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Executive Summary 

Scope and Objectives of the Evaluation 
This evaluation was conducted to meet the requirements of the Funding Agreement (the Agreement) 
signed between the Government of Canada and the Nature Conservancy of Canada (NCC) on March 
30, 2007 to deliver the Natural Areas Conservation Program (the Program).  The objectives of this 
evaluation were to: measure the overall performance of NCC in achieving the outcomes identified in 
the Agreement; and, assess the economy, efficiency and effectiveness with which funds have been 
used.  The evaluation was carried out within 5 years from the date of the Agreement and covered the 
Program from initiation in April 2007 to March 2012, although the focus was on the first four years of 
implementation (April 2007 to June 2011), as reporting on the fifth year (ending June 30, 2012) is not 
yet available). 
 
Natural Areas Conservation Program 
The Program is a matching fund initiative led by NCC and supported by a $225 million investment 
from the Government of Canada (managed by Environment Canada (EC)). The purpose of the 
investment is to support the delivery of the Program by NCC and Other Qualified Organizations 
(OQOs), such as Ducks Unlimited Canada and provincial and regional land trusts and nature 
conservancies (which collectively can be allocated up to $40 million).  Under the Program, NCC and 
OQOs aim to secure approximately 200,000 hectares (500,000 acres) of ecologically significant 
private lands across southern Canada primarily by negotiating approximately 650 land transactions 
with property owners.  The Program focuses on conserving land (through securement activities such 
as acquisition or donation of Conservation Agreements, fee simple interests, or other legal rights in 
land) that is identified as a high priority through a science-based conservation planning process. The 
specific terms and conditions for managing the investment and implementing the Program are 
detailed in the Agreement. As well, the key expected outputs and outcomes are defined in the 
Program logic model, with the final outcome being “habitat for species at risk and other elements of 
biodiversity is protected in perpetuity”.  
 
Evaluation Methodology  
The evaluation addressed 5 key issues:  (1) continued need for the program; (2) alignment with NCC 
and government priorities; (3) alignment with federal roles and responsibilities; (4) achievement of 
expected outputs and outcomes; and, (5) demonstrated efficiency and economy.  To examine these 
issues, and the specific evaluation questions related to each issue, the evaluation employed 4 main 
lines of inquiry: document review; two online surveys of OQOs and landowners; comparative 
assessment with other land conservation/securement programs; and, key informant interviews.  The 
evaluation focused on NCC’s role in delivering the Program and the resulting outcomes from all 
partners; it relied on information contained in annual progress reports and other supplementary 
documentation provided by NCC; however, it did not examine the practices and systems of OQOs nor 
did it test NCC financial management practices as these are addressed by independent and 
accredited financial auditors annually. 
 
Conclusions 
The key conclusions from the evaluation, detailed in the report, include: 
 
Issue 1: Continued need for the program 
1. The Program continues to be relevant and is needed to protect areas of ecological significance in 

Canada.  
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The threats and pressures to species habitat and biodiversity, particularly in southern Canada, 
continue to increase.  This Program provides a science-based national approach to securing 
private lands of ecological significance for long-term conservation purposes. While significant 
progress has been made over the first 5 years of the Program, there is evidence to confirm that 
continued effort is needed to protect key natural areas, particularly in southern Canada.  

  
Issue 2: Alignment with NCC and Government priorities; and Issue 3: Alignment with federal 
roles and responsibilities 
2. The Program is directly aligned with NCC and with federal government priorities, roles and 

responsibilities.  
The Program is directly aligned with NCC’s vision, mission and mandate. It is directly aligned with 
the Government of Canada’s national priorities, and national and international commitments and 
obligations related to conserving habitat to protect biodiversity and enhance the survival of 
wildlife, species and ecosystems. The Program also recognizes that conservation in Canada is 
shared across a number of jurisdictions and is consistent with the Government of Canada’s 
commitments to build partnerships, work collaboratively and identify new approaches to 
conservation and ecosystem sustainability.  The Program provides a model for how external 
organisations can help the Government of Canada achieve its conservation goals and is 
complementary to a number of EC-led programs that contribute to the department’s strategic 
outcome related to biodiversity, wildlife and habitat.  Furthermore, the Program provides 
accelerated action to conserve private lands of ecological value throughout Canada and is also 
complementary to a number of programs implemented by provincial governments that are 
focussed on securing private land for ecological purposes. 

 
Issue 4: Achievement of expected outputs and outcomes 
3. Significant progress has been made and virtually all expected outputs and outcomes have been 

achieved over the first 5 years of implementation. 
The Program’s science-based conservation planning process has been critical to ensuring that 
securement and stewardship efforts are focused on priority lands of high ecological significance.  
The Program has implemented securement agreements directly and worked in partnership with 
DUC and 13 other OQOs to secure almost 332,000 ha (820,000 acres) of ecologically significant 
land across Canada, which exceeds the original target to protect 200,000 ha (500,000 acres). 
Securement of this land has also ensured that important habitat remains in place for over 450 
unique species of conservation priority (COSEWIC-assessed species at risk, globally rare 
species and provincially rare species). Furthermore, NCC has put in place a process and series 
of requirements to ensure secured properties are managed to achieve biodiversity targets and 
long-term conservation.  

 
4. The OQO component of the Program has been more challenging than anticipated to deliver. 

The design of the OQO component of the Program, including its application, transaction, and 
reporting processes, is consistent with and reflects the Agreement’s requirements and provides 
assurance that transactions completed by OQOs meet the expectations and requirements of the 
Agreement.  Some smaller land trusts with limited capacity have found it difficult to meet the 
requirements necessary to obtain Program resources. As a result, access to Program resources 
has been problematic by some members of the OQO community and a higher level of effort than 
originally expected has been required to administer this aspect of the program. While broad 
participation of OQOs was not part of the original objectives or Agreement, the Program can 
contribute to increasing the capacity of the land trust community as a whole in accelerating action 
to protect key ecological values on private lands. 

 
5. DUC is delivering its component separately from the rest of the Program. 

DUC is unique from the other OQOs participating in the Program as it has its own conservation-
based planning process, with different priority areas identified for securement, as well as a 
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different approach to reporting on Program performance and expenditures.  Despite having 
common objectives with the overall Program, the DUC component of the Program is essentially 
delivered separately and under a different framework from the rest of the Program delivered by 
NCC and the other OQOs. 

 
Issue 5: Demonstrated efficiency and economy 
6. NCC has established and implemented a strong Program design, management and 

accountability regime to meet the Terms and Conditions of the Funding Agreement. 
The Program has fulfilled all requirements of the Agreement, with the exception of Section 12.01 
where communication with OQOs in French has been problematic. The design of the Program 
enables clear and direct attribution between Program resources and the achievement of 
conservation goals.  While this type of acquisition, particularly of private lands, can be a more 
expensive method of habitat conservation than other approaches, it also provides a degree of 
permanence through legal protection of private lands in achieving conservation objectives in 
threatened areas located in southern Canada.  As such, the Program is an important piece of 
broader conservation efforts across the country as a whole. 
 
NCC has developed a robust and appropriate oversight and program management structure to 
direct the Program, provide performance information, and ensure that it is implemented 
consistently throughout Canada and in line with requirements.   

 
7. Program resources are being spent efficiently and in-line with allowable expenditures  

Over the first 4 years, the Program spent $152.7 million and raised an additional $290.9 million in 
matching funds (achieving a leverage of 1.9:1 which exceeds the expected 1:1 leveraging target ) 
thus making available $444 million for land securement and early stewardship purposes (which is 
expected to exceed the target of $450 million by year 5). Of this total, $26 million in non-federal 
funds has been endowed (by the end of Year 4) for stewardship of those properties acquired.  
However, this Stewardship Endowment Fund is neither designed to be nor is sufficient to fund all 
stewardship activities required over the long-term. 
 
Program resources have been spent in line with the Agreement, with ≤ 5% spent on 
coordination/administration expenses. This percentage is efficient compared to other similar 
programs and includes the costs for the conservation planning process, Land Information 
System, and the management of the OQO program, as well as regular overhead, management 
and administrative expenses. 

 
Recommendations 
 
The evaluation found that the Natural Areas Conservation Program (the Program) has been 
successful – with significant progress made and virtually all expected outcomes achieved over the 
first five years of implementation, with almost all Agreement requirements fully met, and with targets 
for leveraging funding exceeded. It has been delivered efficiently and effectively, and remains 
relevant for both the Nature Conservancy of Canada (NCC) and the Government of Canada. There 
remains a demonstrable need to promote and implement private land conservation to address threats 
to species and biodiversity resources and values, particularly in southern Canada.   
 
The following recommendations are directed to NCC and are provided for future Program 
implementation in the event that it is renewed.  While the recommendations focus on two areas, it is 
recommended that any Program continuation build on the various lessons learned that are presented 
in this evaluation. 
 
1. It is recommended that NCC work to ensure that a ny future Program includes a stronger 
stewardship component. 
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If the Program is renewed, it is recommended that NCC work to ensure that the allocation of Program 
funds between new acquisitions and stewardship purposes is appropriate in accordance with 
operational needs.  It is recommended that new acquisitions within priority sites should continue and 
that a greater percentage of the resources be allocated to ensure that the species at risk and 
elements of biodiversity on properties acquired through the Program (including both newly acquired 
properties and previously acquired properties) are protected in the long-term.   
 
Furthermore, NCC should continue to explore the possibility of incorporating  stewardship concepts 
that promote conservation on lands outside and adjacent to secured properties, with a view to 
promoting connectivity and/or establishing wildlife corridors to ensure conservation of the broader 
landscape in and around these sites.  Approaches like those implemented by the Royal Society for 
the Preservation of Birds ‘FutureScapes’ should be considered.  
  
2. It is recommended that NCC clarify the expectati ons of the OQO component of the Program 
and explore options for the delivery and reporting mechanisms for OQOs in any future 
Program.  
 
A) NCC to clarify whether and how future OQO participation is to be supported. 
 
If the Program is renewed, it is recommended that NCC work to clearly articulate the need for broad 
participation from OQOs in the Program.  If a need is determined, NCC should explore how best to 
build capacity within this community to participate more fully in the future.  This could be 
accomplished, for example, through direct support to the Canadian Land Trust Alliance or individual 
OQOs, by EC through its funding programs, or through other means deemed appropriate to: (i) grow 
awareness of the Program, its requirements and planning processes; and, (ii) support OQOs in their 
application, reporting, and fund raising processes.  As well, NCC should explore innovative options 
for helping OQOs meet matching and endowment fund requirements.  
 
In addition, if the Program is renewed, it is recommended that NCC explore options regarding 
funding, managing and implementing the OQO component. 

 
B) NCC to determine how to achieve greater integration in the delivery and reporting mechanisms for 
DUC.  
 
If the Program is renewed, NCC should determine how to achieve greater integration and consistency 
of Program delivery between DUC and NCC, so as to realize more integrated priority site planning, 
performance measurement, and expenditure reporting, and ensure that all OQOs participate 
consistently and are subject to the same Program requirements.   
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1 Introduction 

On March 30, 2007 the Government of Canada and the Nature Conservancy of Canada (NCC) 
signed a Funding Agreement (the Agreement) to deliver the Natural Areas Conservation Program 
(the Program).  Sections 9.04 and 9.05 of this Agreement require NCC to carry out an independent 
program evaluation and performance audit within 5 years from the date that the Agreement was 
signed1:   
� The program evaluation is to “measure the overall performance of the NCC in achieving the 

outcomes identified in the Agreement”.   
� The performance (value-for-money) audit is to “ensure economy, efficiency and effectiveness with 

which funds have been used”. 
 
In response to this requirement, and as a result of a competitive bidding process, NCC contracted 
Stratos Inc. and associates Alison Kerry and Cathy Wilkinson to complete the evaluation.  
 
This report presents the results of the evaluation and includes the following sections: 
� Section 2  presents an overview of the Program; 
� Section 3  outlines the evaluation design, including key evaluation issues examined; 
� Section 4  presents the key evaluation findings; 
� Section 5  presents the evaluation conclusions; and 
� Section 6  presents the evaluation recommendations. 

 

2 Background 

2.1 PROFILE OF THE NATURAL AREAS CONSERVATION 
PROGRAM 

2.1.1 Context 
Budget 2007 – Chapter 3: A Better Canada – noted the Government of Canada’s “commitment to 
strengthen conservation of sensitive land and species, and preservation of our cultural and natural 
heritage”.  It included funding for “the Nature Conservancy of Canada to conserve ecologically 
sensitive land in southern Canada”. 
 
On April 1, 2007, NCC began delivery of the Natural Areas Conservation Program (the Program), a 
matching fund initiative led by NCC, supported by a $225 million investment from the Government of 
Canada. A March 30th, 2007 signing of a funding agreement (the “Agreement”) between NCC and 
Canada formalized this Program. This Agreement is in effect until all monies have been spent and all 
audit, evaluation and reporting obligations of NCC are satisfied. 
 
The purpose of the Agreement is to “support the delivery of the Program by NCC and Other Qualified 
Organizations (OQOs) such as, for example, Ducks Unlimited Canada, and provincial and regional 

                                                      
1 Funding Agreement (2007) Section 2.0. 
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land trusts and nature conservancies in order to conserve areas of high ecological significance across 
southern Canada. Under the Program, NCC and OQOs aim to secure approximately 200,000 
hectares (500,000 acres) (+/- 10%) of ecologically significant lands primarily across southern Canada 
by negotiating approximately 650 land transactions with property owners”2. 
 

2.1.2 Key Activities 
There are two elements to the Program: 
1. Establishment and management of the Natural Areas Conservation Fund; and 
2. Conservation of ecologically significant land across Canada. 
 
The Natural Areas Conservation Fund 
Section 4.01 of the Agreement instructs NCC to establish a separately held fund to hold in trust 
monies contributed by the Government of Canada to deliver the Program. NCC is also required to 
establish an Investment Committee to oversee management of the Fund, and this Committee is to 
develop a written Statement of the Investment Policy to define the Fund’s objectives, activities, 
strategies and policies.  The Investment Committee is also to approve an Investment Strategy to 
implement the Policy and define the style of investment management as well as specific investment 
instruments.  Permitted and prohibited investments are defined in sections 5.11 and 5.12 of the 
Agreement, respectively. 
 
The Agreement provides NCC with the authority to sub-grant up to $40 million of the federal funding 
to OQOs to enable provincial and regional land trusts and nature conservancies to participate in 
Program delivery. Of this amount, it was originally anticipated that up to $25 million would be 
allocated to Ducks Unlimited Canada (DUC) and up to $15 million would be allocated to other OQOs 
under a sub-granting program. The Program formalizes the engagement of DUC and other OQOs 
through partnership agreements to ensure partners also meet the terms of the Agreement with the 
Government of Canada.  
 
Allowable expenditures of the Fund are defined in section 6.03 of the Agreement and include: the 
purchase price of land and/or interests in land, associated staff time, associated costs, and required 
closing activities (including the development of baseline documentation reports for Conservation 
Agreement properties, which include legal covenants, easements, servitudes or other interests; 
baseline inventories and property management plans for fee simple properties; and necessary capital 
expenditures). NCC projects are assessed for meeting the requirements of the Program before 
contributions from the Fund are approved. Once approved, these funds are withdrawn and disbursed 
to the NCC region as deferred funds and held until closing. Funds are then expensed as the project is 
closed and management activities are conducted as approved. 
 
Under section 6.03(b) of the Agreement, an amount of up to 5% of eligible expenditures from the 
Fund (or a maximum of $2.25 million per year) may be used by NCC to support coordination and 
delivery on the requirements of the Agreement, and costs of conservation planning and science. 
 
NCC, along with its partners who receive Program resources, are expected to raise matching funds in 
a ratio of at least 1:1 through non-federal donations (financial or in-kind), resulting in a potential 
conservation investment in excess of $450 million over the duration of the Program. This is to be 
accomplished by forging partnerships with other levels of government and other conservation 

                                                      
2 Funding Agreement (2007) Section 2.0. 
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In general, the following c riteria are to be 
considered when identifying Priority Sites for 

land securement (Section 7.03) 
(i) The land has been identified as a priority 

through NCC’s eco-regional assessment 
process or other equivalent science-
based assessment; 

(ii) The land has national or provincial 
significance, based on ecological criteria; 

(iii) The land protects habitat for species at 
risk (as per Schedule I of the federal 
Species at Risk Act); 

(iv) The land protects habitats for migratory 
birds identified through bird habitat 
conservation planning;  

(v) The land creates or enhances 
connections or corridors between 
protected areas or conserved land; and 

(vi) The land securement reduces significant 
land-use stressors adjacent to protected 
areas.  

organizations, as well as through securing private sector donations from foundations, corporations 
and individuals. Landowners may also provide substantial matching contributions through donations 
of ecologically significant lands (by way of fee simple land ownership and/or Conservation 
Agreements) at Priority Sites. 
 
NCC is to maintain separate accounts for the Fund and carry out an annual independent third-party 
audit.   As well, under section 9.03 (j), NCC is required to provide a “statement of compensation 
remuneration” setting out the total paid from the Fund to each of the officers and directors; and 
employees whose remuneration exceeds $100,000 per annum. 
 
Conservation of ecologically significant land across Canada 
Under the Program, NCC and partners secure ecologically significant lands at Priority Sites3 across 
the country through conservation projects4. Land securement activity is to be conducted in 
accordance with NCC's Conservation Policy Framework, and these lands are to be held for the 
purposes of long term conservation (Section 8.01).    
 
The Program focuses on conserving land (through 
securement activities such as conservation 
agreements or fee simple properties) that is 
identified as a high priority through NCC’s science-
based conservation planning process (i.e. through 
the development of Conservation Blueprints5, 
Natural Areas Conservation Plans and related 
Priority Sites) and the application of ecological 
criteria. As per the requirements of the Agreement, 
NCC is required to develop and maintain a list of 
Priority Sites to direct land securement activities 
completed with Program resources. An initial list of 
91 Priority Sites, based on criteria indicated in 
section 7.03 of the Agreement, was included as 
part of the Agreement. As well, NCC is required to 
provide an annual work plan (Agreement section 
9.01) to guide Program activities and a progress 
report each year (Agreement section 9.03). 
 
