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Executive Summary 
 
The Alternate Land Use Services (ALUS) concept is presented as a means to bridge the 
environmental demands of Canadians and the policy requirements to foster a socially 
and economically viable agricultural industry and sustainable rural communities. ALUS is 
based on the concept of paying agricultural producers for providing environmental 
benefits, sometimes referred to as “ecological services,” to Canadians at large from the 
public resources that occur on private land. ALUS is an incentive-based, private land, 
conservation program concept. Canada is the only major western country that does not 
have such a program. 
 
ALUS, as a policy concept, is intended to deliver environmental benefits, be non-trade 
distorting, and should be attractive to both rural and urban Canadians. Farmers and 
ranchers are currently paid to deliver food and fibre from their land and the ALUS 
suggests that a similar mechanism be established to support the production of public 
environmental goods from private agricultural land. This mechanism must be “farmer-
friendly,” supportive of rural communities, and should be delivered by agricultural 
agencies.   
 
Given that ALUS is such a new concept for Canada it is important to test this policy idea. 
The most appropriate vehicle to test ALUS is via on-the-ground pilot projects. This 
document presents a pilot project proposal to be carried out in Manitoba. 
 
The goal of this pilot project is to test the ALUS concept in the Rural Municipality of 
Blanshard in south-western Manitoba. Program development objectives have been 
designed to test the ALUS delivery model in this local community and to assess the 
social and economic implications of implementing an ALUS-style ecological services 
delivery program. 
 
The pilot project proposal has been officially endorsed by the Rural Municipality of 
Blanshard and the Little Saskatchewan River Conservation District within which the 
municipality is located.   
 
The maximum cost for the pilot project will be $634,459 per year for the 3 year term of the 
project. As ALUS aligns closely with many of the provincial government’s environmental 
and rural objectives, we request a financial commitment to the pilot project of $250,000 
per year for three years.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Agriculture continues to be the cornerstone and fabric that has bound the rural 
landscape and is the lifeblood to many rural communities. 
 
Since the inception of organized agriculture, the landscape has traditionally been used 
to grow and raise crops and livestock, but agricultural land produces more than food and 
fibre.  On their land, farmers also provide clean water, wildlife, carbon sequestration, 
aquifer recharge and scenic amenities. There are currently no market mechanisms that 
reward producers for these goods and services, though these conservation efforts often 
come at a cost to the farmer. 
 
Alternate Land Use Services (ALUS) fills this policy gap, while complementing other 
provincial and federal public policies and programs.  These include the proposed Water 
Protection Act (Bill 22), the Lake Winnipeg Stewardship Initiative, the proposed 
Manitoba Climate Trust and related carbon credit issues, the Species at Risk Act, and 
the emerging role of the Department of Fisheries and Oceans.  ALUS is also a natural 
complement to Environmental Farm Plans (EFPs) and other programs of the 
environment pillar under the Agricultural Policy Framework (APF). 
 
The most effective way to test the ALUS concept and its method of delivery is through a 
small-scale pilot project.  This funding proposal details the design and implementation of 
an ALUS pilot project in the Rural Municipality of Blanshard, which was chosen because 
of its existing delivery infrastructure, the support of local authorities, and its accurate 
representation of agro-Manitoba on a manageable scale.   
  
ALUS has received the full support of both the RM of Blanshard and the Little 
Saskatchewan River Conservation District (LSRCD) to implement a pilot project in this 
region.  Manitoba Crop Insurance Corporation has also agreed to participate as the 
administrator of the pilot project proposal.  As ALUS closely aligns with many of the 
Manitoba government’s key environmental and rural priorities, this pilot project is an 
ideal opportunity to invest in the future of a healthy environment and rural communities 
based on thriving family farms. 
 
Over the three years of the pilot project, the socio-economic and environmental impacts 
of ALUS will be measured and evaluated.  The study will also evaluate the ability of 
MCIC to effectively deliver ALUS in the farming community.   
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Producers will apply for the ALUS program through Manitoba Crop Insurance 
Corporation (MCIC), where an ALUS project coordinator will assist in determining 
eligible acres and designing the ALUS agreement.  Payments and program tracking will 
be administered by MCIC, and will be based on data recorded during subsequent farm 
visits. 
 
A technical advisory committee, key stakeholders will provide technical support.  A 
project advisory committee will provide local input to the pilot project.  A project 
organizational chart is included in Appendix 1.   
 
