHF)

13. 5 1(( ! 5, (AAC, CFFO) 61. Miazga, Steve (NC)

14. Bowyer, Bruce Dr. (SDFGC) 62. = "% (NC)

15. Bradstreet, Michael (BSC) 63. Murphy, Hon. Mitch (PEIDAF)

16. Bryan-Pulham, Peter (NC) 64. Oliver, Jim (LPRCA)

17. Cater, Shirley (NC) 65. & $# (OPVG, NFA)

18. % 1 3 (NLSC, NCA) 66. Peck, Scot (NC)

19. %&&$ 8 3 67. Petrie, Scott (LPWWRF)

20. %'&&$ " % (NLSC) 68. Pineo, Rob (OFAH)

21. Columbus, Mike (OMAF) 69. 0 $ (NLSC)

22. Craig, Brian (EC) 70. Reid, David (NLSC, MNR)

23. deLaronde, Joe (DFO) 71. "L (EFP, OSCIA)

24. - 8 ( (NWOA) 72. Richards, Dave (MNR)

25. Duff, Scot (MOE) 73. Roberts, Peter (OMAF)

26. Elliott, Dan (MNR) 74. Roy, Bob (AAFC)

27. Ferguson, Mary (Agricorp) 75. Scarth, Jonathon (DWF)

28. Gagnon, Paul (LPRCA) 76. Scheers, Steve (NC)

29. Gartshore, Mary (NFN) 77. Schraeder, Hal (MNR)

30. Geysens, Roger (NC) 78. " #5 3(0FA)

31. Gould, Ron (MNR) 79. "% 0 2(NLSC)

32. Gowan, Ross (TCAP) 80. Smith, Norm (DFO)

33. Graham, Andrew (OSCIA) 81. Solymar, Bernt (ETCI)

34. Graham, Brad (MNR) 82. Sopuck, Bob (DWF)

35. Grant, Trish (OMAF) 83. Speller, Bob (MP-BHN)

36. Helsdon, Jeff (RGS, TN) 84. & "% I (NFA)

37. 9 "$ " (NFA, NLSC) 85. Stabb, Mark (WHF)

38. Jarvis, Mary (AAC) 86. "# -"# (NFA, OFA)

39. 9 11 I (NSCIA) 87. Symington, Laura (OFA)

40. 9 11 (NLSC) 88. "w # (NFA)

41. Kalmbach, Mayor Rita (NC) 89. Tulloch, Matt (Agricorp)

42, "% "*# (NLSC) 90. (D (5 # (NFA NLSO)

43. Kinkel, Nick (OMAF) 91. 0 3 (NLSC)

44, " ( (PEIFA) 92. White, Peter (AAFC)

45. Loughton, Ruth (NLSC) 93. Williams, Owen (MNR)

46. Luft, Fred 94.  "$% (KAP)

47. = ° ! ., (PEIFA) 95. Wolthausen, Doug (WHC)
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. MacDougall, Tom (MNR) 96. Wynia, Anne (NLSC)
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AAC = Agricultural Adaptation Council

AAFC = Agriculture Agri-Food Canada

Agricorp

BSC = Bird Studies Canada

CFFO = Christian Farmers Federation of Ontario
CWS = Canadian Wildlife Service

DFO = Department of Fisheries & Oceans, Canada
DUC = Ducks Unlimited Canada

DWF = Delta Waterfowl Foundation

EC = Environment Canada

. ECI = Ecometrica Communications Inc.

. EFP = Environmental Farm Plan

. EMAN = Ecological Monitoring and Assessment Network
. ETCI = EarthTramper Consulting Inc.

KAP = Keystone Agricultural Producers
LPRCA = Long Point Region Conservation Authority

. LPWBRF = Long Point World Biosphere Reserve Foundation

. LPWWREF = Long Point Waterfowl and Wetlands Research Fund
. MNR = Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources

. MOE = Ontario Ministry of Environment

. MP-BHN = Member of Parliament for Brant, Haldimand & Norfolk
. MPP-BHN = Member of Provincial Parliament for Brant, Haldimand & Norfolk
. NC = Norfolk County

. NCA Norfolk Cattlemen’s Association

. NFA = Norfolk Federation of Agriculture

. NFN = Norfolk Field Naturalists

. NLSC = Norfolk Land Stewardship Council

. NSCIA = Norfolk Soil & Crop Improvement Association

. NWOA = Norfolk Woodlot Owners Association

. NWSEP = Norfolk Water Supply Enhancement Project

. OFA = Ontario Federation of Agriculture

. OFAH = Ontario Federation of Anglers & Hunters

. OIA = Ontario Institute of Agrologists, Long Point Branch

. OMAF = Ontario Ministry of Agriculture & Food

. OPVG = Ontario Processing Vegetable Growers

. OS = Ontario Stewardship

. OSCIA = Ontario Soil & Crop Improvement Association

. OWF = Ontario Wildlife Foundation

. PEIDAF = Prince Edward Island Department of Agriculture & Forestry
. PEIFA = Prince Edward Island Federation of Agriculture

. RGS = Ruffed Grouse Society of Canada

. SDFGC = Simcoe & District Fish & Game Club

. TCAP = Tobacco Community Action Plan

. TDFEF = TD Friends of the Environment Foundation

. TN = Tillsonburg News

. UoG = University of Guelph

. WHF = Wildlife Habitat Fund

. WHC = Wildlife Habitat Canada