Once securement is achieved, emphasis shifts to planning at the property level so that appropriate 
management takes place to conserve biodiversity targets6.  For every property secured under a 
Conservation Agreement7, a Baseline Documentation Report (BDR), signed by NCC and the 
landowner, must be in place at the time of Conservation Agreement registration to enable appropriate 

                                                      
3 This includes North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP) Priority Areas for Ducks Unlimited Canada. 
4 Conservation projects are specific land transactions undertaken by NCC, commonly including purchase and or financial 
contributions to third parties to support such transactions.  
5 The Conservation Blueprint process is detailed in NCC’s “The Conservation Blueprint: Recognizing Nature’s Design”. 
6 As part of the planning process, NCC scientists, working with external partners and experts, undertake a thorough 
assessment of ecological data in order to identify the biodiversity targets – critical ecosystems, communities and species – that 
represent the native biodiversity of these natural areas. 
7 A Conservation Agreement is a voluntary, legal agreement between a landowner and conservation organization that 
permanently limits uses of the land in order to protect its conservation values (it is sometimes called a conservation easement, 
covenant or servitude). 
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monitoring of the restrictions contained in the Conservation Agreement. Annual monitoring must also 
be undertaken (by NCC staff and in the case of transactions with OQOs, representatives from OQOs) 
to assess the condition of the property against that articulated in the BDR and compliance with 
restrictions in the Conservation Agreement8. 
 
For fee-simple properties, NCC standards require that an Interim Stewardship Statement (ISS) 
outlining stewardship objectives and short-term priority actions be developed within a year of 
acquisition to guide initial property management. A more comprehensive Property Management Plan 
(PMP) (for single or multiple adjoining or nearby properties) is completed at a later time9,10. 
 
In addition to these planning and stewardship standards, NCC and others (e.g., land trusts) securing 
land under the Program must have additional financial resources in place to manage properties 
acquired with federal funds into the future. To ensure such capacity, NCC generally requires that 15% 
of the total land value be allocated to a Stewardship Endowment Fund, calculated in accordance with 
NCC’s Appraisal Policy11.  This allocation cannot be Program funds (nor from any other federal 
sources) and must be raised by NCC and/or OQOs participating in the Program. 
 
The Program also includes public communications activities to share the importance of land 
conservation and the role of private lands in preserving Canada’s natural heritage, to promote 
Program accomplishments, and to acknowledge the Government of Canada’s leadership and 
investment in this regard. NCC’s communications program involves property-specific press 
conferences and media announcements, and promotions through various print and on-line media. 
Requirements for such communications are defined in Section 12 of the Agreement. 

2.2 GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE 
2.2.1 Governance and Management  
NCC is a Canadian charity established in 1962 and works in every province in Canada through seven 
regional offices12, supported by a national office in Toronto13. The regional offices, with satellite field 
offices in priority program areas, deliver a suite of key activities to support the Program including: 

• conservation planning and identification of potential sites for securement; 

• fundraising to secure sites; 

• land securement transactions (e.g. conservation agreements or fee simple properties); and 

• short and long term stewardship of secured sites.  
                                                      
8 These conditions / requirements also apply to OQOs other than DUC.  
9 OQOs other than DUC are required to prepare a PMP within one year of closing the property acquisition.   
10 An ISS is not required if a PMP is developed within a year of acquisition.  
11 To ensure that properties are properly stewarded in perpetuity, the NCC Board of Directors has established a policy 
requiring that, for properties located within NCC Priority Natural Areas that have a land value of up to $2 Million, a minimum of 
15% of the land value of each and every property secured under the Program must be contributed, by way of matching 
contributions (under Section 6.05(c) of the Agreement), to a regional stewardship endowment fund. For properties valued at 
greater than $2 Million, the residual amounts (i.e. over $2 Million) must be endowed at 5%, up to a maximum cap of $600,000 
per project. DUC has a management fund already in place that provides the financial resources necessary for such 
stewardship, but other OQOs are required to secure matching funds for their projects (like NCC), as part of their agreement 
under the Program.   
12 Alberta, Manitoba, Quebec, British Columbia, Saskatchewan, Ontario and Atlantic. While not NCC Regional Offices, the 
Conservation de la Nature-Quebec (CNQ) and the NCC-PEI are parties to Services Agreements with the NCC to facilitate land 
transfers – they are not considered OQOs, rather, NCC can transfer title to land acquired under the Program to them and close 
transactions related to land acquired under the Program in their name (Section 8.03).  
13 National office staff also work in Ottawa, Guelph, Norfolk County, Dartmouth and Calgary. 
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The national office supports Program delivery by completing a number of activities including:  

• financial management; 

• coordination of fundraising; 

• gift planning, supporter services;  

• communications; 

• strategic planning;  

• policy and program coordination; and  

• performance monitoring and reporting.   
 
The organization is governed by a National Board  with support from seven Regional Boards . In 
total, more than 120 representatives of the scientific and business communities across the country 
are involved in ensuring the effective governance and management of NCC. This Board structure is 
responsible for overseeing all aspects of NCC, including the Program. 
 
NCC also has a Scientific Advisory Network (SAN) that is included in the national and regional 
governance structures.  This is a network of external science professionals, including one or more 
members of a Regional (or National) Board with a science background which provides validation of 
conservation science tools and approaches used by NCC (e.g., Conservation Blueprints and other 
conservation plans) which, in turn, provide advice that directs the Program. 
 
An Investment Committee  oversees management of the Fund and is composed of at least 3 
directors of the Board who are not officers or employees of NCC.  Members are to be financially 
literate with broad knowledge of investment matters.  The Investment Committee can recommend to 
the Board, for its approval, the appointment of one or more independent, external investment advisors 
to provide investment advice and can also recommend professional portfolio managers. The 
Investment Committee is to establish and review (at least annually) the Investment Policy and 
Strategy for the Fund. 
 
A Program Committee,  approved by the Board, oversees implementation of the Program and use of 
the Fund in accordance with the Agreement.  The Agreement notes that  the Program Committee 
should be comprised of 5-9 members including the President and CEO of NCC and such other 
persons that the President and Board deem to be appropriate  including, but not limited to, NCC 
directors, officers and employees and at least one representative from the Government of Canada. 
Furthermore the Program Committee is to meet no less than semi-annually to review and provide 
advice on the list of Priority Sites and progress achieved. 
 
In addition to these Committees, the NCC Audit Committee  provides an additional oversight role and 
ensures that independent financial audits are completed annually.   
  

2.2.2 Stakeholders and Beneficiaries 
The stakeholders for the Program include: 
� The Government of Canada, represented by the Canadian Wildlife Service in Environment 

Canada; 
� The Nature Conservancy of Canada, and its associated regions; 
� Ducks Unlimited Canada;  
� Other qualified provincial and regional land trusts and nature conservancies; and 
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� Other provincial or municipal governments or their agencies. 
 
The beneficiaries of the Program include:  
� Present and future generations of Canadians; and 
� Populations of species at risk, migratory birds and other elements of biodiversity. 

2.3 EXPECTED RESULTS 
2.3.1 Expected Results 
Under the Agreement, NCC and OQOs “aim to secure approximately 200,000 hectares (500,000 
acres, +/- 10%) of ecologically significant land primarily across southern Canada by negotiating 
approximately 650 land transactions with property owners” (Funding Agreement Section 2.01, page 
4).  
 
To achieve this aim, the Program uses the funds provided by the Government of Canada ($225 
million) to establish and manage a Natural Areas Conservation Fund that is used for land securement 
and related management activities deemed eligible under the Program. The funds are directed based 
on a science-based conservation planning process, and the application of related ecological criteria, 
that produce a list of priority sites for land securement and stewardship. As well, NCC works with 
OQOs, such as Ducks Unlimited Canada and provincial and regional land trusts and nature 
conservancies, in order to implement the Program. NCC also promotes the Program through a variety 
of communication approaches. 
 
Through the Program, long term support for land conservation is sought by raising matching 
contributions, by ensuring land securement, and through stewardship activities of protected lands. 
 

2.3.2 Logic Model 
The following logic model illustrates the Program’s core activities, outputs and outcomes.  The key 
outputs, directed at landowners and conservation organizations in priority sites, contribute to the 
direct outcomes to be achieved in the short term.  These direct outcomes contribute to the 
intermediate and final outcomes to be achieved over the longer term.   
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2.4 FINANCIAL INFORMATION 
Table 1 presents audited financial figures for the Program over the first 4 fiscal years (NCC’s Fiscal 
Year is July to June). 
 

Table 1: Program Revenue and Expenditures from 2007 -2008 to 2010-11 
 

Allocation 

Natural Areas Conservation Fund 

Matching 
Funds 14 

Cumulative 
Expenses   

Audited 
Revenue* 

Audited 
Expenses 

Surplus 
Revenue** Fund Balance 

2008-2008 

NCC $43,056,355  $40,222,851  $28,716,987  $28,716,987  $115,053,593  $178,021,161  

DUC   $2,833,504      $19,911,213    

Land 
Trusts             

2008-2009 

NCC $46,198,018  $36,737,340  $503,674  $29,220,661  $50,011,875    

DUC   $9,460,678      $18,797,684  $293,028,738  

Land 
Trusts             

2009-2010 

NCC $24,431,385  $17,387,411  $5,840,149  $34,214,505  $28,764,139    

DUC   $6,073,128      $5,734,550    

Land 
Trusts   $970,846      $1,092,985  $353,051,797  

2010-2011 

NCC $39,847,991  $30,647,169  ($14,578,142) $17,199,976  $40,248,575    

DUC   $6,632,691      $6,876,558    

Land 
Trusts   $2,568,131      $4,436,171  $444,461,092  

TOTAL $153,533,749 $153,533,749     $290,927,343  $443,598,339  

* Audited Revenue offsets Audited Expenses.  Surplus cash from drawdowns are classified as Surplus Revenue and credited 
to Fund Balance. 
** Surplus Revenue represents accumulated interest and cash from drawdown in current year less audited expenses.  If 
negative (as in Year 4), Fund Balance is drawndown.  
 
 
Table 2  presents the summary of drawdowns from the Fund to date. There is no specified Program 
timeline to utilize all Program funding. After 5 years, of the opening balance of $225 million, the 
Program has a remaining balance of just over $24 million.  

 

                                                      
14 Matching funds are not required under the Funding Agreement but expected in a ratio of 1:1 and can include financial and in-
kind non-federal donations (Section 6.05). 
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Table 2: Drawdowns of Program Resources from 2007-2 008 to 2011-2012 
 

Year Draw down  
2007-2008 $70,175,000 
2008-2009 $46,100,000 
2009-2010 $29,300,000 
2010-2011  $21,700,000 
2011-2012 $33,695,148 
Total  $200,970,148 
 

3 Evaluation Design 

3.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF EVALUATION 
The Agreement requires NCC to carry out an independent program evaluation and performance audit 
within 5 years from the date of the Agreement:   
� The Program evaluation is to “measure the overall performance of the NCC in achieving the 

outcomes identified in the Agreement”.   
� The performance (value-for-money) audit is to “ensure economy, efficiency and effectiveness with 

which funds have been used”. 
 

NCC and EC have agreed that the requirements of the Agreement for both a program evaluation and 
a performance audit will be met by conducting a single evaluation (in line with EC and TBS evaluation 
requirements), which will assess relevance, performance (including effectiveness, economy and 
efficiency) and alternatives.  
 
In addition to meeting the requirements of the Agreement, the Parties to the Agreement also want the 
evaluation to: 
� Highlight success stories and best practices; 
� Assess Program design and delivery effectiveness; 
� Identify lessons learned; and 
� Examine the effectiveness of the funding mechanism used (i.e., Grant).  
 
The scope of the evaluation covers the Program from initiation in April 2007 to March 2012 (when 
evidence collection for the evaluation concluded), although the focus is on the first four years of 
implementation through June 30, 2011 (as reporting on the fifth year, scheduled to end June 30, 
2012, is not yet complete).  

3.2 EVALUATION APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 
This evaluation provides an evidence-based assessment of the relevance, economy, efficiency and 
effectiveness of the Program and its ability to achieve the expected results identified in the Program 
Logic Model (presented in Section 2.3.2). It also provides an assessment of whether NCC has 
established the appropriate management controls for delivering the Program in accordance with the 
terms and conditions of the Agreement.    
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In order to evaluate the Program, the consultant Project Team (Stratos Inc. with Alison Kerry and 
Cathy Wilkinson) designed an Evaluation Framework (Table 3) that included a series of questions to 
be explored over the course of the evaluation. In addition to this Framework, specific indicators (Table 
4) to assess the achievement of the Program’s intended outputs and outcomes were also developed.  
 
The Project Team completed four lines of inquiry to gather evidence to answer the questions 
presented in the Evaluation Framework: 
 

1. A broad range of documents about the Program and its context were reviewed and analyzed.  
The list of documents reviewed is provided in Appendix A .  

 
2. Two online surveys were designed and distributed to collect qualitative and quantitative 

information from two audiences: 
a. OQOs that are members of the Canadian Land Trust Alliance (CLTA) but did not 

necessarily participate in the Program (20 responses received out of 33 OQOs15 
invited to participate, for a response rate of 61%), and 
 

b. Individuals or organizations (e.g., landowners) that have completed transactions with 
NCC under the Program (52 responses out of 171 landowners16 invited to participate, 
for a response rate of 30%). 

 
The results from the online surveys are provided in Appendix B . 

 
3. A comparative assessment was undertaken to examine other land conservation/securement 

programs in Canada and internationally to analyze lessons learned and illustrate potential 
alternative approaches to delivering the Program.  This assessment compared five programs: 

a. Two Canadian land conservation programs: Habitat Stewardship Program (HSP) and 
Ecological Gifts (EcoGifts) Program 
 

b. One North American program:  North American Wetlands Conservation Act (NAWCA) 
 

c. Two international programs: US Land Trust Alliance (LTA) and the UK Royal Society 
for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) 

 
The results of the comparative assessment can be found in Appendix C. 

 
4. Interviews were conducted with 49 key informants - those directly involved in implementing 

the Program in NCC, those providing oversight in EC, as well as key external partners, 
stakeholders and experts.  A list of organizations interviewed is provided in Appendix D . 

 

                                                      
15 The online survey was sent to the 33 OQOs in Canada who are both CLTA and EcoGifts qualified, not all of which received 
Program funding.  
16 While there were 237 landowners participating in the Program, up-to-date contact information for 171 was available within 
the timeframe required for the evaluation.  These 171 landowners represent those for whom NCC used federal funds to 
complete a transaction (purchase of land or conservation agreement).  
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The evidence collected was analyzed to develop findings by each evaluation question.  These 
findings were reviewed and validated by the NCC-EC Evaluation Committee.  Afterwards, draft 
conclusions and recommendations were formulated and submitted to the NCC-EC Evaluation 
Committee17 for review and discussion.  Comments from this discussion were addressed and a final 
evaluation report was produced and submitted. 

                                                      
17 The Evaluation Committee included from NCC: Michael Bradstreet, Rob Wilson, Kendra Pauley and Kamal Rajani; and, 
representatives from EC’s Canadian Wildlife Service and Evaluation Division. 
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Table 3: Evaluation Framework 
 

Question Relevant Agreement 
Article 18  Indicator 

Source / 
Method 

RELEVANCE 

Evaluation Issue 1: Continued Need for Program  

1. Is there a continued need for the Program 
in Canada?  

 • Demonstration of the environmental issues the Program addresses  

• Specific roles/niches addressed by the Program and gaps that would exist in the absence of the initiative 

Document review; Interviews; 
Online survey 

2. To what extent does the Program 
duplicate, overlap with or complement 
other existing programs?  

 • Presence/absence of other programs that complement or duplicate the objectives of the initiative Document review; Interviews; 
Comparative assessment 

Evaluation Issue 2: Alignment with NCC and Government Priorities  

3. Is the Program and its objectives aligned 
with NCC’s mandate? 

 • The Program is aligned with NCC’s mandate, corporate goals and objectives Document review; Interviews 

4. Is the Program and its objectives aligned 
with federal government priorities and 
those of Environment Canada?   

 • Program’s objectives correspond to recent/current federal government priorities 

• Program’s objectives are aligned to departmental strategic outcomes (e.g., protection of species at risk, 
habitat conservation) 

Document review; Interviews 

Evaluation Issue 3: Alignment with Federal Roles and Responsibilities  

5. Is there a legitimate, appropriate and 
necessary role for the Government of 
Canada to fund the Program? 

 • Views on the ongoing need for federal funding and appropriateness of federal role to fund the types of 
activities undertaken as part of the Program 

Interviews  

PERFORMANCE 

Evaluation Issue 4: Achievement of Expected Outputs and Outcomes  

6. To what extent have intended outputs 
been achieved? 

Article 4.01(c), 7.01, 
7.03, 9.01, 9.02, 9.03, 
9.05, 9.06, 9.07, 12.01, 
12.02 

• Evidence of intended output achievement (as per supporting Table 4) 

• Views on the extent to which intended outputs have been achieved  

• Evidence of / views on factors outside the initiative that have influenced the achievement of intended 
outputs  

Document review; Interviews; 
Online survey 

7. To what extent have intended outcomes 
been achieved? 

Article 2.02, 6.05 • Evidence of intended outcome achievement (as per supporting Table 4) 

• Views on the extent to which intended outcomes have been achieved  

• Evidence of / views on factors outside the initiative that have influenced the achievement of intended 
outcomes  

Document review; Interviews; 
Online survey 

                                                      
18 As per the Funding Agreement between the Government of Canada and NCC.  
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Question Relevant Agreement 
Article 18  Indicator 

Source / 
Method 

8. Are there any best practices or lessons 
learned from delivery of the Program? 

 • Views on lessons learned and/or best practices for delivering the Program efficiently and effectively  Document review; Interviews; 
Comparative assessment 

9. Have there been any unintended (positive 
or negative) outcomes that can be 
attributed to the Program? Were any 
actions taken as a result of these? 

 • Presence/absence of unintended outcomes 

• Views on whether unintended outcomes have occurred   

Document review; Interviews 

Evaluation Issue 5: Demonstrated Efficiency and Economy 

10. Is the design of the Program (and its 
funding model) appropriate for achieving 
Program objectives and outcomes 
efficiently and effectively?  