The ALUS project coordinator will also have a local office to provide further consultation 
and communication with producers.   The project coordinator will also provide various 
communication and extension materials for project promotion.  The coordinator will also 
maintain report development to funding agencies and provide liaison between the 
technical advisory committee, the project directors, and the project advisory committee. 
 
The evaluation and monitoring process will target participating landowners within the RM 
of Blanshard.  Evaluations will be coordinated by Delta Waterfowl and will measure the 
effectiveness of program delivery and the socio-economic impacts of an ALUS project. 
  
The project will be delivered over the course of three years, with evaluation extending 
into a fourth year.   
 
 
PROJECT LOCATION & ADVANTAGES 

Situated approximately 60 kilometres northwest of Brandon, the Rural Municipality of 
Blanshard is located within the Little Saskatchewan River Conservation District.  In 
2001, there were 113 farms in Blanshard, according to 2001 Agriculture Census data.  
Home to approximately 700 people, Blanshard covers an area of 580 km2 (224 miles2).   
 
Broughton’s Creek watershed, an area of about 264 km2, (102 miles2) occupies the 
eastern half of the municipality, and approximately 95% of this watershed is within 
Blanshard.  The western half of Blanshard contributes to the Oak River watershed.  Both 
are part of the Assiniboine River watershed, which feeds into the Lake Winnipeg basin, 
an area that the province has identified the need to address water quality issues 
 
The physical landscape of the RM is typical of agro-Manitoba, and much of the 
Canadian Prairies.  This makes it an excellent predictor of the results of full 
implementation of ALUS across Manitoba and Saskatchewan while maintaining a 
manageable size for the pilot project administration and budget.    
 
Blanshard is well suited to deliver the ALUS pilot project, and is in close proximity to the 
offices of the LSRCD, Delta Waterfowl and Manitoba Crop Insurance.  Extensive socio-
economic and resource-based databases have already been created, which will allow 
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for timely and cost-effective evaluation.  Both the RM of Blanshard and the LSRCD are 
enthusiastic supporters of ALUS and have committed to building awareness of ALUS in 
the region, and the LSRCD will further contribute its services through project 
management.   
 
A more extensive explanation of why the RM of Blanshard is ideal for the ALUS pilot 
project can be found in Appendix 5. 
 
 
PRINCIPLES FOR AN ALUS PILOT PROJECT IN BLANSHARD 
  
The goals and objectives of the pilot project are based on the following set of ALUS 
principles: 
  
1.      Principle: Socio-economic indicators are paramount in the monitoring and 
evaluation of any ALUS pilot project. 
  
Rationale: The main issue remains the testing of the acceptability of an ALUS-type 
approach in the local area. Environmental analysis will be kept simple and deal with 
easily measured variables.  
  
2.      Principle: The ALUS pilot project should be conducted along municipal 
boundaries.  
  
Rationale: While there are shortcomings to dealing with an “artificial” landscape unit, as 
opposed to a natural unit like a watershed, the high level of local people’s connection to 
their local government combined with the accountability of municipalities make municipal 
boundaries a better option for a pilot.  In this proposal, the RM of Blanshard iw located 
within a well-established conservation district that is willing to provide the necessary 
resources and expertise.  A precedent for using municipal boundaries has been set 
through the successful Environmental Tax Credit project, which was conducted within 
three Manitoba municipalities. Much of the land-based data held by the Manitoba Crop 
Insurance Corporation is also organized around municipal boundaries, which will 
facilitate effective evaluation. 
  
3.      Principle: An ALUS pilot project should be complementary to the environmental 
programs proposed in the Agricultural Policy Framework (APF). 
  
Rationale:  An ALUS pilot would not duplicate the environmental efforts of the APF but 
would focus on landscape features that the APF does not address. The APF focuses on 
risk management and the remediation of environmental liabilities. ALUS represents an 
evolution towards the maintenance of environmental assets. 
  
4.      Principle: An ALUS pilot project should deal with the conservation and 
management of on-farm environmental assets, as opposed to a focus on liabilities. 
  
Rationale: The environmental programs within the APF are primarily risk-based, as they 
deal with the mitigation of existing problems. No mechanism in the APF exists to deal 
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with the conservation of existing environmental assets, though it is these existing natural 
assets that have the maximum ability to deliver “ecological services” to the larger 
ecosystem and society. In addition, it is existing environmental assets on private farms 
(woodlands, riverbank habitats, marshes, shelterbelts, grasslands etc) that are at the 
most risk from land conversion. 
  