4.01 (a) • Plausible link between initiative activities, outputs, and intended outcomes 

• Evidence that the funding model is appropriate and optimal for delivering the Program 

• Initiative resources/capacity commensurate with expected initiative results 

Document review; Interviews; 
Online survey; Comparative 
assessment 

11. Is the management and accountability 
structure for the Program in place and 
functioning to achieve the expected 
outcomes and requirements of the 
Funding Agreement? 

5.01 - 5.06, 5.07 – 
5.12, 6.01, 6.02 (b-d), 
7.02, 7.04, 11.01, 
11.02, 11.03 

• NCC has a clearly defined management and accountability structure for the Program, including an 
Investment Committee and Program Committee 

• The Board of Directors has implemented its roles and responsibilities related to governance and oversight 
of the Program as noted in the Agreement 

• NCC has developed documents to guide the Program and transactions with DUC and OQOs (e.g., 
Conservation Board Policies, Program Guidelines, Agreements with OQOs, etc.) 

• NCC has developed controls and oversights for OQOs (including DUC) to assist in achieving the 
expected outcomes and requirements 

• NCC has identified risks that have the potential to affect the program and is managing  them proactively 

Document review; Interviews; 
Online survey 

12. Are Program resources being spent 
efficiently, economically and in 
accordance with allowable expenditures?  

4.01 (a&b) 
Article 6.03 

• Evidence that program resources are managed and spent in accordance with the terms and conditions of 
the Agreement 

• Extent to which Program intended outcomes have been achieved at the least possible cost  

• Views on whether good value is being obtained with respect to the use of funds 

• Evidence of / views on whether there are alternative models that would achieve the same expected 
outcomes at a lower-cost 

• Views on how the efficiency and/or economy of the Program could be improved 

Document review; Interviews; 
Online survey; Comparative 
assessment 

13. Is appropriate planning, performance 
measurement and reporting being 
conducted, and being used to inform 
decision-making? 

9.01, 9.03 • Evidence of annual work plans developed in line with Agreement 

• Evidence of annual progress reports provided in line with Agreement 

• Evidence of performance data collection and reporting 

• Evidence/views on management use of performance data to inform/support decision-making processes 

Document review; Interviews 
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The degree to which outputs and outcomes are being achieved by the Program was measured by the 
following indicators: 
 

Table 4: Program Outputs and Outcomes and Evaluatio n Indicators 
 

Expected Output 
or Outcome 

Indicators 

Outputs 

Natural Areas 
Conservation Fund 

• Presence of Fund with separate accounting procedures 
• Governance and management of Fund in line with Agreement (e.g., Investment 

Committee, Investment Policy & Strategy) 

• Expenditures in line with Agreement (broken down by land costs, staff time, 
associated costs, closing activities; and, NCC coordination, delivery and conservation 
planning (maximum 5%)) 

• Conduct of annual independent financial audits 

• Disclosure of remuneration from Fund to NCC Officers/ Directors/ Employers with 
salary over $100,000 

Priority sites for 
land securement 
and stewardship 

• Presence and application of science-based conservation planning mechanisms for 
determining priority sites 

• Presence of list of priority sites annually (in work plans) based on science-based 
conservation planning and application of ecological criteria 

• Reporting of results in annual progress reports 

• Governance and management of Program in line with Agreement (e.g., Program 
Committee,  Annual Work Plans, Annual Progress Reports) 

Conservation plans   • Presence and coverage of conservation plans to inform the choice of priority sites 
• Number and coverage of Natural Area Conservation Plans related to priority sites (or 

NAWMP Joint Ventures for DUC) 
• Biodiversity targets(e.g., critical ecosystems, and habitats; plant and animal 

populations and species at risk) identified covering priority sites, with conservation 
actions provided to address 

Program promotion 
and recognition 

• Amount and reach of public communications related to importance of land 
conservation and role of private lands; promotion of Program; and/or GoC leadership 
on Program (e.g., press conferences, media announcements, print and on-line 
promotions) 

• Communications in line with Agreement conditions 

Agreements in 
place to implement 
the Program 

• Number of agreements with OQOs to co-deliver Program 
• Amount of funding allocated to OQOs 
• Delivery in line with Agreement conditions 

Direct Outcomes 

Long term funding 
for the stewardship 
of secured 
properties at priority 
sites is established 
or increased 

• Amount of funding allocated to priority sites annually and 5-year total, noting annual # 
and av. size of project awards (no target) 

• % of overall funding allocated to priority sites (target 100%) 

• Matching non-federal funding achieved (target at least 1:1, financial or in-kind, e.g., 
EcoGifts Program) 

• Total conservation investment (long term target $450M) 

• $ value and % of land value contributed to Stewardship Endowment Fund for each 
property secured (target minimum 15% for properties under $2M plus additional 
stewardship requirements for properties up to $10M and specific stewardship budget 
for properties over $10 million, as outlined in NCC’s Appraisal policy), as required by 
Board Directive B-4-2008 
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Expected Output 
or Outcome 

Indicators 

Land at priority 
sites is secured 

• Number of land securement transactions at priority sites (approx. 650 estimated) 
• % of transactions at priority sites (target 100%) 
• % of priority sites that have land securement transactions (no target) 

Stewardship and 
management 
actions and plans 
for properties for 
priority sites are 
implemented 

• % of properties in priority sites with property-level baseline documentation reports for 
Conservation Agreement properties or baseline inventories for fee simple properties 
(target 100%) 

• % of properties in priority sites, which were secured by Conservation Agreement, with 
annual monitoring to assess property against BDR (target 100%) 

• % of properties in priority sites, which were secured fee simple, with Interim 
Stewardship Statements (ISS), with priority actions, developed within a year of 
acquisition (target 100%) 

• % of properties in priority sites with Property Management Plans (PMP) including 
land management for the biodiversity targets and enhancement or restoration 
activities, to achieve long-term conservation (no specific timeline/ target) 

Intermediate Outcome 

Area of ecologically 
significant land 
primarily across 
Southern Canada is 
secured 

• Number of hectares secured through Program (long term target 200,000) 
o Number of hectares secured annually by NCC 
o Number of hectares secured by OQOs 

• % of hectares secured at priority sites (target 100%) 
• % of priority sites with hectares secured (no target) 

Final Program Outcome 

Habitat for species 
at risk and other 
elements of 
biodiversity is 
protected 

• Number and hectares of secured properties with species at risk 
• Number of species at risk on secured land (COSEWIC-assessed species, globally 

rare and provincially rare species) 
• Number and hectares of globally rare vegetation communities 
• Hectares of wetland and associated upland habitat for waterfowl secured 

• Number and type of biodiversity targets achieved (as identified in Natural Area 
Conservation Plans) 

 

3.3 LIMITATIONS OF THE EVALUATION PROCESS 
There are three key factors that should be noted as limitations to the evaluation process:  
 
1. Ability to test full compliance with the Agreeme nt’s requirements 
The evaluation was not intended to test whether NCC is in full compliance with all articles presented 
in the Agreement. Rather the evaluation focussed on aspects related to the Program’s performance, 
including NCC’s ability to design and implement the Program in a way that would allow it to achieve 
the Program’s expected outcomes.  Performance information contained in the Program’s annual 
progress reports was used as a key source as these reports are reviewed and approved by 
representatives of EC and NCC.  
 
2. Ability to test financial management practices 
The evaluation examined the cost-effectiveness of program resources in terms of their utilization to 
deliver the Program and achieve expected results. However, it did not examine the financial controls, 
accuracy of reporting, or the conformance with investment guidelines as these items are addressed 
by independent and accredited financial auditors annually.  
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3. Ability to examine activities and practices of p artners and third parties 
The evaluation did not include an assessment of the activities and or management systems of OQOs 
who participate in the Program and are expected to follow the terms and conditions of the Program 
requirements in the Agreement.  However, their results as part of the Program were included and the 
interface and adequacy of controls between NCC and its partners and third parties was assessed.    
 

4 Findings 

This section provides evaluation findings for each evaluation question19.  

4.1 RELEVANCE 
4.1.1 Evaluation Issue 1: Continued Need for Program 

Evaluation Question Indicators 
1. Is there a continued need 
for the Program in Canada? 

• Demonstration of the environmental issues the Program addresses  
• Specific roles/niches addressed by the Program and gaps that 

would exist in the absence of the initiative 
Summary: 
� There is a demonstrated environmental need, and specific niche, for the Program to address the 

loss, fragmentation and degradation of habitat occurring on private lands with high biodiversity 
values, especially in southern Canada. 

� Key informants and survey respondents indicated that the Program is an important mechanism to 
acquire private lands for long term conservation in Canada, using a credible broad and 
scientifically-based national approach. 

 
There continues to be an increasing number of stressors on Canadian ecosystems. As articulated in 
Environment Canada’s Report on Plans and Priorities for 2011-2012, over the past 40 years, the total 
area of urban land in Canada has almost doubled, more land is being converted to industrial use and 
the integrity of ecosystems is being compromised by pollutants, invasive alien species and a 
changing climate. Similarly, Canada’s 4th National Report to the UN Convention on Biological 
Diversity (2009) notes that degradation, fragmentation, and shifts in the structure and composition of 
many Canadian ecosystems is occurring as a result of the stressors and pressures caused by 
urbanization and industrial activity.   
 
The 2010 Ecosystem Status and Trends report further emphasized that Canada is experiencing a 
loss of old forests, changes in river flows at critical times of the year, loss of wildlife habitat in 
agricultural landscapes, declines in certain bird populations, increases in wildfire, and significant shifts 
in marine, freshwater, and terrestrial food webs.  
 
Program planning documents clearly articulated the need for a Program to address the increasing 
threats and pressures to species’ habitat on private land. These documents underline that private 
lands often have high biodiversity value and provide habitat for species at risk since they are mainly 

                                                      
19 Please note that the survey findings presented in this report reflect the position/opinion of respondents.  
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“Only through the Program were the resources 
and skills available to conclude a deal of this scale 
and sophistication.  Without the Program to 
conserve this area, this large tract of land would 
have had an increased pace of logging/land 
development in the future“(quote from landowner 
participating in the Program). 

found in ecosystems in Southern Canada that are subject to rapid urbanization for residential and 
commercial purposes. 
 
Beyond the documentary evidence, 
stakeholders also articulated the need for 
the Program. The survey data highlights 
that the vast majority of OQOs and 
landowners consider the Program to be an 
important mechanism for conserving land 
in Canada. Key informants also agreed 
that there is a strong environmental need 
for the Program to address habitat loss 
and fragmentation (particularly from development pressures to private lands) and to conserve 
biodiversity.  They noted the Program focused on the most pressured landscapes in southern 
Canada, in areas with significant biodiversity.  There was general agreement that this Program 
provides a scientifically-based, national program to secure private lands for long term conservation 
purposes.     
 
Evaluation Question Indicators 
2. To what extent does the 
Program duplicate, overlap 
with or complement other 
existing programs? 

• Presence/absence of other programs that complement or duplicate 
the objectives of the initiative and gaps that would exist in the 
absence of the initiative 

Summary: 
� The Program complements EcoGifts and initiatives implemented by NCC partners, including 

some provincial government programs, which focus on conserving private lands for ecological 
purposes. 

� The Program is the only national funding initiative that focuses on providing funds to secure 
ecologically significant private lands across a range of habitat types. Its implementation through 
NCC’s regional and local offices enables it to maintain a consistent focus while addressing site-
specific conservation priorities. The Program, the Habitat Stewardship Program and the North 
American Wetlands Conservation Act all provide funding related to the securement of private 
lands for conservation; however, they vary in the degree to which they focus on securement over 
other conservation approaches (securement through legal means is the focus for the Program) 
and they also vary in terms of the type of habitat that is targeted (NAWCA targets wetlands and 
HSP targets land with species at risk).   

� Most OQOs viewed the Program as complementary, while a few viewed it as duplicative to their 
own efforts to secure land for conservation. 

 
The Program forms one component of the Government of Canada’s overall approach to habitat 
conservation and stewardship.  A number of federal departments have the mandate to protect 
significant natural areas and habitats, including: National Parks and National Marine Conservation 
Areas by Parks Canada; Marine Protected Areas by Fisheries and Oceans Canada; and, National 
Wildlife Areas and Migratory Bird Sanctuaries by Environment Canada.  However, where land is not 
federally owned, the government provides economic incentives and/or enters into agreements with 
other landowners to protect ecologically significant habitats.   
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To assess the degree to which the Program complements or duplicates other national initiatives20, the 
comparative assessment compares and assesses other similar national programs: the Habitat 
Stewardship Program (HSP), the Ecological Gifts (EcoGifts) Program, and the North American 
Wetlands Conservation Act (NAWCA-which funds land conservation efforts). This comparative 
assessment presents a number of important findings:  
 
� At $225 million, the Program is by far the largest federal investment focussed on securing habitat. 

By comparison, the HSP has invested $106 million since its inception in 2000. The Program is 
also the only initiative to be administered via an external non-governmental organization; both 
EcoGifts and the HSP are administered directly by the federal government.  

 
� Given its focus on private land conservation, the Program is most similar to the EcoGifts program. 

However, in practice, these two programs serve different purposes and are highly 
complementary: the Program provides a funding mechanism to support land acquisition by NCC 
and other qualified organizations, and EcoGifts provides a tax incentive to landowners who 
donate ecologically sensitive lands to a qualified recipient. The synergy between these two 
programs is underscored by the fact that NCC is one of the primary recipients of private land 
donations under EcoGifts21.   

 

� There is greater potential for duplication or overlap with the HSP, as both HSP and the Program 
serve as sources of federal funds for land conservation initiatives. HSP focuses on habitat for 
species at risk (as opposed to the broader range of ecological values represented within the 
Program) and supports activities on a wider range of land types (i.e. provincial Crown lands, 
private lands, Aboriginal lands, as well as aquatic/marine areas) than the Program.  In addition, 
HSP supports a broader range of activities or project types than the Program, including habitat 
restoration, stewardship and monitoring. As such, legal securement of lands is a much smaller 
contributor to program outcomes under the HSP. In fact, as found through the comparative 
analysis, HSP favours stewardship activities as the primary means of achieving program goals 
over land acquisition because of the high cost of land.      

 
� The US NAWCA also provides a funding mechanism to support land conservation efforts in 

wetlands and associated uplands (including those led by NCC), although it is a US program that 
supports activities across North America as a whole. Similar to the HSP, NAWCA funds support a 
range of conservation activities that go beyond the eligibility requirements of the Program (for 
example, in addition to securement which is defined more broadly than in the context of the 
Program, NAWCA also tracks hectares that are ‘influenced’). This makes it challenging to directly 
compare the conservation outcomes of the two programs. 

 
� There is some overlap at the level of priorities between NAWCA and the Program, in the sense 

that Ducks Unlimited Canada (DUC), which is an important partner in the Program (through an 
OQO agreement), is also a primary recipient of NAWCA funds in Canada (NCC also receives 

                                                      
20 OQOs are Program partners and not compared in this assessment. They include both DUC and a variety of land trust/nature 
conservancies across Canada. There are numerous land trust organizations across Canada that promote land conservation 
but none are national in scale, thus they are not noted here for comparison purposes. As well, Ducks Unlimited Canada (DUC) 
is a national organization that conserves land across Canada but focuses only on wetlands and thus is not noted here for 
comparison purposes.  Rather, the Program works with these local land trusts and DUC (OQOs) as partners to implement the 
Program.   
21 In the fourth annual progress report (April 1, 2007 to June 30, 2011), NCC reported that 34.6% of the total Program acres 
(i.e. by NCC and OQOs, including DU) were acquired by donation of land, conservation agreements and development rights, 
many of which were ecological gifts.   
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NAWCA funds for some of its projects). DUC focuses its Program funds on priority areas 
identified through the NAWCA-supported North American Waterfowl Management Plan 
(NAWMP). As such, Program funds directed at DUC, and to some extent NCC, effectively serve 
as a direct match to NAWCA and vice versa (i.e., the Program allows for matching US NAWCA 
funds thus allowing Canada to maximize its NAWMP investment).   

 
Overall, the comparative assessment found the Program to be highly supportive of and 
complementary to existing programs in Canada and North America that focus on habitat stewardship. 
The Program is the only funding mechanism that maintains a strong focus on permanent land 
securement of private lands across a wide range of terrestrial ecosystems (e.g., wetlands, forests, 
etc.) throughout Canada. Given both its size and reach, it represents a significant cornerstone for the 
Government of Canada’s conservation efforts.   
 
Similarly there was a general consensus across the interview groups that the Program is the only 
broad, national-scale, land securement program that works across a range of habitat types.  While 
other national programs exist (e.g., HSP, EcoGifts, NAWCA), they do not include the same focus as 
the Program, and the Program itself partners with other existing efforts to ensure it complements 
current initiatives.    
 
At the provincial level, there are other programs and foundations that provide funding support 
conservation efforts (e.g., QC Partenaires pour la nature (Ministere du Developpement Durable, de 
l’Environnement et des Parcs); BC Habitat Conservation Trust Foundation; Fondation de la faune; 
Fondation Hydro-Québec).  However, they are at a regional scale and do not exist across Canada 
and do not have the scale of funding or scope contained with the Program.  
 
There are also a number of smaller land trusts/nature trusts/conservancies across Canada that aim to 
acquire private land for conservation purposes but at the local level (some but not all are members of 
the CLTA). While a number of land trusts viewed the Program as complementary to their efforts, 
supporting them in their direct delivery, a minority of land trusts feel that the Program is redundant to 
the securement activities completed by local land trusts.  
 

4.1.2 Evaluation Issue 2: Alignment with NCC and Governme nt Priorities 

Evaluation Question Indicators 
3. Is the Program and its 
objectives aligned with 
NCC’s mandate? 

• The Program is aligned with NCC’s mandate, mission, corporate 
goals and objectives 

Summary: 
� The Program is aligned with NCC’s vision, mission, and mandate. 
� NCC has national-scale expertise in the securement and stewardship of private lands and private 

interests in land and in the solicitation of private and other non-federal resources to support such 
work.  

 
The Agreement indicates that NCC has a mandate to protect ecologically significant natural areas 
across Canada for their intrinsic values and for the benefit of future generations, and that the 
organization has unique expertise in the securement of private lands and private interests in land and 
in the solicitation of private and other non-federal resources to support such work.  This mandate is 
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directly aligned with the objectives of the Program to conserve ecologically sensitive land in 
southern Canada. 
 
As outlined in the 2010-11 Corporate Annual Report, NCC’s mission is to lead, innovate and use 
creativity in the conservation of Canada’s natural heritage, secure important natural areas through 
their purchase, donation or other mechanisms and to manage these properties for the long term. 
Again, this mission is consistent with Program goals.   
 
NCC’s Strategic Plan for the next five years (2012-2017) states that the organization’s main focus will 
be on protecting biodiversity at a Natural Area level22, and that the organization plans to spend no 
less than 90% of its resources in these areas. NCC will also look at concentrating some of its work on 
closely-linked Natural Area Conservation Plans (NACPs). By continuing to base conservation work on 
priorities mapped out in existing and new NACPs, NCC intends to deliver on the conservation goals in 
those areas where a plan has already been developed, continuing the work started with the Program.  
 
The survey data highlighted that landowners believe that the Program is aligned with NCC’s role. As 
presented below (Figure 1), one half of the landowners surveyed (51%, or 28 out of 55 landowners 
who responded to the question) chose to work with NCC because they consider it to be the 
organization best able to help them establish a protected area. Close to one half of the respondents 
(46% or 25 out of 55 landowners who responded to the question) stated that they worked with NCC 
because it has a strong reputation for protecting natural resources through property securement and 
stewardship23. 
 
The 15 landowner respondents that selected ‘other’ (one did not provide a response) provided a 
number of responses including: 

• Working with NCC allowed us to receive the best possible price for our land; 

• NCC approached us and our research concluded that NCC is a credible organization;  

• NCC’s approach is flexible and we were comfortable with its approach and believed that it 
would accommodate our interests; 

• We were referred to the NCC by a good friend or land trust organization; 

• I wanted to ensure that the land would be preserved in its natural state in the years to come;  

• The government concluded that my property was habitat for endangered species and my 
options to do anything with it were limited. 

 

                                                      
22 NCC’s Conservation Policy Framework defines natural areas  (or ‘priority landscapes’) as geographic areas identified by a 
Conservation Blueprint and assessment by an NCC Regional Board as a priority for conservation where there is an intersection 
of biological value, opportunity and threat.  These are generally multi-property areas where ecologically functioning or 
restorable landscapes are conserved at scale appropriate to the feature to be conserved.  
23 Please note that respondents could select multiple responses to this question. 
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Figure 1: Results for Landowners Survey Question 3 

 
 
Separate from the landowner survey, OQO survey respondents24 provided more diverse responses to 
why they elected to work with NCC.  Out of the 8 OQOs surveyed that received funding, three 
organizations (38%) indicated that they worked with NCC because it has a strong reputation for 
protecting natural resources through property securement and stewardship; two organizations (25%) 
chose to work with NCC because they were asked to participate in the Program by a representative 
of NCC, a friend or a colleague; and one organization indicated that NCC is the organization best 
able to help with establishing a protected area. Three organizations stated that they worked with NCC 
because the organization provided funding to them as part of the Program. Organizations were 
allowed to select more than one response.  
 
In addition to these perspectives, interviews with stakeholders confirmed that the Program is directly 
aligned with NCC’s mandate, and there is strong agreement within NCC that the Program is directly 
aligned with the organization’s mandate, goals, and objectives. 
 
When asked why NCC should be the organization to deliver the Program, informants noted the 
following: 
� It is the largest land trust in Canada (national-scale) and has made significant investments in the 

conservation planning tools required to implement such a program.  

                                                      
24 This includes provincial and regional land trusts and nature conservancies (not DUC which was interviewed as part of this 
evaluation).  
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� It has a strong accountability structure and administration frameworks in place. 
� It has the largest network in the country to lever additional funds. 
� It has the on-the-ground capabilities and expertise to implement such a large program. 

 
Evaluation Question Indicators 
4. Is the Program and its 
objectives aligned with 
federal government 
priorities and those of 
Environment Canada? 

• Program’s objectives correspond to recent/current federal 
government priorities 

• Program’s objectives are aligned to departmental strategic 
outcomes (e.g., protection of species at risk, habitat conservation) 

Summary: 
� The Program is clearly aligned with Environment Canada’s departmental strategic outcome and 

expected results associated with habitat conservation partnerships, and with the department’s 
plans and priorities.   

� The Program is aligned with and contributes to Canada’s international obligations under the UN 
Convention on Biological Diversity. 

� The Program complements several Government initiatives and investments focussed on 
conservation. 

 
The Program directly contributes to and is aligned with the following expected results in EC’s 
Program Activity Architecture (2011-12)25:  
� Strategic Outcome 1: Canada's natural environment is conserved and restored for present and 

future generations 
o Program Activity 1.1 - Biodiversity Wildlife and Habitat: Populations of wildlife, in 

particular migratory birds and species at risk are maintained or restored to target levels 
� Sub Activity 1.1.4 – Wildlife Habitat Conservation: Habitats for target levels of 

wildlife populations, in particular migratory birds and species at risk, are 
protected and conserved 

• Sub-sub Activity 1.1.4.1 – Habitat Conservation Partnerships: Important 
and ecologically-sensitive habitat is secured, protected, improved and/or 
restored to enhance the survival of wildlife, in particular, species at risk 
and migratory birds 

 
Furthermore, the Program is mentioned in EC’s 2011-2012 Report on Plans and Priorities (RPP) as a 
means of protecting Canada’s natural environment. It is also emphasized in the RPP that 
responsibility for conservation is shared among federal, provincial/territorial and Aboriginal 
governments, conservation organizations, industry and individual Canadians, and that, consistent 
with commitments in the 2010 Speech from the Throne, EC intends to strengthen existing 
partnerships and build new ones, while using its full range of program activities to maximize results 
and identify new approaches to conservation and ecosystem sustainability.   
 
It is also mentioned on EC’s website that the Program complements the Government’s other 
important conservation initiatives and investments, including the Species at Risk Act, the Northwest 
Territories Protected Areas Strategy, the Habitat Stewardship Program, Environment Canada’s 
Canadian Wildlife Service Protected Areas Network, and the Ecological Gifts Program.   
 

                                                      
25 These results are similar to those noted in the 2012-13 PAA also. 
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Program documentation notes that the initiative contributes to the Government of Canada 
commitment to conservation and sustainable development, including the 1992 UN Convention on 
Biological Diversity (CBD), by which Canada has committed to conserving biodiversity and protecting 
ecosystem and natural habitats.  
 
Interviewees involved with Program delivery and oversight noted that the Program contributes to EC’s 
expected outcomes associated with habitat conservation and the protection of species at risk and 
biodiversity, as well as commitments made as part of the CBD Aichi Biodiversity Targets26 
(specifically Target 11: “By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, and 10 per cent 
of coastal and marine areas, especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem 
services, are conserved through effectively and equitably managed, ecologically representative and 
well connected systems of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures, 
and integrated into the wider landscapes and seascapes”). 
 
Furthermore, Canadian Environmental Sustainability Indicators27 (CESI), which provide data and 
information to track Canada’s performance on key environmental sustainability issues, use Canada’s 
progress in meeting CBD commitments as an indicator of progress for protected areas, and note that 
protected areas are for the benefit of present and future generations of Canadians, and chosen to 
conserve endangered wildlife species, wildlife habitats, and unique or ecologically sensitive areas. 
 

4.1.3 Evaluation Issue 3: Alignment with Federal Roles an d Responsibilities 

Evaluation Question Indicators 
5. Is there a legitimate, 
appropriate and necessary 
role for the Government of 
Canada to fund the 
program? 

• Views on the ongoing need for federal funding and appropriateness 
of federal role to fund the types of activities undertaken as part of 
the Program 

Summary: 
� There was a consensus view from key informants that there is a legitimate and appropriate role 

for the Government of Canada to provide funds for private land conservation to achieve its 
conservation goals, and that there is an ongoing need to meet its national and international 
commitments related to the biodiversity, species at risk and migratory birds.  

 
Key informants provided a consensus view that there is a clear and continued role for the 
Government of Canada to continue to fund this type of work to ensure that national and international 
commitments related to species at risk and migratory birds continue to be met.   While it was noted 
that the provinces have greater jurisdiction over policy/regulatory targets regarding land use, the 
federal government has a role in providing national direction and filling gaps through complementary 
measures (as noted in the National Accord for the Protection of Species at Risk).  Continued support 
for the Program would be part of these complementary measures by providing an enabling, voluntary 
approach to conserving ecologically significant private lands. While informants noted many initiatives 
and approaches are required for habitat conservation, at all levels, this Program provides a 
mechanism to conserve private lands across Canada.  

                                                      
26 Available at: http://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/ 
27 Available at: http://www.ec.gc.ca/indicateurs-indicators/ 
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4.2 PEFORMANCE 
4.2.1 Evaluation Issue 4: Achievement of Expected Outputs  and Outcomes 

Evaluation Question Indicators 
6. To what extent have 
intended outputs been 
achieved? 

• Evidence of intended output achievement  
• Views on the extent to which intended outputs have been achieved  
• Evidence of / views on factors outside the initiative that have 

influenced the achievement of intended outputs 
Summary: 
� Virtually all expected outputs have been achieved as intended, as of June 30, 2011. For 

example: 
o The Natural Areas Conservation Fund has been established and implemented as 

intended, with NCC and DUC administrative expenses reported within the 5% allowance; 
o Priority sites established for land securement and stewardship are identified, based on 

science, and reported annually (83 approved Priority Sites for NCC and 54 NAWMP 
Priority Areas for DUC); 

o NACPs are in place and cover 77 Natural Areas located within 62 Priority Sites (there are 
plans to complete 89 NACPs); DUC has conservation planning within 4 NAWMP Habitat 
Joint Ventures; 

o Program promotion and recognition is occurring, with 877 media hits reported for 73 
properties, 40 events hosted and 60 news releases; and 

o Agreements with DUC and other OQOs to implement the Program have been 
established with $25M allocated to DUC and $10.4 million allocated to 13 other OQOs. 

� In addition to these achievements, a Land Information System has been developed to track 
progress made with land securement, and compliance processes are in place to ensure regions 
implement the Program in line with the Agreement.  

� However, and although it was not a Program goal or requirement, not all local land trusts and 
nature conservancies in Canada can participate in the Program as they do not have the capacity 
to meet Program requirements. 

� With respect to communications: a few smaller OQOs and some stakeholders noted that 
Program promotion was not as strong as it could be; planning and holding communication events 
with federal Ministers or MPs was noted as challenging for NCC; and communications in French 
between OQOs in Quebec and NCC-HQ were seen as problematic (see details below). 

 
Table 5 below presents the expected outputs (as noted in Table 4 previously) and their degree of 
achievement based on the findings of this evaluation. Virtually all outputs have been delivered as 
expected.  
 
Table 5: Degree of Achievement of Expected Outputs  
 
Expected 
Output  

Indica tor  Degree of 
Achievement 

Notes /Sources  

Natural Areas 
Conservation 
Fund 

• Presence of Fund with separate 
accounting procedures 

Achieved  
 

• The Natural Areas Conservation 
Fund  has been established (annual 
progress reports, audits) 

• Conduct of annual independent 
financial audits  

Achieved  
 

• Annual independent financial audits 
by Ernst & Young (annual progress 
reports) 

• Expenditures in line with 
Agreement (broken down by 

Achieved  
 

• Coordination expenses of ≤5% 
(fourth annual progress report) 
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Expected 
Output  

Indica tor  Degree of 
Achievement 

Notes /Sources  

land costs, staff time, 
associated costs, closing 
activities; and, NCC 
coordination, delivery and 
conservation planning 
(maximum 5%)) 

• Expenditures from Natural Areas 
Conservation Fund broken down by 
price of land; associated costs; 
associated staff time; and mandatory 
closing costs (Appendix 4A in annual 
progress reports) 

• Governance and management 
of Fund in line with Agreement 
(e.g., Investment Committee, 
Investment Policy & Strategy) 

Achieved  
 

• Terms of Reference for Investment 
Committee and Investment Policy 
Statement (annual progress reports)  

• External Investment Advisor selected 
and approved by Board (submission 
to Board) 

• Minutes of Investment Committee 
meetings 

• Disclosure of remuneration 
from Fund to NCC Officers/ 
Directors/ Employers with 
salary over $100,000 

Achieved  
 

• Disclosure in annual progress 
reports 

 

Priority sites 
for land 
securement 
and 
stewardship 

• Presence and application of 
science-based conservation 
planning mechanisms for 
determining priority sites 

Achieved  
 

• Policy on Application of Science in 
Support of NCC Mission  

• Policy on Approval Process Related 
to NACPs and Securement Activities 

• Planning process involving 
Conservation Blueprints and Natural 
Area Conservation Plans 

• Priority Sites developed based on 
criteria 7.03 in Agreement 

• Samples of Natural Area 
Conservation Plans 

• Presence of list of priority sites 
annually (in work plans) based 
on science-based conservation 
planning and application of 
ecological criteria 

Achieved  
 

• List of Priority Sites in annual work 
plans and progress reports 

• As of June 30, 2011: 83 NCC Priority 
Sites and 54 NAWMP Priority Areas 

• Reporting of results in annual 
progress reports 

Achieved  
 

• Reporting of land securement activity 
results by priority site, province and 
land transaction type in annual 
progress reports (Appendix 6i) 

• Governance and management 
of Program in line with 
Agreement (e.g., Program 
Committee,  Annual Work 
Plans, Annual Progress 
Reports) 

Achieved  
 

• Program Committee established 
• Minutes of Program Committee 

meetings 

• Annual work plans and annual 
progress reports submitted to EC 

Conservation 
plans   

• Presence and coverage of 
Conservation Blueprint that 
inform the choice of priority sites 

 

Achieved  
 

• 16 Conservation Blueprints that 
indicate the conservation status and 
opportunities in southern eco-regions 
across Canada 

• Number and coverage of 
Natural Area Conservation 
Plans related to priority sites (or 
NAWMP Joint Ventures for 
DUC) 

Achieved  
 

• 83 NACPs for 77 Natural Areas 
developed by NCC, 6 of which are 
second generation (fourth annual 
progress report) for priority Natural 
Areas located within 62 Priority 
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Expected 
Output  

Indica tor  Degree of 
Achievement 

Notes /Sources  

Sites (progress is on track at this 
point, with the long term objective to 
develop 89 NACPs covering 89 
Natural Areas)  

• NACP coverage by province noted in 
annual progress reports, with link to 
priority sites and biodiversity targets 
(Appendix 7)  

• 4 Canadian NAWMP Habitat Joint 
Ventures with Implementation Plans 
that cover priority areas for DUC  

• Biodiversity targets (e.g., critical 
ecosystems, and habitats; plant 
and animal populations and 
species at risk) identified 
covering priority sites, with 
conservation actions provided to 
address 

Achieved  
 

• Biodiversity targets identified in 
annual progress reports, with link to 
priority sites and NACPs (Appendix 
7) 

• Samples of NACPs contain 
conservation actions 

Program 
promotion and 
recognition 

• Amount and reach of public 
communications related to 
importance of land conservation 
and role of private lands; 
promotion of Program; and/or 
GoC leadership on Program 
(e.g., press conferences, media 
announcements, print and on-
line promotions) 

Achieved  
 

• Total of 877 media hits reported for 
73 properties (fourth annual progress 
report) 

• Annual donor recognition ad 
campaign in Globe and Mail (fourth 
annual progress report) 

• More than 60 news releases (by 
NCC or OQOs) 

• More than 40 events hosted by NCC, 
with approximately 25 events 
attended by federal members (e.g., 
MPs, Ministers) 

• Nearly 100% positive tone in media 
coverage 

• Communications in line with 
Agreement conditions 

Partially 
achieved  

• Documentation available in both 
official languages on website 

• Communication of the Program with 
OQOs in the official language of their 
choice (section 12.01-
Communications) noted as 
problematic by informants in Quebec 

Agreements in 
place to 
implement the 
Program 

• Number of agreements with 
OQOs to co-deliver Program 

Achieved  
 

• Agreement with DUC 
• Agreements with 13 land trusts 

(fourth annual progress report, 
sample OQO agreements) 

 
• Amount of funding allocated to 

OQOs 
Achieved  
 

• $25,000,000  allocated to DUC out of 
$25 million available and 
$10,406,020 allocated to 13 OQOs 
out of $15 million available (fourth 
annual progress report) 

• Delivery in line with Agreement 
conditions 

Achieved  • NCC has established an appropriate 
suite of policies and procedures (e.g. 
Stewardship Performance Standards 
Policy, Project Implementation and 
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Expected 
Output  

Indica tor  Degree of 
Achievement 

Notes /Sources  

Long –Term Stewardship 
Responsibilities Policy) and follow up 
processes to confirm that the 
program is delivered by NCC regions 
in accordance with the Agreement 

• OQO Application presents 
requirements that are consistent with 
the  Agreement 

 
Response from the surveys provided the following comments regarding the degree to which the 
Program is communicating effectively with OQOs and Landowners: 
� The OQO survey data highlighted that less than 50% of the OQOs believe NCC has been 

successful in its efforts to communicate the Program to organizations interested in conservation. 
Six respondents provided comments to this question and most comments referred to the fact that 
the Program is not widely known or publicised, and that they were unaware of the Program for 
several years after it started. 

� However, the majority of landowners believe that NCC has been successful in its efforts to 
communicate the Program to individuals and/or organizations interested in donating/selling their 
land as protected area. Respondents commenting on this question mentioned that personally 
approaching landowners could be a better approach and that local newspapers could be a good 
way to promote the Program. Other comments addressed the fact that NCC has been effective in 
communicating the Program, but less so with communicating requirements; that timelines to 
complete land transactions were very long; and that it would be interesting to create a network of 
citizen donors so they can know and visit each other. 

 
Key informants were asked about the degree to which expected outputs had been achieved.  They 
noted that: 
� Outputs related to the Natural Areas Conservation Fund have been delivered as expected;  
� Priority sites for land securement and stewardship have been developed and are updated on an 

ongoing basis.  It was noted that the priority areas for DUC are different than the priority sites for 
NCC, and are also at the landscape level (with DUC having its own landscape planning tools 
using the NAWMP priority areas).  