5.      Principle: The ALUS pilot project will provide support for the maintenance of 
existing environmental assets as well as for incremental practices that create 
environmental assets. 
  
Rationale: Past programs have tended to support the conversion of so-called “marginal” 
land to permanent cover. This approach does not provide incentives to those 
landowners who on their own have conserved environmental assets that generate public 
environmental benefits.  
  
6.      Principle: Payments to producers for ecological services will be based on multi-
year agreements. 
  
Rationale: To conserve existing natural assets on private land and realize the full 
ecological potential, the agreements must be longer than one year in term.  These 
payments can be made on a one-time basis, but agreements should be structured to 
last several years. 
  
7.      Principle: Administration of an ALUS pilot project delivery will be integrated with 
existing agricultural institutions. 
  
Rationale:  The Manitoba Crop Insurance Corporation (MCIC) has the best land 
information system in Manitoba, and has agreed to administer the ALUS pilot project. 
MCIC also has extensive “reach” into the farming community, with over 90% of farms 
enrolled, and is trusted by farmers.  This, combined with the tripartite nature of the MCIC 
board and its extensive experience in confidential program administration, make it the 
ideal choice for an ALUS pilot project.   
  
8.      Principle: Land use practices that provide public environmental services at private 
cost shall be eligible for assistance. 
  
Rationale: By definition, land use practices that are economically sound will be adopted 
by farmers over time without the provision of financial support. These practices, such as 
zero-tillage and rotational grazing, are best disseminated through the usual agricultural 
extension systems and/or by specific programs aimed at “technological transfer” to the 
farmer.   Other land use practices/decisions come at a clear cost to the private 
landowner while the benefits are almost entirely received by the public, and these 
actions are the focus of ALUS. 
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR A PILOT PROJECT IN BLANSHARD 
  
Goals: 
1. To determine the level of acceptability of ALUS by farmers and rural landowners.   
 
2. To test the feasibility of ALUS as a locally driven approach to delivering social, 
economic, and environmental benefits. 
 
Objectives: 
 
The pilot project focuses on two sets of objectives, those for program delivery and those 
that are post-pilot.   
 
  1.  Program Delivery Objectives 
 
1) To determine the most appropriate roles for organizations, agencies, and institutions 
involved in the program delivery and coordination of the pilot project. 
 
2) To determine the level of human resources and financial assistance required for 
project management, administration, program delivery, maintenance, and evaluation of 
ALUS. 
 
3) To determine the most appropriate approach, institutional structure, and partnerships 
to implement and assess an environmental services program at the local level. 
 
4) To develop a strategy that:  

• fosters awareness, cooperation, and support among all potential stakeholders for 
the pilot project in the RM of Blanshard, 

• determines the acceptability at the local level,  
• provides effective reporting to partner agencies (government and non-

government) of the pilot project.   
 
5) To communicate pilot project activities and effects to external audiences. 
 
  2.  Post Pilot Objectives 
 
1) To determine the socio-economic effects in the pilot project area with a focus on 
agriculture and land use. 
 
2) To determine landowner attitudes towards environmental services delivery programs.  
 
3) To assess the effect on landowner and public attitudes regarding the value of 
environmental services derived from private lands.  
 
4) To communicate the results of the pilot project to society at large. 
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PROJECT DELIVERABLES 
 
1)  To quantify and qualify the social, economic and environmental benefits and/or 
impacts of the ALUS pilot project. 
 
2)  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. 
 
3)  To determine and prioritize the most feasible and effective land use services/ 
practices for delivering social, economic and environmental benefits.  
 
4)  To determine fair-market based method(s) of pricing ecological service delivery on 
private farmland. 
 
5)  To evaluate the acceptability and effectiveness of tax credits, conservation 
agreements, performance (or services maintenance) incentives and other options for 
rewarding environmental services. 
 
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. 
  
 
LAND USE ACTIVITIES ELIGIBILITY 
 
The following ecological services would be eligible for payment:  
 
1. Wetland Services.  Wetlands refer to land areas on farms that hold   
 semi-permanent or spring-season water.  Permanent water bodies will not be  
 eligible under the wetland services, but will be eligible under riparian   
 services.   
 
2.       Riparian Services.  Riparian areas include lands along lake edges,  
          watercourses, and intermittent and normally-dry drainage channels.   
 
3. Fragile Land Services.  Fragile lands are areas on farms that have been   
 cultivated but have major limitations due to slope or soil texture.  These   
 lands may be renovated with permanent cover and should be maintained   
 with permanent cover.   
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4. Natural Area Services.  Natural areas are areas that have not been cultivated 
 but may have been used as pasture or woodlot.   
 
A complete description of the four ecological services, including the values assigned to 
the subtypes in each category, can be found in Appendix 2.   
 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
As project manager, the LSRCD lead in the development and implementation of a 
communications strategy in conjunction with KAP and Delta Waterfowl to create 
awareness of the project, and communicate its progress to various audiences, including 
farmers, partners, rural and urban groups, and the three levels of government.  The 
LSRCD will also facilitate meetings, visit landowners, work with MCIC, and assist in the 
evaluation process.  The communication plan will be based on a similar model being 
developed for the pilot project in Norfolk, Ontario, which will help to ensure a consistent 
national message. 
 
The communication strategy will include: 

1)  News articles that serve local and regional audiences 
2)  Radio and TV interviews 
3)  Newspaper advertisements 
4)  Open houses in the 2 communities within  
5)  Mail-outs to all landowners  
6)  Presentations to organizations and producer groups 
7)  Workshops 
8)  Website and newsletters 

 
 
MONITORING & EVALUATION 
 
The development of the project evaluation model will require that there be overall 
monitoring and evaluation of social, economic, and environmental impacts of the pilot 
project.  This process will be coordinated by Delta Waterfowl, and completed in 
cooperation with universities and funding partners.  An urban focus group will also be 
included in the study to assess their attitude towards ALUS. 
 
The evaluation framework is based on the following concepts of Program Rationale, 
Program Delivery & Design, and Program Impact, which were used to effectively 
evaluate the Manitoba Pilot Project Environmental Tax Credit Program.   
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A.  Program Rationale 
 

1.  Who did the ALUS pilot project impact? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - characteristics of participants and non-participants 

    - reasons for (or not) participating? 
 

2.  Do participants have a history of participation in other conservation programs? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - response to questions regarding history with  
         conservation programs 
 
3.  Does ALUS encourage private landowners to retain their existing environmental 
assets (wetlands, riparian areas, forested land, and fragile land)? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - number of acres affected 
       - participation rates 
       - interest from adjacent areas 
 
4.  What causes or prevents landowners in participating? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - responses to questionnaires 
 
5.  Were landowners aware of the ALUS pilot project? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - responses to questionnaires 
 
B  Program Delivery & Design 
 
1.  What levels of incentives are required to protect environmental assets on private 
land? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - market price per acre to protect environmental assets 
 
2.  What levels of incentives are required to restore environmental assets on private 
land? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - market price per acre to restore environmental assets 
 
3.  Was the ALUS pilot successful in protecting and restoring environmental assets on 
private land? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - number of acres enrolled/rehabilitated as a result  
         of the pilot project 
 
4.  Was the Manitoba Crop Insurance Corporation effective and efficient in the 
administration of the ALUS pilot project? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - landowners’ views of MCIC as delivery agent 

           - MCIC’s views of adding an ALUS component to              
    their regular work in terms of staff time and costs 

                 - relationship between the conservation interests   
           and MCIC 
5.  Did the auditing procedures work? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - level of compliance with agreements 
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C  Program Impact 
 
1.  Was the ALUS pilot well-received in the farm community? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - survey results from landowners 
 
2.  What were the views of the local elected officials and local government? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - questionnaire survey results 
 
3.  How was the ALUS pilot project viewed by the non-farm residents in the study area? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - questionnaire survey results 
 
4.  Did the income of participating landowners rise significantly?  
 Evaluation Indicators: - survey results from landowners, census income   
            data 
       - land use data 
 
5.  Did the local businesses benefit from an increase in landowners’ disposable income? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - questionnaire survey results 
 
6.  Was the budgeted amount of funds sufficient for the pilot project? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - survey results from partners, technical advisory 
          committee, project advisory committee,  
          landowners, RM of Blanshard 
  
7.  Did the ALUS pilot affect land use (qualitatively and quantitatively) in the study area? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - area and types of land affected 
 