� Work on the Natural Area Conservation Plans has been progressing well under the Program but 
is ongoing to complete all the natural areas. It was noted that a priority site may be larger than a 
NACP, but that a NACP must be completed for a priority site within 2 years when activity is to 
occur in this area.  

� Program promotion and advertising has been occurring, particularly at the front end of the 
Program, but program promotion and recognition was not as strong as it could be.  Issues were 
noted as: 

o Logistical challenges with planning announcements with federal members (e.g., 
challenges with level of ministerial engagement and communication processes/schedules 
within EC); and 

o Lack of integration between DUC and NCC communications around the Program, 
� Agreements have been put in place with OQOs, as intended. However, some smaller OQOs have 

indicated that the OQO application requirements are stringent and onerous for them to meet 
(though required under the Agreement). NCC has also noted upfront challenges in engaging 
smaller land trusts due to their lack of capacity to meet Program requirements (e.g., selection 
criteria, leveraging funds, etc.). 
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� Stakeholders noted that delivery of the OQO Program in French is problematic as, in some 
cases, OQOs could not communicate in French with NCC national office staff, applications 
provided in French were not clear, and the need to translate legal documents into French (as they 
were only available in English) created an extra expense for one OQO.  
 

Evaluation Question Indicators 
7. To what extent have 
intended outcomes been 
achieved? 

• Evidence of intended outcome achievement  
• Views on the extent to which intended outcomes have been 

achieved  
• Evidence of / views on factors outside the initiative that have 

influenced the achievement of intended outcomes 
Summary: 
Virtually all expected outcomes have been achieved as intended, for example: 
� After 4 years, there have been 816 land transactions at priority sites, with the average size of 200 

hectares per transaction (N.B. 3 DUC transactions were identified as outside their priority areas 
during this evaluation, but this was corrected). At least one property has been secured at 74% of 
NCC’s Priority Sites. 

� 164,231 hectares (405,826 acres) have been secured over the first 4 years of the Program (81% 
of goal) using $153 million available under the original federal grant, with the Darkwoods property 
in BC representing nearly 34% of total acreage secured.  At March 31, 2012 (part way through 
Year 5) NCC reports a total 331,771 hectares (819,826 acres) secured, with the significant 
addition of the 390,013 acre Flathead property in BC.  As such, total area secured will be well 
above the target of 200,000 hectares (500,000 acres) and total spending under the federal grant 
will be approximately $201 million. 

� Over the first four years (as of June 30, 2011), NCC reported the following species at risk on 
secured lands (excluding all OQOs): 126 COSEWIC-assessed species, 51 globally rare species 
on 78 properties, and 453 provincially rare species on 223 properties. NCC reported a total of 
462 unique occurrences of species at risk (of which 126 are COSEWIC-assessed species) on 
236 properties representing 102,682 hectares on which species at risk were observed – 
equivalent to 92% of the area secured by NCC (excluding OQOs). 

� Wetlands account for approximately 32% of total DUC acreage secured.  
� The majority of survey and interview respondents indicated that the Program achieved the 

protection of ecologically significant lands in southern Canada, along with protecting species at 
risk and conserving biodiversity. 

� An additional $291 million in matching funds has been achieved (ratio of 1.9:1, in excess of the 
expected target of 1:1), thus, by year 5, total investments will have exceeded the $450 million 
long term conservation investment target.  

� After 4 years, the Stewardship Endowment Fund in NCC has a total of $26 million for long term 
stewardship of properties, representing 15% of the total land value (excluding the Darkwoods 
property which, as a large property, has different % requirement for stewardship funds – see 
Table 6). However, informants noted that this is likely inadequate to support all properties over 
the long term.  

� The Program has put in place a process to track compliance and ensure that NCC activities are 
completed consistently and in accordance with the organization’s corporate policies and 
procedures and reporting requirements. There is a requirement for each transaction to include a 
property management plan and to monitor (by NCC staff or OQOs in the event that an OQO has 
received federal resources) implementation of these plans.  

� Local and regional land trust participation and funding has been lower than expected and has 
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Evaluation Question Indicators 
focused mainly on B.C. projects followed by Ontario, then Quebec and Alberta (where there is 
more capacity with the local land trusts and CLTA representation, which does not exist in 
Manitoba or Newfoundland). 

� Key challenges in achieving outcomes relate to: engaging landowners to sell/donate properties in 
priority areas; working with the differing capacities of OQOs across country; raising sufficient 
funds for the stewardship endowment fund; and ensuring conservation (e.g., restricting 
detrimental types of access) in secured properties. 

 
Table 6 below presents the expected outcomes (as noted in Table 4 previously) and their degree of 
achievement based on the findings of this evaluation. Virtually all outcomes have been delivered as 
expected.  
 
Table 6: Degree of Achievement of Expected Outcomes  
 
Expected 
Output  

Indicator  Degree of 
Achievement 

Notes  

Direct Outcomes  
Long term 
funding for the 
stewardship of 
secured 
properties at 
priority sites is 
established or 
increased 

• Amount of funding allocated to 
priority sites annually and 5-year 
total, noting annual # and av. 
size of project awards (no 
target) 

Achieved  • Year 1-4 total: $152,679,994 
allocated to 164,231 ha/405,826 
acres (fourth annual progress report) 

• Annually:  
o Year 1: $43M allocated to 88,968 

ha/ 219,845 acres  
o Year 2: $46M allocated to 27,775 

ha/ 68,634 acres  
o Year 3: $24M allocated to 25,842 

ha/ 63,858 acres  
o Year 4: $40M allocated to 21,646 

ha/ 53,489 acres  
• Average cost = $930/ha 

($378/acre) 
• % of overall funding allocated to 

priority sites (target 100%) 
Achieved  • Almost 100%28 

• Matching non-federal funding 
achieved (target at least 1:1, 
financial or in-kind, e.g., 
Ecological Gifts) 

Achieved  • Matching ratio of 1.9:1 (fourth annual 
progress report) 

• Total conservation investment 
(long term target $450M) 

Achieved  • $200,970,148 in draw downs (year 
5), which equals 89% of federal fund, 
and $290,927,343 in matching funds 
(fourth annual progress report) 

• $ value and % of land value 
contributed to Stewardship 
Endowment Fund for each 
property secured (target 
minimum 15% for properties 
under $2M plus additional 

Achieved  • At end of year 4, NCC total of 
$25,983,853 in endowment capital 
(to finance stewardship endowment 
requirements (fourth annual progress 
report ) representing 14.91% of land 
value excluding Darkwoods, and 

                                                      
28 Three DUC investments made outside of priority areas were identified during the course of the evaluation and corrected, 
with NCC discussing the issue with DUC and DUC replacing these 3 with eligible projects falling within priority area boundaries. 
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Expected 
Output  

Indicator  Degree of 
Achievement 

Notes  

stewardship requirements for 
properties up to $10M and 
specific stewardship budget for 
properties over $10 million), as 
outlined in NCC’s Appraisal 
policy), as required by Board 
Directive B-4-2008 

9.41% of land value including 
Darkwoods29 

• For OQOs, proof of endowment fund 
transfer is required with the second 
invoice. The stewardship fund 
contribution requirements are also 
outlined in the Program Guidelines. 

Land at priority 
sites is 
secured • Number of land securement 

transactions at priority sites 
(approx. 650 estimated) 

Achieved  • 382 land securement transactions at 
61 Priority Sites for NCC-see Figure 
2 (fourth annual progress report) 

• 434 land transactions at 45 NAWMP 
Priority Areas for DUC (fourth annual 
progress report) Average size of 201 
ha (497 acres) per transaction 

• % of transactions at priority sites 
(target 100%) 

Achieved  • Almost 100% (see footnote 28) 

• % of priority sites that have land 
securement transactions (no 
target) 

Achieved  • 74% (61 priority sites with 
transactions/83 approved priority 
sites) 

Stewardship 
and 
management 
actions and 
plans for 
properties for 
priority sites 
are 
implemented 

• % of properties at priority sites 
with property-level baseline 
documentation reports (BDRs) 
for Conservation Agreement 
properties or baseline 
inventories (BIs) and property 
management plans for fee 
simple properties (target 100%) 

Parti ally 
Achieved 
(Year 3 
Deliverables 
to be 
complete by 
June 2012; 
Years 4,and 5 
Deliverables 
to be 
complete by 
June 2013) 

% of federally funded properties with 
BDRs complete: 
• Year 1: 100% 
• Year 2: 100% 
• Year 3: 92% 
• Year 4: 94% 
• Year 1-4: 96%  
% of federally funded properties with 
BIs complete: 
• Year 1: 100% 
• Year 2: 100% 
• Year 3: 86% 
• Year 4: 66% 
• Year 1-4: 86% 

• % of properties in priority sites, 
which were secured by 
Conservation Agreement, with 
annual monitoring to assess 
property against BDR (target 
100%) 

Partial ly 
Achieved 
(Year 3 
Deliverables 
to be 
complete by 
June 2012; 
Years 4,and 5 
Deliverables 
to be 
complete by 
June 2013) 

% of federally funded properties with 
annual monitoring complete: 
• Year 1: 100% 
• Year 2: 86% 
• Year 3: 92% 
• Year 4: 84% 
• Year 1-4: 89%  

• % of properties in priority sites, 
which were secured fee simple, 
with Interim Stewardship 

Partially 
Achieved 
(Year 3 

% of federally funded properties with 
ISS complete: 
• Year 1: 100% 

                                                      
29 Note that Darkwoods’ stewardship endowment fund requirements were set at 12.2% of its $101,828,000 purchase price or 
approximately $12.2 million (specific stewardship budgets are determined by NCC for properties over $10 million as outlined in 
NCC’s Appraisal policy and required by Board Directive B-4-2008), however this amount has not yet been achieved (currently 
achieved about $1.6M, with efforts continuing to reach the target amount). 
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Expected 
Output  

Indicator  Degree of 
Achievement 

Notes  

Statements (ISS), with priority 
actions, developed within a year 
of acquisition30 (target 100%) 

Deliverables 
to be 
complete by 
June 2012; 
Year 4 and 5 
Deliverables 
to be 
complete by 
June 2013) 

• Year 2: 100% 
• Year 3: 39% 
• Year 4: 24% 
• Year 1-4: 66%  

• % of properties in priority sites 
with Property Management 
Plans (PMP) including land 
management for the biodiversity 
targets and enhancement or 
restoration activities, to achieve 
long-term conservation (no 
specific timeline/ target) 

Partially 
Achieved 
(Year 3 
Deliverables 
to be 
complete by 
June 2012; 
Years 4 and 5 
Deliverables 
to be 
complete by 
June 2013) 

% of federally funded properties with 
PMPs complete: 
• Year 1: 100% 
• Year 2: 100% 
• Year 3: 44% 
• Year 4: 14% 
• Year 1-4: 59%  

Intermediate Outcome  
Areas of 
ecologically 
significant land 
primarily 
across 
Southern 
Canada is 
secured 

• Number of hectares secured 
through Program (long term 
target 200,000 ha or 500,000 
acres) 
o Number of hectares secured 

annually by NCC 
o Number of hectares secured 

by OQOs 

Achieved  • Year 1-4: 164,231 ha/ 405,826 acres 
secured 

o NCC: 111,507 ha/ 275,540 acres  
o DUC: 51,223 ha/ 126,575 acres  
o OQOs other than DUC: 1501ha/ 

3711 acres (calculated from total) 
• Year 5 early report of Flathead 

property securement= 157,832 
ha/ 390,013 acres by NCC 

• % of hectares secured at priority 
sites (target 100%) 

Achieved  • 100% 

• % of priority sites with hectares 
secured (no target) 

Achieved  • 74 % (61 priority sites with 
transactions/83 approved priority 
sites, as of Year 4) 

Final Program Outcome  
Habitat for 
species at risk 
and other 
elements of 
biodiversity is 
protected 

• Number and hectares of 
secured properties with species 
at risk (SAR) 

Achieved  • 236 NCC properties where SARs 
are present (as of year 4) 

• Total number of hectares with 
SAR associated with NCC 
properties: 102,682 ha/ 253,734 
acres (as of year 4)  

• Number of species at risk on 
secured land (COSEWIC-
assessed species, globally rare 
and provincially rare species) 

Achieved  • COSEWIC-assessed species at 
risk: 126 on 236 properties  = 
102,682 ha/ 253,734 acres (as of 
year 4) 

• G1-G3 Globally Rare Species: 51 
on 78 properties = 176,415 acres 
(as of Year 4) 

• S1-S3 Provincially Rare Species: 

                                                      
30 ISSs are not required if PMPs are completed within a year of acquisition. 
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Expected 
Output  

Indicator  Degree of 
Achievement 

Notes  

453 on 223 properties = 248,186 
acres (as of Year 4) 

(# of acres secured by NCC in Year 4 
= 275, 540)    

• Number and hectares of globally 
rare vegetation communities 

Information 
not available 

• See above, no breakdown for 
vegetation communities  

• Hectares of wetland and 
associated upland habitat for 
waterfowl secured 

Achieved  • Wetlands account for approximately 
32% of total DUC acreage secured, 
with uplands comprising the 
remaining 68% of acreage (fourth 
annual progress report) 

• 51,223 ha/ 126,575 acres secured 

• Number and type of biodiversity 
targets achieved (as identified in 
Natural Area Conservation 
Plans) 

Partially 
Achieved (to 
be achieved 
over time) 

As of March 31, 2012: 
• 243 of 412 

ecosystem/community/guild 
biodiversity targets achieved (59%) 

• 36 of 64 species biodiversity targets 
achieved (56%) 

Total of 279 of 476 biodiversity targets 
achieved (59%) 

 
The two maps (Figures 2 and 3) provided on the following pages illustrate the location of Program 
projects (where property has been secured) relative to priority sites and priority areas. The first map 
shows Priority Sites at which both NCC and local/regional land trust properties have been secured, 
and the second map shows DUC’s Program projects relative to DUC’s Priority Areas. 
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Figure 2: Program Projects and Priority Sites (NCC and OQOs other than DUC)  
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Figure 3: Program DUC Projects and NAWMP Priority A reas 
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Results from the online surveys indicated that the vast majority of OQOs have used Program 
resources to secure a property or a legal interest (such as a Conservation Agreement), while the 
majority of landowners participated in an outright sale. Their responses regarding the Program’s 
achievement of outcomes are noted below. 
 
Figure 4 illustrates that, out of the 7 OQOs which answered the survey question about results from 
the Program, the majority indicated that NCC has helped them protect ecologically significant lands in 
southern Canada. Three organizations (43%) indicated that they were able to protect wetlands and 
associated upland habitat for waterfowl.  
 
Figure 4: Results for OQO Survey Question 22 

 
Similar to the results of the OQO survey, the majority of landowners also indicated that NCC has 
helped them protect ecologically significant lands in southern Canada as well as species at risk and 
with protecting and conserving biodiversity (see Figure 5). Approximately 45% also indicated that they 
were able to protect wetland and associated upland habitat for waterfowl.  
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Figure 5: Results for Landowners Survey Question 14  

 
 
The OQO survey also explored whether OQOs felt that the Program resources were accessible for 
their land securement activities. Survey data highlights that the majority of OQOs think that resources 
for organizations interested in securing protected areas are accessible or somewhat accessible. 
Some respondents noted that funding was limited to certain priority areas and as a result of these 
restrictions OQOs cannot receive funding to secure natural areas that fall outside of a priority area 
and that this is leading to missed opportunities. Other respondents indicated that the OQO 
application requirements and processes were too onerous, with one OQO mentioning that the 
requirements for endowment funds were not aligned with actual costs needed for stewardship 
activities. 
 
Interviews with key informants also provided findings regarding the achievement of outcomes.  While 
numerous properties have been secured under the Program by both NCC/OQOs and DUC (through 
separate processes), two examples were frequently noted as key success stories – Darkwoods and 
Flathead: 
 

Darkwoods Flathead 
The acquisition of Darkwoods in south-eastern 
BC from the Pluto Darkwoods Forestry 
Corporation in 2008 has been referred to as the 
“biggest private conservation initiative in 
Canadian history” (Canadian Geographic, 
Jan/Feb 2011). Totalling 55,200 ha (136,403 
acres), it includes one of the last herds of 
mountain caribou, rare plants, large forest tracts, 
and pristine water that feeds 17 separate 
watersheds. Due to its forest resources, a carbon 

The acquisition of Flathead in 2012 adds almost 
157,832 ha (390,013 acres) to the Program’s 
conservation total. The Flathead River straddles 
the BC-Montana border and includes near 
pristine wilderness – it is called the ‘Serengeti of 
the North’ because it supports an abundance of 
wildlife.  The Program has contributed to 
securing the mineral rights to the property so that 
it won’t be developed – permanently prohibiting 
coal mining, exploration and development of oil, 
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pilot project has been initiated to raise funds for 
continued conservation work.  

gas and mineral resources to maintain its 
ecological value.   

 
In addition to achieving securement outcomes, key informants noted that through land securement, 
protected areas have been created allowing the protection of species at risk and other biodiversity 
values.  Funds, plans and processes were noted as being put in place for the stewardship and 
management of secured properties (at the NACP or regional level). NCC indicated during the 
evaluation that funds have been raised for stewardship (either through matching dollars for the 
Stewardship Endowment Fund, or through direct Program dollars for up-front stewardship activities 
such as BDRs and PMPs). As well, NCC noted it also fundraises for stewardship annually.  
 
However, internal and external informants indicated that since the Program does not provide long 
term stewardship funds; rather, these funds have to be raised separately, the current level of 
stewardship funding will not likely be sufficient to properly steward the property in perpetuity, and 
further efforts and resources for stewardship will be required.   
 
The following challenges to achieving outcomes were noted by informants: 
� Finding enough landowners to sell/donate properties in priority areas;  
� Working with the widely ranging capacities of OQOs across country (some are mature and others 

need significant capacity building); 
� Raising sufficient funds for the stewardship endowment fund, or requiring matching stewardship 

funds for each property secured under the Program (e.g. isolated sites such as islands which may 
cost several million dollars to secure); 

� Ensuring conservation (e.g., managing access) in secured properties; 
� Identifying fair and competitive market value and addressing the major discrepancies in land 

value across country (e.g. BC vs. NS); and 
� Building connectivity so that properties are not just “islands in a sea of development”. 
 
Evaluation Question Indicators 
8. Are there any best 
practices or lessons learned 
from delivery of the 
Program? 