8.  Was there an improvement in water quality due to decreased sediment loading? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - survey results from technical advisory committee 
  
9.  On which landscape types was the ALUS pilot most/least effective? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - area and types of land affected by land    
        classification and farming history 
 
10.  What are the strengths/weaknesses of using a political as opposed to an ecological 
boundary for an ALUS pilot? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - survey results from municipal government and   
                   conservation/resource agencies  
 
11. To what extent did the ALUS pilot contribute to the financial security of participating 
landowners? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - survey results from landowners 
 
12. What environmental assets were conserved in the study area? 

Evaluation Indicators: - aggregate measurements of the types of  
         environmental assets conserved (wetlands by  
         type, forested land, riparian areas, fragile lands) 
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13.  Is there a greater awareness in the study area of the relationship between 
conservation programs and farm production? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - questionnaire survey results 
 
14.  What were the trade implications of the ALUS pilot project? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - views of policy experts and staff in agencies  
         dealing with international trade law 
 
15.  What was the effect on land values in the study area? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - surveys of land sales in the study area 
        - land assessments 
 
16.  Did the results get communicated effectively? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - attitudinal surveys of target audiences (farm  
         groups, policy experts, conservation agencies) at 
         the local, provincial, and national levels regarding  
         ALUS 
 
17.  How many media interviews/articles/appearances/field tours resulted from the ALUS 
project? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - number of media items 
 
18.  Did the ALUS pilot project results get communicated effectively to urban audiences? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - number of media items in larger centres 
 
19.  What has been the impact of the ALUS pilot on senior governments in terms of re-
evaluating national agricultural policy? 

Evaluation Indicators: - surveys of key staff to monitor the senior  
       government levels regarding the effect of the ALUS 
       pilot project on national agricultural policy  

 
20.  What affect did the ALUS-induced landscape changes have on wildlife habitat? 
 Evaluation Indicators: - survey results of landowners, technical  
          advisory committee and conservation agencies 
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PROJECT PARTNERS 
 
ALUS meshes the goals of the conservation, rural and agricultural communities, and 
thus has gathered a wide range of supporting agencies.   
 
Founders: 
Keystone Agricultural Producers 
Delta Waterfowl Foundation 
Little Saskatchewan River Conservation District 
RM of Blanshard 
 
Potential Partners: 
Manitoba Crop Insurance Corporation 
Mississippi Duck Stamp Foundation 
Manitoba Department of Water Stewardship 
Manitoba Conservation Districts Association 
Manitoba Conservation 
Manitoba Agriculture, Food & Rural Initiatives 
Masters and PhD students from Delta Waterfowl 
Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration 
Manitoba Habitat Heritage Corporation 
Manitoba Cattle Producers Association 
Manitoba Pork Council 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans 
Farm Stewardship Association of Manitoba 
Academia (Universities or Colleges) 
Nature Conservancy of Canada 
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PROJECT DIRECTORS: 
KAP, DWF, LSRCD, MAFRI 

 

       TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE:            
   MCDA, PFRA, MB Conservation, DFO, MCIC 

DWF, MHHC, Water Stewardship, FSAM, Other 

EVALUATION: 
DWF 

Grad Students 
Academia 

Consulting Firms 
Statistics Canada 

DELIVERY: 
LSRCD  

ADMINISTRATION: 
MCIC 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT:   
LSRCD 

PROJECT ADVISORY COMMITTEE:
Farmers & Local Interest Groups 
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The values for each of the ecological services below were determined through 
discussions with various wildlife agency staff that deliver conservation agreements on the 
land and agricultural staff and landowners to determine values for renting and input costs 
for cropland.  More specifically, these numbers relate to the level of payments under 
Manitoba Habitat Heritage Corporation (MHHC) conservation easements, land 
productivity data provided by MCIC, cost estimates and net gains established by agri-
business, local land rental rates, and local property tax rates. 
 
 
1. Wetland Services.  Wetlands refer to land areas on farms that hold semi-
permanent or spring-season water.  Permanent water bodies will not be eligible under the 
wetland services, but will be eligible under riparian services.  Three categories of land 
use will be rewarded depending on the type of management: 
 
 1.1  Maintain existing wetlands with no enhancement:  $5/acre 
 
 1.2  Maintain existing wetlands with enhancements such as establishing 
 permanent forage margins or limiting livestock access:  $10/acre 
 
 1.3  Restored / enhanced wetlands achieved by filling in drains, establishing small 
 water storage dams or backflood infrastructures:  $15/acre 
 
 Calculation of area eligible for Wetland Services 
 

In calculating the areas eligible for ALUS within Blanshard, two sources of data 
were primarily used.  Obtained from the Manitoba Land Initiative (MLI) website, the 
Canada Land Inventory (CLI) data was used to determine soil types, risk of water 
erosion, salinity, and other soil-related data.  The CLI classification scheme 
assigns a numerical value to different soil classes.  In the RM of Blanshard, the 
values range from Class 2 to Class 6, with Class 2 containing the most productive 
soils.  The CLI soils data was analyzed and acreages were calculated for each of 
the 6 different soil classifications. 
 
The second source of data used was the 2001 Prairie Farm Rehabilitation 
Administration (PFRA) land cover classification, also obtained from the MLI 
website.  This dataset categorizes land cover into 16 different classes.  The first 
step was to calculate the total area of the RM of Blanshard.  Using the 2001 PFRA 
land cover data, the acreages for each of the 16 different land classes were 
calculated. 
 
These 2 digital datasets, along with the Manitoba Designated Watershed Drain 
Maps, were used in a GIS (Geographic Information Systems) application to 
calculate the eligible area for ALUS within Blanshard.  
 
The area defined as eligible for wetland services include all the areas that are 
classified as either marsh/fens or water bodies in the PFRA dataset.  Marsh and 
fens are defined as “wet areas with standing or slowly moving water.  Vegetation 
consists of grasses and/or sedge.  Marshes will include common hydrophytic 
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vegetation such as cattail and rushes.  Fens will be formed on minerotrophic sites.  
Areas are frequently interspersed with channels or pools of open water.”  Water 
bodies are defined as “all open water – lakes, rivers, streams, ponds and lagoons.” 
 
In Blanshard, the marsh/fens contribute 98% and the water bodies contribute 2% 
to the wetland services.  A total of 6,018 acres (2,435 hectares) will be eligible for 
wetland services.   

 
2. Riparian Services.  Riparian areas include lands along lake edges, watercourses, 
and intermittent and normally-dry drainage channels.  Three categories of riparian 
services will be recognized for management practice reward: 
 
 2.1  Maintenance of riparian cover with no management improvement:  $5/acre  
 
 2.2  Maintenance / enhancement of riparian zones to obtain adequate buffer zone 
 function, but allowing limited agricultural use:  $15/acre 
 
 2.3  Maintenance / enhancement of riparian cover to obtain an adequate buffer 
 zone with no agricultural use:  $15/acre 
 

Calculation of land eligible for Riparian Services 
 
The Manitoba designated watershed drain maps and the 2001 PFRA data were 
used to identify all of the streams and water bodies within Blanshard.  The 
watershed drain maps show all of the creeks or rivers which have been classified 
by using the modified Strahler ordering system.  Since the width of the riparian 
areas change dramatically throughout the RM of Blanshard, a buffer width of 50 
metres (164 feet) was applied to both sides of the stream.  Therefore, the entire 
riparian corridor has a total width of 100 metres (328 feet).  A 50 metre buffer was 
also applied to the permanent water bodies within Blanshard.   
 
In Blanshard, 5,886 acres (2,382 hectares) will be eligible for riparian services. 

 
3. Fragile Land Services.  Fragile lands are areas on farms that have been 
cultivated but have major limitations due to slope or soil texture.  These lands may be 
renovated with permanent cover and should be maintained with permanent cover.  Four 
categories of fragile land services will be rewarded: 
 
 3.1  Maintenance of permanent cover with no limitations on use:  $15/acre 
 
 3.2  Maintenance / enhancement of permanent cover but limited agricultural 
 use (for example: managed grazing or one-cut haying:  $25/acre 
 
 3.3  Maintenance / enhancement of permanent cover with no agricultural  use:  
 $25/acre 
 

  
Calculation of land eligible for Fragile Land Services 
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According to the ALUS pilot project guidelines, fragile lands are defined as areas 
that have been cultivated but have high or severe limitations due to slope or 
texture.  Within Blanshard, fragile lands include Class 4, 5, and 6 soils in addition 
to Class 3 soils which have limitations due to slope or texture.  Using various GIS 
techniques, the areas were calculated for all Class 3 soils which have these 
limitations. The acreages of the Class 4, 5, and 6 soils were calculated.  The land 
eligible for fragile land is the sum of Class 4, 5, and 6 plus the appropriate Class 3 
soils.  
 