• Views on whether lessons learned and/or best practices for 
delivering the Program efficiently and effectively influenced the 
achievement of intended outcomes 

Summary: 
� Lessons learned from the comparative assessment indicate that delivery of the Program by NCC 

has allowed the Government of Canada to integrate and build on a strong science-based and 
credible conservation planning and implementation process to target securement activities of 
ecologically significant land, and ensure that land is secured permanently for conservation 
purposes.    

� Other international programs that secure land for conservation purposes are implementing new 
approaches: to address conservation issues related to the isolation/fragmentation of secured land 
by using a broader suite of stewardship and partnership activities outside secured areas; and, to 
increase the capacity of land trusts that can effectively acquire and steward land donations by 
implementing training and support programs.   

� Best practices utilized in the Program were noted as: the science-based conservation process to 
direct securement actions; the development of the Land Information System to track conservation 
progress; and, the administrative and management rigour to implement and report on the 
Program. 
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The comparative assessment examined several land conservation approaches to identify best 
practices or lessons learned.  It found that delivery of the Program by a third party contributed to the 
Program’s success in a number of ways. In particular, NCC has a strong science base that enables it 
to be highly targeted in the establishment of priority areas under the Program. This represents an 
important best practice not traditionally reflected to the same degree in programs such as the HSP, 
which, as noted in the comparative assessment, is now shifting from a largely reactive, proposal-
based program to a more focused and strategic effort. 
 
The Program is also successful in ensuring that the land it secures for conservation purposes is 
permanent.  The other funding programs examined through the comparative assessment support a 
wider range of conservation and stewardship activities on both private and publicly-held lands.  
 
At the same time, while Program-acquired lands and the ecological values they represent are 
protected in perpetuity, the broader landscapes surrounding these lands are less secure and continue 
to be subject to the pressures and challenges caused by anthropogenic activities (e.g. development). 
As such, threats to these broader landscapes have the potential to strongly influence the 
effectiveness of conservation achieved at acquired lands over the long-term. To this end, the 
comparative assessment noted that one organization has implemented a program to also address 
fragmentation and to ensure that ecology of broader landscapes is maintained. The Royal Society for 
the Preservation of Birds (RSPB) is establishing ‘FutureScapes’ in areas adjacent to its core nature 
reserves. This program focuses on enhancing the ecology between protected areas as a means to 
achieving long-term conservation gains. While this initiative requires RSPB to engage in a broader set 
of stewardship and partnership activities, it enables the organization to influence an area greater than 
the 142,000 hectares it currently controls within its 211 nature reserves. NCC is planning a similar 
approach to complement the more direct acquisition efforts associated with the Program. 
 
Lessons learned were also identified through an examination of the US-based Land Trust Alliance 
(LTA). Similar in scope (although with 1,700 members, significantly larger in size) to the CLTA, the 
LTA has developed a strong membership training and support program (including an independent 
verification program) to help build the land trust movement and its capacity to effectively acquire and 
steward land donations. Supporting similar capacity-building and training efforts among smaller land 
trusts could strengthen the ability of these organizations to participate in the Program and be a 
valuable addition to the Program moving forward. Partnering more formally with CLTA to deliver such 
training and support activities could also integrate the needs and realities of smaller land trusts into 
the Program as a whole, and extend the reach of the Program into regions where few large land 
trusts exist. 
 
Interviewees noted the following best practices implemented as part of this Program: 
� The science-based conservation process ensures that securement activities focus on ecologically 

significant land; 
� The development of the Land Information System to track progress and properties; 
� The administrative and management rigour employed in implementing the Program, which was 

found to be comprehensive, auditable, and performance-based (e.g., internal compliance 
function, detailed record keeping to track alignment with the Agreement; establishment of an 
arms-length OQO advisory committee for reviewing applications). 

 
Evaluation Question Indicators 
9. Have there been any 
unintended outcomes 
(positive or negative that 

• Presence/absence of unintended outcomes 
• Views on whether unintended outcomes have occurred   
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Evaluation Question Indicators 
can be attributed to the 
Program? Were any actions 
taken as a result of these? 
Summary: 
� Positive unintended outcomes were noted as: leverage achieved with provincial and other 

partners; growing awareness of the need for additional stewardship efforts within NCC; capacity 
building with some local/regional land trusts; and, recognition that NGOs can help achieve federal 
conservation goals.  

� Negative unintended outcomes were noted as: discontent from a few land trust organizations; 
conservation actions taking away from land taxes for municipalities; and competition between 
land uses. 

� No actions were identified as being required to address unintended outcomes, as these were not 
within the Program’s objectives or control.  

 
While no unintended outcomes were evident from the document review or online surveys, interviews 
provided the following views on unintended outcomes: 
� Positive unintended outcomes were noted as: 

o The synergy/leveraging effect achieved with partners – the Program provided the initial 
funds that made it easier to get other funders, provinces and partners engaged in 
conservation actions. Of note, the Program served as a match for US NAWCA funds for 
DUC and NCC allowing Canada the opportunity to maximize NAWCA funds coming north 
of the border.  

o The growing awareness in NCC of the need for additional stewardship efforts – the 
Program has allowed NCC to acquire significantly more property and, while stewardship 
endowment funds have been acquired through matching resources, NCC recognizes it 
needs to adjust its focus to now more consciously plan for stewardship of secured 
properties.     

o The recognition that the broad network of NGOs can assist the Government of Canada 
with achieving its conservation goals and obligations. 

� There  were mixed views on the degree to which capacities had been built with OQOs as part of 
this Program – some OQOs and NCC believe that capacities for conservation planning and 
management have been built, while  a small number of OQOs believe that only the capacity of 
NCC has been built.  

� Negative unintended outcomes were noted as:  
o Discontent from some land trusts (e.g., those whose priority sites were not the same as 

the Priority Sites identified by the Program and did not qualify for funding); 
o Conservation actions taking away from land taxes for municipalities; and 
o Competition of land uses (e.g., the impact of securing land under the Program for 

conservation purposes on adjacent land values). 
� No actions were identified as being required to address unintended outcomes, as these were not 

within the Program’s objectives or control.  
 

4.2.2 Evaluation Issue 5: Demonstrated Efficiency and Eco nomy  
 
Evaluation Question Indicators 
10. Is the design of the 
Program (and its funding 

• Plausible link between initiative activities, outputs, and intended 
outcomes 
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Evaluation Question Indicators 
model) appropriate for 
achieving Program 
objectives and outcomes 
efficiently and effectively? 

• Evidence that the funding model is appropriate and optimal for 
delivering the Program 

• Initiative resources/capacity commensurate with expected initiative 
results 

Summary: 
� The Program design is appropriate for achieving the stated objectives and outcomes effectively, 

with a strong science-based planning process in place to set priorities and guide acquisition 
activities and a concerted effort to ensure that acquired lands are protected over the long-term. 

� There is a strong link between activities, outputs, and intended outcomes, with virtually all of the 
intended activities, outputs and outcomes being delivered as expected and funding levered at the 
rate of almost 2 to 1.  This Program design allows for clear attribution of conservation outcomes. 

� The funding model is appropriate and allows for year over year flexibility and the strong 
management and accountability framework in place ensures that the Program is managed and 
delivered in accordance with the Agreement’s terms and conditions.  

� Resources are commensurate with expected results; however the evaluation notes that the level 
of effort for both NCC and OQOs to deliver the OQO program is higher than initially expected.  

� DUC program design and delivery is separate from the rest of the Program, and more consistent 
with its regular activities.  DUC expended its mandated resource allocation ($25,000,000) within 4 
years of program delivery. The level of effort for NCC to manage the DUC program has been 
higher than expected. 

 
There is a link between the Program’s activities, outputs and outcomes (as illustrated in the Program 
logic model) with success being achieved in virtually all areas as intended. In fact, the achievement of 
key outcomes, such as the securement of ecologically significant land, will be much greater than 
expected and additional resources have been allocated to land conservation at the rate of almost 2:1 
over the first 4 years.   
 
As highlighted by the comparative assessment, the Program, with its focus on permanent land 
conservation guided by science-based priorities, is an effective model for conservation. Its ability to 
identify ecologically significant land for acquisition purposes is one of its most important attributes as 
it ensures that NCC securement activities lead to important conservation outcomes (given that private 
lands can differ greatly in terms of both conservation value and cost to acquire). 
 
Delivery of the Program by an expert lead agency outside of government is an effective approach, as 
it allows the Government to leverage NCC’s experience and expertise related to establishing 
conservation priorities and acquiring properties that address these priorities. This model – un-
replicated in the other initiatives examined in the comparative assessment - enabled the Program to 
take advantage of existing in-house expertise and allowed the Government to avoid significant start-
up costs and move quickly towards leveraging conservation gains. 
 
Another important aspect of the program is its requirement for management plans to be developed to 
guide longer-term stewardship of areas acquired through the Program. While ongoing active 
management is an important contributor to long-term conservation success, it is not an integral 
component found in other similar programs (although the EcoGifts does require that ecological 
sensitivity be maintained in perpetuity and that any changes in use or dispositions require 
authorization from Environment Canada). 
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To qualify as an OQO and receive funding 
under the Program, an organization must be: 
� A registered Canadian charity that is an 

approved recipient of ecological gifts 
under Environment Canada's Ecological 
Gifts Program; 

� A Charter or Associate member of the 
Canadian Land Trust Alliance; and  

� Proposing to secure land, located at a 
Priority Site under this Agreement that has 
been identified as nationally or provincially 
significant through NCC's science-based 
process (including its eco-regional 
assessments or Conservation Blueprints) 
or other equivalent science-based 
process. 

The funding model has allowed the Program to draw down resources against plans annually and 
allows for flexibility in year over year funding which is important as securement activities are not 
always completed in the timeline expected nor are they always successful.   The funding model has 
also allowed NCC to strengthen its partnerships with DUC and other OQOs and build on the abilities 
of these organizations to deliver land conservation activities across Canada by allotting $40 M for 
conservation activities to be completed in accordance with the terms and conditions of the 
Agreement. The evaluation noted that EC and NCC agreed in 2007 that approximately $25 M would 
be reserved for DUC and up to $15 M would be available for other OQOs through an application and 
review process. While informants from NCC and DUC agreed that the Program had been funded 
appropriately; there were mixed views as to whether the funding envelope for other OQOs was 
appropriate (while the $15M in funds were not fully utilized, land trusts indicated they could utilize 
additional resources if Program requirements were adjusted).    As of December 31, 2011, NCC had 
awarded DUC $25 M and OQOs $12 M.  In year 5 of the Program, DUC will receive an additional $2 
M resulting in $39 M being allocated to all OQOs.  
 
In its third annual progress report, NCC noted that the Program experienced a number of challenges 
with OQOs. The application criteria for OQOs are stringent as NCC will only accept applications for 
projects located within an approved NACP (as per the Agreement) and land trusts are expected to be 
able to match funding requirements, the latter of which continues to be difficult for land trusts, 
particularly smaller land trusts.  Although there is an acknowledged strong desire by NCC to see 
funding allocated across the country; the organization outlines that the limited number and 
size/capacity of eligible land trusts in certain provinces (NS, NB, MB, SK in particular) poses 
difficulties. This lack of regional symmetry is further exacerbated by the cost of land which varies 
enormously across the country. 
 
The OQO Advisory Committee has 
recommended the awarding of partial funding 
for projects, as distinct from full funding, for a 
number of projects approved under the 
Program. The Committee’s belief is that this will 
incent land trusts to work harder to raise match 
funding. NCC has also suggested that land 
trusts contact Ron Reid, former Executive 
Director of Ontario Nature and associated with 
the Couchiching Conservancy, to assist land 
trusts in the preparation of their applications. 
However, the survey and interviews found that 
a number of land trusts still have significant 
concerns with the application process and 
matching funds requirements.  
 
NCC recognized, in its 2010-2011 Work Plan 
that larger land trusts are more readily able than smaller land trusts to meet the qualifications for 
funding, even if there is upsurge in interest from land trusts of all sizes. NCC also outlined that the 
requirement that approved NACPs must be in place in order to apply under the Program has to a 
degree limited the number of applicants, although the organization emphasizes that it is absolutely 
necessary to apply its criteria to screen applications and ensure that ecologically important land is 
secured. 
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The survey data reiterates that some OQOs are concerned about the eligibility criteria outlined above, 
although the majority (68%, 17 of 25 OQOs that completed the survey) of OQOs surveyed consider 
that the criteria for determining whether an organization can quality for Program funding are 
appropriate. Concerns include: 
� NCC selection of Priority Sites . A few respondents were concerned that there are areas outside 

of NCC-designated Priority Sites that are in need of conservation. For example, one respondent 
indicated that NCC’s process is based on a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) based-
exercise with little latitude for biology (e.g. if a property falls outside a line on a map it is 
automatically rejected, regardless of how close it is to the line or what the ecological values of the 
land are (note: NCC has an established practice for adjusting boundaries of NACPs to include 
straddling or nearby properties with ecological values). One respondent indicated that NCC may 
have a different mandate than other land trusts (therefore there may be a disagreement in how 
land trusts identify and or perceive important land), and that having NCC meet its needs (i.e. 
expand its own Conservation Areas) over other valuable areas for land trusts is not appropriate. 

� CLTA membership . A few respondents had issues with the requirement to become a member of 
the CLTA to be eligible, noting that there is no substantive gain to becoming a CLTA member. 

� Capacity-building of land trusts . A comment was made that the Program and NCC are 
effective in protecting land, but that the Program was not effective at facilitating conservation work 
by other land trusts (note: this is not an explicit objective of the Program).. 

 
A small majority of OQOs consider that the amount of money awarded to them under the Program 
was appropriate for their needs (57%, or 4 out of 7), with 3 organizations (43%) in disagreement.  
 
The OQO survey data also highlighted that respondents are divided on the matching funds 
requirement. Three out of seven OQOs who received Program funding (43%) indicated that it was 
relatively easy to obtain matching funds, while 3 other organizations indicated that it was challenging 
with one organization indicating that it was very difficult. One respondent emphasized that the 
requirement for the 15% stewardship fund has been extremely difficult to meet. 
 
A few OQOs indicated that funding requirements could be more flexible and applicable to areas 
outside of NCC-defined areas. One OQO providing additional comments on the survey indicated that 
land trusts need assistance with professional fees associated with acquisitions, and particularly with 
ongoing stewardship costs, as they do not have the same capacity as NCC. 
 
Interviewees also provided perspectives on the Program’s design.  The majority indicated that the 
Program has a strong planning model in place (e.g. conservation blueprints, NACPs, priority sites) but 
that the transactional and reporting processes for both NCC staff and OQOs are heavy. A wide range 
of informants commented that NCC was well staffed and well managed, and that staff and capacities 
have been resourced sufficiently to ensure that the program is implemented efficiently, with the 
exception that the OQO program has required a higher level of effort to implement compared to what 
was initially projected. While significant checks and balances are in place to ensure that the program 
is implemented in accordance with the Agreement’s requirements, it was noted that the internal NCC 
compliance process is just maturing to report on outcomes beyond acquisition. 
 
Delivery of the program within NCC regions and with OQOs was seen as consistent, due to the 
Program’s prescriptive design and implementation approach.  However, this was seen as a double-
edged sword, with some informants recognizing that the Program’s stringent requirements did not 
allow for the involvement of some land trusts with limited capacity. Some indicated that the Program 
could utilize the CLTA in the future to support land trusts in their efforts to acquire Program resources 
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or alternatively to deliver the OQO Program (though significant investments to build the capacity in 
CLTA would also be required). 
 
After early attempts to formally integrate NCC and DUC planning (e.g., differences in priority sites) 
and reporting (e.g., resource tracking) processes, it was agreed that NCC would recognize DUC’s 
internal systems for the purposes of the Program.  As such, DUC effectively operates in parallel and 
somewhat apart from the Program as a whole. With these different frameworks, the level of effort for 
NCC to manage the DUC program has been higher than expected.  
 
Evaluation Question Indicators 
11. Is the management and 
accountability structure for 
the Program in place and 
functioning to achieve the 
expected outcomes and 
requirements of the Funding 
Agreement? 

• NCC has a clearly defined management and accountability 
structure for the Program, including an Investment Committee and 
Program Committee 

• The Board of Directors has implemented its roles and 
responsibilities related to governance and oversight of the Program 
as noted in the Agreement 

• NCC has developed documents to guide the Program and 
transactions with DUC and OQOs (e.g., Conservation Board 
Policies, Program Guidelines, Agreements with OQOs, etc.) 

• NCC has developed controls and oversights for OQOs (including 
DUC) to assist in achieving the expected outcomes and 
requirements 

• NCC has identified risks that have the potential to affect the 
program and is managing  them proactively 

Summary: 
� There is a clearly defined management and accountability structure in place with a functioning 

Investment Committee and Program Committee. As well, two full time staff members have been 
hired as part of the Program. 

� There is evidence that the Board has implemented its oversight and governance responsibilities, 
and that appropriate conflict of interest processes are in place. 

� An OQO Advisory Committee has been established; however, informants noted a lack of 
transparency around how applications are ranked and recommended for approval.  

� NCC has developed documents to guide the Program, including conservation policies, 
application forms, and guidelines for submission, funding agreements, landholding agreements, 
and forms for OQO process spreadsheets. 

� Formal agreements are the mechanism for control over the OQO delivery aspects of the 
Program. 

� NCC has monitoring processes in place to determine whether properties are being managed in 
line with property management plans.   

� Risks and mitigation strategies are identified by NCC and DUC as part of regular program 
planning and there is regular (quarterly) reporting on risks via the NCC Board’s Audit Committee. 

 
Management and Accountability Structure 
The evaluation found that the management and accountability structure articulated in Section 2.2.1 
was established and functioning as intended. Key informants agreed that there was a strong 
management and accountability structure, with clear roles and responsibilities for all who are involved 
in the Program. 
 
The Board is responsible for overseeing all aspects of NCC, including the Program. Interviews with 
Board members indicated that while they do not provide guidance per se to the Program, they 
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perform an oversight role and are informed of the Program through Investment and National 
Conservation Committee briefings at each meeting.  All Board members are required to sign a 
Conflict of Interest Policy prior to becoming a Board member.  
 