The limitations due to slope are related to the risk of water erosion. The water 
erosion risk value is based on a calculation of the estimated soil loss on bare 
unprotected soil using the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) measured in 
tonnes/hectare/year.  The classes are as follows: 
 Negligible <6 tonnes/hectare/year 
 Low  6 – 11 t/h/y 
 Moderate 11 – 22 t/h/y 
 High  22 – 33 t/h/y 
 Severe > 33 t/h/y 
 
In Blanshard, 45,771 acres (18,522 hectares) are classified as fragile lands.  
However, only 9,154 acres (20% of the total) will be eligible.  (See Appendix 4). 

 
4. Natural Area Services.  Natural areas that have not been cultivated but may have 
been used as pasture or woodlot.  Three categories of land management practices will be 
recognized for payments: 
 
 4.1  Maintenance of natural areas with no limitations on use:  $3.50/acre 
 
 4.2  Maintenance / enhancement of natural areas with limited agricultural  use (for 
 example: managed grazing or agro-woodlots:  $5/acre 
 
 4.3  Maintenance / enhancement of natural areas with no agricultural use: 
 $15/acre 
 
 Calculation of land eligible for Natural Area Services 
 

The natural area services are treed/woodlot areas.  All of the forested areas 
classified as deciduous, mixedwood, coniferous, and open deciduous in the PFRA 
land cover data were used to calculate the woodlots.    Deciduous forests are 
defined as “75-100% of the forest canopy is deciduous…may include patches of 
grassland, marsh or fens less than two hectares in size.”  Open deciduous forests 
are defined as “lands characterized by rough topography, shallow soil, or poor 
drainage.  Supports a growth of shrubs such as 
willow…alder…Saskatoon…and/or stunted deciduous…tree cover.  An area could 
have up to 50% scattered tree or shrub cover.” 
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The acreages of mixedwood and coniferous forests are insignificant in Blanshard.  
Deciduous trees contribute 80% of the total woodlots in Blanshard, and open 
deciduous woodlots contribute the remaining 20%. 
 
The total area eligible for natural area services would be 4,215 acres (1,706 
hectares). 
 
The map in Appendix 3 shows all the areas eligible for ALUS within Blanshard.  
The four land use services are shown with different colours.   
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LAND MAP 
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DETAILED BUDGET 
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ALUS 
Categories  % of Land Base Total Acres $/Acre* Total 

Wetlands                           4.4                6,018  10          $60,180 

Fragile Lands (1)                         6.7              9,154  25          228,850 

Natural Lands                           3.0                4,215  10            42,150 

Riparian Areas                            4.3                5,886  10            58,860 
Ecological Services 
Total 18.4              25,273           390,040 

RM Totals              138,240   

   

Administration (10%)             39,004 

Communication & Promotion Plan            12,000 

Project Manager              35,000 

Expenses (Truck @ 850/month -lease, fuel, insurance, etc)            10,200 

Material & Supplies (13%)              50,705 

Evaluation (25%) - DWF (2)               97,510 

 

*  This is the average value assigned to each ecological service (Appendix 2). 

(1) Note:  This figure represents 20% of the total fragile lands (45,771 acres) that are signed up at $25 /acre.   

(2) Evaluation will be conducted annually over a three year period at a cost of $97,510/year.  

Year 1 Budget         536,949 

Year 2 Budget         634,459 

Year 3 Budget        634,459 

Year 4 Evaluation          97,510

TOTAL 4 Year Budget  $1,903,377 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE RM OF BLANSHARD 
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1)  Socio-economic Indicators 
 
Socio-economic indicators are key in the monitoring and evaluation of the ALUS pilot 
project, and a number of pre-ALUS socio-economic indicators have already been 
recorded for the RM of Blanshard.  Within the Broughton’s Creek Integrated Watershed 
Plan, landowners have identified sustainable agriculture as their top priority.  The 2001 
Agriculture Census contains information specific to the RM of Blanshard relating to farm 
capitol; number, size, and type of farms; land ownership/rental; crops grown; 
conservation practices, land use, and other agricultural data as well as income, 
demographics, employment, and industry. 
 