NCC’s Investment Committee meets at least quarterly and at each meeting reviews the Fund’s 
investment returns. A Terms of Reference has been established for this Committee and meeting 
minutes are prepared as required. Members of this Committee are volunteers and do not receive 
compensation for their participation. The Committee is supported by the CFO and Vice President 
Corporate (Committee Secretary) in NCC. The positions for each member are outlined below: 
� Chair, former Managing Partner at Pricewaterhouse Coopers, and  Corporate Director and NCC 

Board of Directors 
� Retired Chair, CIBC Trust, and NCC Board of Directors 
� President, Pandion Investments 
� Retired President and CEO, TransCanada Corporation, and Chair, NCC 
� Observer, Retired Vice Chair, Scottish Re Group Ltd., and Treasurer, NCC; 
� President & CEO, Private Client Group, BMO Financial Group 
� Senior Vice President, Connor, Clark & Lunn; and 
� Retired President and CEO, CBC 
 

The mandate of the Program Committee is to (i) review and provide advice to NCC on the list of 
Priority Sites and (ii) review, monitor progress and provide advice with respect to delivery of the 
Program on behalf of NCC.  NCC has established the Program Committee in accordance with the 
requirements of the Agreement. 
 
The Program Committee consists of: 
� Past Chair, NCC Board of Directors;  
� Conservation Committee member, NCC Board of Directors;  
� Conservation Committee Chair, NCC Board of Directors;  
� President and CEO, NCC;  
� Vice President Conservation, NCC;  
� Manager, Federal Partnership Program, NCC;  
� Executive Director, Habitat and Ecosystem Conservation, Environment Canada; and 
� Manager, Conservation Partnerships and Programs, Environment Canada. 
 
NCC also created an OQO Advisory Committee comprised of external advisors to review and make 
recommendations to NCC (for approval by NCC Vice President Conservation) concerning 
submissions by land trusts for funding of land acquisitions under the Program.  While there was an 
initial misunderstanding around the role for this committee (no decision-making authority as originally 
understood), Terms of Reference have been developed for this Committee and meeting minutes are 
recorded.  Committee members include: Retired Executive Director, EJLB Foundation; President, 
George Cedric Metcalf Charitable Foundation, and LLB, Director, Pacific Program, WWF-Canada.  
However, informants noted a lack of transparency around the criteria applied by the OQO Advisory 
Committee for evaluating applications and recommending whether they should be accepted or 
rejected by NCC31. 
 
Guidance Documents 

                                                      
31 Criteria for reviewing OQO applications were provided in the Program Committee’s 2010 meeting minutes, but informants 
noted they were not clearly communicated to OQOs. 
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The Conservation Policy Framework (adopted in 2006) was replaced by three constituent National 
Board policies:   
1. Policy on Application of Science in Support of NCC Mission, which articulates NCC’s commitment 

to the application of conservation science in support of its mission, realized through science-
based conservation planning to guide on-the-ground activities;  

2. Policy on Approval Process Related to NACPs and Securement Activities, which is used to 
provide assurance that the organization is focusing its activities on the highest priorities in a 
strategic manner and, at the same time, identifies and minimizes liability—whether contractual, 
fiduciary or other types of legal liability; and  

3. Policy on Project Implementation and Long-Term Stewardship Activities, which is aimed to 
ensure that plans and projects, once approved to move forward, are implemented and looked 
after to appropriate standards over the long-term and provides the roadmap for the long-term 
conservation of lands/waters conserved by NCC to ensure they contribute toward meeting NCC’s 
biodiversity conservation goals. 

 
NCC has developed procedures and guidelines documents to guide the OQO application process 
(i.e., application form, guidelines for submission, funding agreement, landholding agreement, and 
forms for OQO Program, internal process spreadsheet). Sample signed OQO agreements and 
landholding agreements were submitted to the Evaluation Team as evidence.   
 
To monitor progress made on secured properties, NCC has a Program Annual Progress Report Roll-
up that is completed by the Regions and presented annually to the Conservation Committee of the 
National Board.  It outlines progress on a variety of Program metrics including: securement, 
land/water management stewardship, species management stewardship, communications, finances, 
etc.  
 
OQOs and landowners provided comments on the guidance provided by the Program:   
� Three out of 8 OQOs (35%) indicated that the documentation supporting the Program application 

and transaction processes was appropriate and helpful, while 1 organization indicated that it was 
limited but still helpful. Four respondents selected “Other”: One respondent indicated that the 
documentation was very restrictive (reflecting the requirements of the Program) and another one 
commented on the fact that the requirements for reporting are “ridiculous” and that it was unlikely 
that they would be participating in the Program again. Another respondent indicated that it was a 
very bureaucratic process, not suitable for small land trusts.  

� 38% of the landowners (20 out of 53 landowners) indicated that the process for donating land is 
“appropriate to ensure accountability and achieve results”, with an additional 28% (15 out of 53 
landowners) indicating that the process is “adequate”. A few respondents indicated that the length 
of time to complete a transaction was long, with one indicating it was “excessive”, and a few 
respondents mentioned the need for greater and consistent clarity up-front about the 
length/complexity of the process. NCC‘s process for fee simple properties is considered 
“appropriate to ensure accountability and achieve results” by 34% of respondents (18 out of 53 
landowners) and “adequate” by 21% of respondents (11 out of 53 landowners). 5 respondents 
(9%) indicated that it is insufficient.  

 
Risks 
Risks assessment and mitigation strategies are identified by NCC and DUC in an appendix to the 
annual Program work plans.  These include both organizational level as well as land transaction level 
risks. NCC’s Conservation Policy Framework, procedures, guidelines and standards are in place to 
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address organizational level risks, along with a comprehensive insurance package and human 
resource standard operating procedures.  
 
At the land transaction level, NCC uses appraisal standards and policies, and purchase and sale 
agreements to ensure due diligence, along with Board oversight and approval.  DUC exercises similar 
due diligence in its approach to land purchases through purchase project checklists, agreements and 
signing authorization.  
 
NCC and DUC have comprehensive due diligence policies and procedures in place to assess 
potential projects, minimize risk, and ensure value for money in the acquisition of lands or interests in 
land.  
 
Evaluation Question Indicators 
12. Are Program resources 
being spent efficiently, 
economically and in 
accordance with allowable 
expenditures? 

• Evidence that Program resources are managed and spent in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of the Agreement 

• Extent to which Program intended outcomes have been achieved at 
the least possible cost  

• Views on whether good value is being obtained with respect to the 
use of funds 

• Evidence of / views on whether there are alternative models that 
would achieve the same expected outcomes at a lower-cost 

• Views on how the efficiency and/or economy of the Program could 
be improved 

Summary: 
� Resources are being spent in line with the Agreement (see Questions 6 & 7). 
� During the first five years of Program implementation, $201 million of the $225 million allocation 

will be drawn down (representing 89% of total funds), with ≤ 5% spent on coordination expenses. 
� Over the first four years, the Program has achieved a leverage rate of 1.9:1, totalling $291 million 

(over 50% of this coming from donated land and Conservation Agreements).  
� While comparing programs is problematic for a number of reasons, the comparative assessment 

suggests that the Program is spending resources efficiently and economically, especially given 
that the Program deals with permanent securement of private lands. 

� Leverage rates are lower than those found with HSP or NAWCA but levering ratios are calculated 
differently across the different programs; 

� Administrative expenses (as a % of total expenditures) are lower in the Program than with HSP 
but design is different across the programs. 

� Alternative models to the Program suggested by informants included: options that provided a 
separate funding model for OQOs (e.g., via CLTA or existing HSP); options to increase OQO 
participation (training/capacity building; greater outreach); option for a distinct and different 
funding mechanism for the DUC; and, option to have variable requirements for different partners 
within the same Program. 

 
From the start of the program to June 30th 2012 (~first 5 years), $201 million of the $225 million 
allocation will be drawn down (representing 89% of total funds). Expenditures over the first four years 
have shown that 95.2% of funds have been spent on direct Program delivery with no more than 5% 
spent on coordination expenses (as per the requirements of the Agreement). DUC has utilized its 
mandated allotment of $25 million for conservation work in NAWMP priority areas (100%), and other 
OQOs have utilized $10,406,020 (69% of their discretionary allotment). [In 2012, DUC will receive an 
additional $2 M resulting in $39 M being allocated to all OQOs to-date.] 
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The overall breakdown in use of funds for direct support of conservation activities at priority sites over 
the first four years includes: 
� 81.3% for NCC 
� 16.4% for DUC; and 
� 2.3% for other OQOs. 
 
Approximately 89.5% of the total Program expenditure has been used for the purchase of land or 
interests in land, 4.1% for associated securement costs, 4.0% to support associated staff time, and 
2.4% for mandatory closing costs.  
 
Over the first four years of implementation, the Program has levered additional funds at a ratio of 1.9 
to 1, totaling $291 million, with 51.5% of the matching funds coming from donated land and or 
Conservation Agreements.  
 
The comparative assessment looked at a number of other land conservation programs to examine 
issues of efficiency and economy. A comparison of these initiatives on the basis of resource 
expenditures is challenging as each program completed different activities and the costs for 
completing these are not comparable. Nevertheless, the comparative assessment was able to identify 
a number of important findings that speak to the efficiency and economy of the Program in 
comparison to other programs 
 
The Habitat Stewardship Program reports legal securement of approximately 161,000 hectares to 
date, in addition to its other reported outcomes such as improved habitat. Its overall project 
investments have totalled approximately $106 million during that time, in addition to program 
administration costs of approximately $1.2 million annually. According to a 2009 Program Evaluation, 
the HSP achieved a leveraging ratio of approximately 2.83:1 (including in-kind contributions) during 
the period evaluated (i.e. 2004–2005 and 2007–2008).  
 
Since 1986, NAWMP accomplishments indicate that 8.4 million hectares have been secured in 
Canada; however the definition of securement is broader than in the Program context (for example it 
includes public lands). Total NAWCA expenditures to Canadian projects since 1991 are estimated at 
$458 million, with an average leveraging ratio of approximately 3:1. While the leveraging ratio 
requirement for NAWCA itself is 1:1 (as specified in the North American Wetlands Conservation Act), 
NAWMP reports an average leveraging ratio of closer to 3:1. Program administration costs were 
difficult to ascertain for NAWCA/NAWMP, given both the multiple levels of proposal review (i.e. 
through Joint Ventures, the Canadian Council and then the NAWCA process itself including the US 
portion of the program), and the fact that a portion of the expenditures reported were on coordination, 
communication and evaluation activities. 
 
The Program has secured almost 165,000 hectares within the first 4 years, with federal investments 
totalling $153 million including approximately $1.8 million spent annually on program administration. 
The Program has had a focus on securing hectares and has secured these lands faster and over a 
shorter period of time than the other initiatives examined. As a percentage of overall expenditures, 
the Program spends no more than 5% of its annual expenditures on administration, compared to 
approximately 9% for the HSP. While recognizing the inherent challenges in comparing these 
programs (as they have different areas of focus and activities), this suggests that in broad terms, 
NCC is spending Program resources efficiently and economically. 
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The surveys of OQOs and landowners did not ask specific questions regarding economy and 
efficiency of the Program, but rather inquired about the availability of Program resources32 to help 
deliver the Program efficiently.  Findings indicate:  
� The majority of OQOs and landowners consider that NCC staff was available and helpful. OQOs 

were more divided on the negotiation and signing process for the Agreement (between NCC and 
the OQO) and Land Holding Agreement. 3 out of 8 organizations (30%) answered that it was 
smooth process, while 2 organizations (25%) answered that it was not. One respondent indicated 
that the process is too complicated and that it involves extra fees and expenses from the 
applicant. 

� The majority of OQOs indicated that funds were released efficiently with one organization 
indicating the opposite. This respondent indicated that there was a lot of follow-up required, which 
extended the period between expenditure and reimbursement. 

� One OQO provided additional comments on the survey indicating that the Program would be 
better run through the CLTA, which can support land trusts, in order to provide more flexibility, 
instead of having land trusts follow NCC internal requirements (e.g. NCC focus areas, land 
holding agreement, etc.). 

 
The comparative assessment provided the following findings on the Program’s efficiency and 
economy: 
� While a comparative assessment between programs is valuable to assess best practices, the 

evaluation found it was impossible to compare costs per acre due to the variability in the 
approaches and varying costs of land.   

� The cost of administrative / coordination expenses for the Program is efficient compared to other 
programs and within the required limits of the Agreement.  It should be recognized that these 
expenses also include the costs for the conservation planning process, Land Information System, 
the management of the OQO program, as well as regular overhead, management and 
administrative expenses. 

� The Program is efficient if one considers the leverage achieved (almost 2 to 1 at the end of Year 
4, when the target was 1 to 1). Comparing the leverage rate to other programs is problematic, 
however, since some include in-kind matches and some do not.  

 
Several informants provided views on alternative delivery options that could be considered for the 
Program.  No consensus view was obtained, but the following options reflect various views noted by 
those who provided comments.   
� For the OQO component, options for consideration included: 

o Use the CLTA as the delivery agent to fund land trusts (however it was recognized that 
currently the CLTA does not have this capacity); 

o Use the HSP as the delivery agent to fund land trusts (OQOs already have a history of 
accessing funds through HSP for land securement); 

o Establish a regional financial model and framework for securing lands at the provincial 
level33;  

o Use Program funds to train and build the capacity of OQOs thereby increasing their 
participation in the Program; 

                                                      
32 The OQO survey responses included responses from 8 OQOs who have received funding under the Program. To date 18 
OQOs have received funding under the program.  Therefore the survey responses included in this report are not reflective of all 
OQOs that have received funding under the Program. 
33 Similar to the model applied by the BC Trust for Public Lands ($8 million public land trust, with matching requirement, 
advised by provincial partnership of government and conservation organisations). 
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o Use some of the funds to increase outreach and advertising to OQOs thereby increasing 
their participation in the Program. 

� Consider a distinct and different funding mechanism for the DUC component that recognizes its 
separate and parallel approach; and 

� Consider having variable requirements for different partners within the same Program (e.g., 
requirements related to endowment funds, leveraging, and priority sites), to recognize each 
partner’s unique circumstances and needs.  

 
Informants noted that each alternative has trade-offs – while some provide more flexibility; they also 
provide less control over priority setting and accountability.  For other options (where separate 
funding mechanisms are used for OQOs or DUC to meet their distinct needs), there is the potential 
for increased administrative requirements and expenses for the Government of Canada along with a 
lack of integration towards common program outcomes and priorities.  The option of using the 
existing HSP program would have time constraints over the Program, as it is fiscal year based, which 
could constrain land transactions that may need to occur over more than one fiscal year.  
 
Evaluation Question Indicators 
13.  Is appropriate planning, 
performance measurement 
and reporting being 
conducted, and being used 
to inform decision-making? 

• Evidence of annual work plans developed in line with the 
Agreement 

• Evidence of annual progress reports provided in line with the 
Agreement 

• Evidence of performance data collection and reporting 
• Evidence/views on management use of performance data to 

inform/support decision-making processes 
Summary: 
� Annual work plans are developed and progress reports provided in line with the Agreement. 
� The Program collects and reports on a range of performance information related to financial 

expenditures as well as outputs and outcomes achieved, including land securement measures, 
long-term conservation measures and ecological significance measures.   

� Key informants indicated that there is a strong performance measurement system in place, along 
with independent financial audits completed by all Program partners.    

 
There is evidence that work plans have been developed and submitted to Environment Canada from 
2007 to present and that they include the mandatory information requested as per the Agreement.  
There is also evidence that annual progress reports have been developed and submitted to 
Environment Canada from 2007 to present and that they include the mandatory information 
requested as per the Agreement.   
 
In its work plans, NCC summarizes the measures of conservation success by which the results of its 
performance may be measured against the work plan.  
� Land Securement measures  

o Acres secured by securement type (i.e., fee-simple purchase or donation; Conservation 
Agreement purchase or donation; purchase or donation of other interests in land [i.e., 
timber or mineral rights, etc.]);  

o Land transactions completed;  
o Priority Sites with completed land securement projects.  

� Long-term conservation measures  
o Conservation plans developed and approved by NCC’s Board of Directors;  
o Property management plans and/or baseline documentation reports developed;  
o Financial investments into long-term Stewardship Endowment.  
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� Ecological significance measures  
o Biodiversity targets (i.e., important ecosystems, communities, species) identified in 

conservation plans;  
o Biodiversity targets present on secured properties.  

 
In its annual progress reports, NCC summarizes performance information such as: 
� Financial information and activities related to the Fund and Priority Sites (NCC)/Priority Areas 

(DUC) including reports of external auditors; 
� Matching contributions; 
� Funding to OQOs;   
� Achievements against objectives; 
� Priority Sites; 
� Conservation accomplishments (land securement measures and related ecological information; 

long-term conservation measures);  
� Communication activities. 
 
Key informants in NCC and EC indicated that there is a strong performance measurement system in 
place, through annual work plans and progress reports, as well as monitoring done at the project-
level.  The compliance monitoring system and land information system in place help to ensure 
performance measurement and reporting is timely and accurate. To complement performance 
reporting, independent financial audits are completed by NCC, DUC and other participating OQOs.  
 
Program staff from EC underscored the need for the Government of Canada to conduct a broader 
assessment of government performance across all of its habitat conservation efforts (delivered 
internal and external to government) to better understand outcomes related to habitat protection and 
ensure that these outcomes are reported accurately (e.g., currently the Program, NAWMP and 
EcoGifts (and potentially HSP) can each count the same areas secured in their performance 
reporting). 

4.3 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 
The following chart provides a summary of the degree to which each evaluation issue and question 
has been achieved: 
 

Evaluation  
Issue Summary 

Relevance: 

Issue 1: Continued need for the program 

1. Is there a continued need for the Program in Canada?  Yes 

2. To what extent does the Program duplicate, overlap with or 
complement other existing programs?  

Complementary with some overlap 

Issue 2: Alignment with NCC and government prioriti es 

3. Is the Program and its objectives aligned with NCC’s 
mandate? 

Yes 

4. Is the Program and its objectives aligned with federal 
government priorities and those of Environment Canada?   

Yes 

Issue 3: Alignment with Federal Roles and Responsib ilities  
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Evaluation  
Issue Summary 

5. Is there a legitimate, appropriate and necessary role for the 
Government of Canada to fund the Program? 

Yes 

Performance: 

Issue 4: Achievement of expected outputs and outcom es 

6. To what extent have intended outputs been achieved? Achieved 

7. To what extent have intended outcomes been achieved? Achieved 

8. Are there any best practices or lessons learned from delivery 
of the Program? 

Yes 

9. Have there been any unintended (positive or negative) 
outcomes that can be attributed to the Program? Were any 
actions taken as a result of these? 