In the late 1980’s, a detailed survey, titled “A Landowner Survey in the Rural 
Municipalities of Hamiota, Blanshard and Saskatchewan on Soil, Water, and Habitat 
Conservation,”  was completed for Ducks Unlimited.  It contains an excellent summary of 
the prevalent attitudes in the RM of Blanshard, and will be a valuable tool for comparing 
environmental attitudes before and after the implementation of ALUS.   
 
2)  Location 
 
Blanshard is an ideal location for an ALUS pilot project because of its close proximity to 
the Manitoba Crop Insurance Corporation office in Hamiota.  Blanshard is also well 
situated in terms of its location to the Delta Waterfowl office in Minnedosa.   As the Delta 
Waterfowl research students will play an important role in the evaluation process, it is 
important for them to have easy access to the pilot project area. 
 
In addition, the LSRCD office is located within Blanshard in the Town of Oak River.  
Under this proposal, the LSRCD would assume the role of project management.  
Therefore, the LSRCD office would be centrally located for landowners within Blanshard 
and close to the MCIC and Delta Waterfowl offices. 
 
3)  Information Gathered 
 
A major advantage of initiating an ALUS pilot project in Blanshard is that an extensive 
amount of information has already been collected, especially for the Broughton’s Creek 
watershed.  As part of the Broughton’s Creek Integrated Watershed Management Plan 
(IWMP), a number of environmental and human studies have been completed.  Baseline 
information has been compiled for the following areas: 
 

Human History   Surface Water: Hydrology, Flood Flows 
Climate    Surface Water: Water Availability and Use 
Geology    Ground Water 
Topography   Water Quality 
Landcover   Wildlife    
Agricultural Capability   Human Demographics/Socio-Economics 
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Waterfowl    Land Use Practices 
Fisheries    Watershed Uses and Interests 
Water Resource Features Watershed Resource Management Concerns 
Soils 

 
Landowners in the Broughton’s Creek watershed have been very willing in the past to 
participate in meetings dealing with watershed issues.  These meetings have been 
scheduled by the LSRCD, and it’s expected that the farmers’ interest level would 
continue to be high for the ALUS pilot.   
 
4)  Physical Landscape 
 
The physical landscape of Blanshard is quite similar to the average landscape of agro 
Manitoba and much of the Prairies as a whole.  The land use within Blanshard is 
predominantly agricultural with a significantly smaller proportion of wetlands, riparian 
areas, and natural lands.  In terms of land cover, Blanshard has 73% agricultural land, 
6% trees, 7% marsh/fens, 11.3% grassland, and 1.5% forage crops, according to PFRA 
data.  Due to its typical landscape, the results of an ALUS pilot project in Blanshard 
would accurately represent the average results of the rest of agro Manitoba and large 
areas of the Prairies as well. 
 
However, there is also significant biodiversity within the municipality.  There are over 
2200 marsh/fens within Blanshard, and due to its pothole-type topography, Blanshard 
has been identified by Delta Waterfowl and Ducks Unlimited as a high priority in the 
flyway zone for waterfowl 
 
The RM of Blanshard also contains a wide variety of soil productivity levels, similar to 
other areas of agro Manitoba and the Canadian Prairies.  According to the Canada Land 
Inventory classification scheme, Blanshard contains predominantly Class 2 and 3 soils 
with values of 47 and 44% respectively. The remaining areas are composed of Class 4 
(1%), Class 5 (6%), and Class 6 (2%).  Using the Manitoba Crop Insurance Corporation 
(MCIC) soils classes, 79% of the area has ‘B’ soils, 15% contains ‘C’ soils, and the 
remaining 6% has ‘D’ soils.  
 
5)  LSRCD Contribution 
 
The LSRCD would take the lead role in project management and communications.  It 
would also provide the necessary GIS services for the pilot project.  Included in the digital 
data library of the LSRCD are: ortho-photos, hydrological features, soils data, road 
networks, quarter section grids, land cover classes, elevation data, well inventory, infra-
red photos for Broughton’s Creek, and other spatial information.  The latest GIS software 
is used for the analysis of this data. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 29

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 6 
 

LETTER OF SUPPORT FROM BLANSHARD 
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APPENDIX  7 

LETTER OF SUPPORT FROM THE LSRCD 