Yes, positive and negative  

(no actions were identified as required) 

Issue 5: Demonstrated efficiency and economy 

10. Is the design of the Program (and its funding model) 
appropriate for achieving Program objectives and outcomes 
efficiently and effectively?  

Yes  

11. Is the management and accountability structure for the 
Program in place and functioning to achieve the expected 
outcomes and requirements of the Funding Agreement? 

Yes 

12. Are Program resources being spent efficiently, economically 
and in accordance with allowable expenditures?  

Yes 

13. Is appropriate planning, performance measurement and 
reporting being conducted, and being used to inform 
decision-making? 

Yes 

 
 

5 Conclusions 

Conclusions by the key evaluation issues are presented below: 

5.1 RELEVANCE 

Issue 1: Continued need for the program 
 
1. The Program continues to be relevant and is need ed to protect areas of ecological 
significance in Canada.  

The threats and pressures to species habitat and biodiversity, particularly in southern Canada, 
continue to increase.  This Program provides a science-based and national approach to securing 
private lands of ecological significance for long-term conservation purposes. While significant 
progress has been made over the first 5 years of the Program, there is evidence to confirm that 
continued effort is needed to protect key natural areas in southern Canada.  
  
Issue 2: Alignment with NCC and Government priorities; and Issue 3: Alignment with federal 
roles and responsibilities 
 
2. The Program is directly aligned with NCC and fed eral government priorities, roles and 
responsibilities.  
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The Program is directly aligned with NCC’s vision, mission and mandate, and the Government of 
Canada’s national and international commitments and obligations related to conserving habitat to 
protect biodiversity and enhance the survival of wildlife, species and ecosystems. It is an important 
contributor and provides a useful example of collaboration for private action on conservation as part 
of the Government of Canada’s overall conservation efforts. 
 
The Program also recognizes that conservation in Canada is shared across a number of jurisdictions 
and is consistent with the Government of Canada’s commitments to build partnerships, work 
collaboratively with others and identify new approaches to nature conservation and ecosystem 
maintenance.   
 
The Program provides a model for how external organisations can help the Government of Canada 
achieve its conservation goals.  It is complementary with a number of EC-led programs that contribute 
to the department’s strategic outcome related to biodiversity, wildlife and habitat.  Furthermore, the 
Program provides accelerated action to conserve private lands of ecological value throughout 
Canada and is also complementary to a number of programs implemented by provincial governments 
that are focussed on securing private land for ecological purposes. 

5.2 PERFORMANCE 

Issue 4: Achievement of expected outputs and outcomes 
 
3. Significant progress has been made and virtually  all expected outputs and outcomes have 
been achieved over the first 5 years of implementat ion. 

The Program’s science-based conservation planning process has been critical to ensuring that 
securement and stewardship efforts are focused on priority lands of high ecological significance.  The 
Program has implemented securement agreements directly and worked in partnership with Ducks 
Unlimited Canada and 13 other qualified organizations (e.g. land trusts) to secure almost 332,000 ha 
(820,000 acres) of ecologically significant land across Canada, which exceeds the original target to 
protect 200,000 ha (500,000 acres). Securement of this land has also ensured that important habitat 
remains in place for over 450 species of conservation priority (COSEWIC-assessed species at risk, 
globally rare species and provincially rare species). Furthermore, NCC has put in place a process and 
series of requirements to ensure that property management plans are developed for secured 
properties to direct stewardship activities and achieve biodiversity targets and long term conservation.  
 
4. The OQO component of the Program has been more c hallenging than anticipated to deliver. 

The design of the OQO component of the Program, including its application, transaction, and 
reporting processes, are consistent with and reflect the Agreement’s requirements, and provide 
assurance that transactions completed by OQOs meet the expectations and requirements of the 
Agreement.   However, some smaller land trusts with limited capacity have found it difficult to meet 
the requirements necessary to obtain Program resources. In particular, these OQOs identified 
challenges in securing matching funds and ensuring that their own priorities for acquisition were in 
areas where a Natural Area Conservation Plan exists.  As a result, access to Program resources has 
been uneven across the OQO community and a higher level of effort than originally expected has 
been required both by NCC and OQOs, as a result of the stringent Program requirements and varying 
capacities of OQOs across the country.  Local land trust capacity to participate is particularly lacking 
outside of B.C., Alberta, Ontario and Quebec.  
 



 

STRATOS INC. Natural Areas Conservation Program Evaluation Report - FINAL    June 20, 2012   |     p. 58 

While broad participation of OQOs was not part of the original objectives or the Agreement for the 
Program, the Program and its related science-based conservation planning systems can help 
contribute to increasing the capacity of the land trust community as a whole to accelerate action to 
protect key ecological values on private lands. 
 
5. DUC is delivering its component separately from the rest of the Program. 

DUC is unique from the other OQOs participating in the Program as it has its own conservation-based 
planning process, with different priority areas identified for securement, as well as a different 
approach to reporting on Program performance and expenditures.  Despite having common 
objectives with the Program, the DUC component of the Program is essentially delivered separately 
and under a different framework from the rest of the Program delivered by NCC and the other OQOs. 
While the DUC component is clearly making a contribution to achieving Program outcomes, it is not 
clear the degree to which they are consistent with all Program requirements.   
 
Issue 5: Demonstrated efficiency and economy 
 
6. NCC has established and implemented a strong Pro gram design, management and 
accountability regime to meet the Terms and Conditi ons of the Agreement. 

The Program has fulfilled all requirements of the Agreement, with the exception of Section 12.01 
where communication with OQOs in French has been problematic.  
 
The design of the Program enables clear and direct attribution between Program resources and the 
achievement of conservation goals; in other words, the securement of priority land has resulted in 
direct protection for habitat for species at risk and other elements of biodiversity.  While this type of 
acquisition, particularly of private lands, can be a more expensive method of habitat conservation 
than other approaches, it provides a degree of permanence in achieving conservation objectives in 
threatened areas located in southern Canada through legally binding securement agreements.  As 
such, the Program has demonstrated that it forms an important part of broader conservation efforts 
across the country as a whole. 
 
NCC has developed a robust and appropriate oversight and program management structure to direct 
the Program and ensure that it is implemented consistently throughout Canada and in line with 
requirements.  This has included the development of committees to provide financial management 
and program oversight, as well as a strong internal performance measurement system to track 
compliance and report on results. 
 
7. Program resources are being spent efficiently an d in-line with allowable expenditures  

Over the first 4 years, the Program spent $152.7 million and raised an additional $290.9 million in 
matching funds (achieving a leverage of 1.9:1 which exceeds the expected 1:1 leveraging target ) 
thus making available $444 million for land securement and early stewardship purposes (which will 
exceed the target of $450 million by year 5). Of this total, $26 million in non-federal funds has been 
endowed for the necessary long term stewardship of those properties acquired, though there are 
concerns that this may not be sufficient for stewardship over the long term.   
 
Program resources have been spent in line with the Agreement, with ≤ 5% spent on 
coordination/administration expenses. This percentage is efficient compared to other similar 
programs and includes the costs for the conservation planning process, Land Information System, the 
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management of the OQO program, as well as regular overhead, management and administrative 
expenses. 
 
 

6 Recommendations 

The evaluation found that the Natural Areas Conservation Program (the Program) has been 
successful – with significant progress made and virtually all expected outcomes achieved over the 
first five years of implementation, with almost all Agreement requirements fully met, and with targets 
for leveraging funding exceeded. It has been delivered efficiently and effectively, and remains 
relevant for both the Nature Conservancy of Canada (NCC) and the Government of Canada. There 
remains a demonstrable need to promote and implement private land conservation to address threats 
to species and biodiversity resources and values, particularly in southern Canada.   
 
The following recommendations are directed to NCC and are provided for future Program 
implementation in the event that it is renewed.  While the recommendations focus on two areas, it is 
recommended that any Program continuation build on the various lessons learned that are presented 
in this evaluation. 
 

1. It is recommended that NCC work to ensure that any future Program includes a stronger 
stewardship component. 

If the Program is renewed, it is recommended that NCC work to ensure that the allocation of Program 
funds between new acquisitions and stewardship purposes is appropriate and in accordance with 
operational needs.  It is recommended that new acquisitions within priority sites should continue and 
that a greater percentage of the resources be allocated to ensure that the species at risk and 
elements of biodiversity on properties acquired through the Program (including both newly acquired 
properties and previously acquired properties) are protected in the long-term.   
 
Furthermore, NCC should continue to explore the possibility of incorporating  stewardship concepts 
that promote conservation on lands outside and adjacent to secured properties, with a view to 
promoting connectivity and/or establishing wildlife corridors to ensure conservation of the broader 
landscape in and around these sites.  Approaches like those implemented by the Royal Society for 
the Preservation of Birds ‘FutureScapes’ should be considered.  
  
2. It is recommended that NCC clarify the expectations of the OQO component of the Program 
and explore options for the delivery and reporting mechanisms for OQOs in any future 
Program.  
 
A) NCC to clarify whether and how future OQO partic ipation is to be supported. 
 
If the Program is renewed, it is recommended that NCC work to clearly articulate the need for broad 
participation from OQOs in the Program.  If a need is determined, NCC should explore how best to 
build capacity within this community to participate more fully in the future.  This could be 
accomplished, for example, through direct support to the Canadian Land Trust Alliance or individual 
OQOs, by EC through its funding programs, or through other means deemed appropriate to: (i) grow 
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awareness of the Program, its requirements and planning processes; and, (ii) support OQOs in their 
application, reporting, and fund raising processes.  As well, NCC should explore innovative options 
for helping OQOs meet matching and endowment fund requirements.  
 
In addition, if the Program is renewed, it is recommended that NCC explore options regarding 
funding, managing and implementing the OQO component. 

 
B) NCC to determine how to achieve greater integrat ion in the delivery and reporting 
mechanisms for DUC.  

If the Program is renewed, NCC should determine how to achieve greater integration and consistency 
of Program delivery between DUC and NCC, so as to realize more integrated priority site planning, 
performance measurement, and expenditure reporting, and ensure that all OQOs participate 
consistently and are subject to the same Program requirements.   
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Appendix B – Online Survey Results   

Purpose 
 
Stratos, in collaboration with the Nature Conservancy of Canada (NCC) and the Evaluation 
Committee34, developed surveys for Other Qualified Organizations (OQO) and landowners to obtain 
an external perspective of NCC’s performance with respect to its implementation of the Natural Areas 
Conservation Program (NACP). More specifically, the purposes of these surveys were to:  
 

• Identify why stakeholders have chosen to work with NCC under the Program; 

• Assess whether there is a demonstrable need for the Program;   

• Collect additional information on NCC’s performance with respect to facilitating the 
transaction process and providing appropriate guidance; and 

• Identify the outcomes to which stakeholders feel they are contributing by protecting land 
under the Program.  

 
The OQO survey included an external perspective from organizations which have received, or have 
attempted to receive but were not successful, NACP funding from NCC. 
 
The survey results will be used to inform the evaluation findings associated with the following 
evaluation questions 1, 3, 6, 7, 10, 11 and 12.  
 
This report presents the results of the surveys against the relevant evaluation questions.  

 
Methodology 
 
Both surveys were uploaded to SurveyMonkey®, an online survey tool, and pilot tested by 
representatives from the Project Team35. The landowners’ survey was translated into French. 
Landowners for whom regional offices could not provide email addresses were sent the survey by 
mail, in French and in English, and asked to send back a completed hard copy to NCC National 
Office.   
 
The distribution list for the landowners and OQO surveys was developed by NCC national office, in 
close collaboration with regional offices. 17136 landowners received an invitation to complete the 
survey, either by email (72 landowners) or by mail (99 landowners) and 33 OQOs (which included all 
OQOs who are CLTA and EcoGifts qualified) were invited to complete the survey.  
 
Both electronic surveys were distributed on February 22, 2012 and closed on March 16, 2012. All 
surveys received by NCC by mail (up to March 26) were considered for this analysis. Survey results 
were summarized using the online software provided by SurveyMonkey®.  
 

                                                      
34 Evaluation Committee Members: Michael Bradstreet (NCC), Rob Wilson (NCC), Kendra Pauley (NCC), Kamal Rajani (NCC) 
and representatives from EC’s Canadian Wildlife Service and Evaluation Division. 
35 Project Team Members: George Greene (Project Director), Alison Kerry (Project Manager), Michael Gullo (Assistant Project 
Manager), Cathy Wilkinson (Evaluator), Isabelle Lachance (Evaluator), and Stephanie Meyer (Expert Advisor).  
36 Includes all landowners where NCC has used federal funding for land securement and stewardship purposes.  
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20 OQOs completed the OQO survey (whereas 5 OQOs started the survey but did not complete it, 
that is, answer all of its questions), for a response rate of 61% (i.e. 20/33), and 52 landowners 
completed the landowners’ survey (whereas 3 landowners started the survey but did not complete it), 
representing a response rate of 30% (i.e. 52/171).   

 
Considerations 
 
The terminology used throughout this document follows the scale below:  
 

• Few: 0 to 25% respondents selected the response; 
• Some: 26 to 50% respondents selected the response;  
• Majority/Most: 51 to 75% respondents selected the response; and 
• Vast Majority: 76 to 100% respondents selected the response. 
 
Not all respondents answered all questions from the survey. For the OQO survey, 25 people started 
it, but only 20 completed it.  All OQOs were invited to answer questions 1 – 7 and 23.  If an OQO was 
successful in their application to obtain NCC funds, they were invited to answer questions 8 – 22. 
 
The landowners’ survey was completed entirely by 52 respondents, while 55 people started it. 
However, all answers (derived from incomplete a completed surveys) have been included in this 
report. 
 
The Project Team hoped to receive responses from at least 50% of the OQOs and landowners who 
received an invitation to complete the survey. This target was achieved for OQOs, however only 30% 
of the landowners (i.e. 52/171) who received an invitation completed the survey.  This low response 
rate can be partially attributed to the fact that landowners who either donated or sold their land to 
NCC wish to remain confidential, or that the letter of invitation to complete the survey was distributed 
to an address that is no longer associated with the original landowner.    
 
Due to the relatively low survey response rate for the landowners’ survey, the survey findings cannot 
be considered fully representative of this group or statistically valid.  

 
Survey Analysis 
 
OQO Survey 
 
Out of the 25 OQOs that started the survey37, 44% (n = 11) indicated that they were a land trust and 
48% (n = 12) categorized themselves as a conservation association. 8% (n= 2) selected “Other” and 
indicated that they were a non-profit conservation organization or a fund raising partner for 18 land 
trusts. 
 
The OQO survey was designed for organizations that have and have not received funding from the 
Program. 10 out of 24 OQOs (one OQO did not answer) indicated that they have received program 
funding and were asked questions 8 to 22. Seven out of 10 organizations answered all these 
questions.  Organizations which did not receive funding were asked to answer questions 1 -7, and 
question 23. 
 
Evaluation Question 1: Is there a continued need fo r the Program in Canada? 
 

                                                      
37 This is an example where the response to the question is higher than the total number of OQOs that completed the survey. 
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Do you feel that the OQO Granting Program (Program) is an important mechanism for 
conserving protected areas in Canada? n = 2538 
 
The survey data highlights that the vast majority of OQOs consider that the Granting Program is an 
important mechanism for conserving protected areas in Canada. 76% (19 out of 25) of the OQOs 
answered “Yes” to this question, while 12% (3 out of 25) answered “No” and 3 selected “Don’t know”.  
 
9 OQOs provided comments to this question, which provide divergent views on the Program and how 
it is designed: 

• 4 respondents indicated that the Program is important and provides access to funds that are 
much needed for land securement activities. 

• One respondent indicated that the Program allows larger areas to be conserved by smaller 
organizations. 

• 2 respondents expressed concern over the location of the areas of protection, one indicating 
that these have to be within NCC designated areas, but that there are other areas with higher 
pressures and in need of conservation. 

• One respondent indicated that there is a disconnect between the understanding at the staff 
level and the decision-making process at the review level (an organization had to go through 
what they characterized as a lengthy and onerous process and was turned down by the 
Review Committee). 

• One respondent indicated that the Program and NCC are effective in protecting land, but that 
the Program was not effective at facilitating conservation work by other land trusts. 

 
Evaluation Question 3: Is the Program and its objec tives aligned with NCC’s mandate? 
 
Why did you choose to work with NCC on this transaction (select all that apply)? n = 8 
 
Out of the 8 OQOs that received funding and responded to this question, 3 organizations (38%) 
indicated that they worked with NCC because it has a strong reputation for protecting natural 
resources through property securement and stewardship and 2 organizations (25%) indicated that 
they were asked to participate by a representative of NCC, a friend or a colleague. 1 organization 
indicated that NCC is the organization best able to help with establishing a protected area. 3 
organizations provided comments and mentioned that they worked with NCC because they were 
provided funding. 
 
Evaluation Question 6: To what extent have intended  outputs been achieved? 
 
Do you feel that the NCC is successful in its efforts to communicate the Program to 
organizations interested in conserving protected areas? n = 25 
 
Less than 50% of OQOs consider that NCC has been successful in its efforts to communicate the 
Program to organizations interested in conservation - 40% (10 out of 25) indicated that it has been 
successful, while 28% (7 out of 25) indicated it has not been successful. 8 OQOs (32%) selected the 
“Don’t’ know” option. 6 respondents provided comments to this question and most comments referred 
to the fact that the Program is not widely known or publicised, and that they were unaware of the 
Program for several years after it started. 
 
Evaluation Question 7: To what extent are intended outcomes being achieved? 
 

                                                      
38 Refers to the total number of responses to the question. 
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To what extent do you feel that Program resources are accessible to organizations interested 
in securing protected areas? n = 25 
 
The majority of OQOs responded that resources for organizations interested in securing protected 
areas are accessible (35%, or 8 out of 25) or somewhat accessible (40%, or 10 out of 25). 2 OQOs 
(8%) answered that resources are not accessible.  Five OQOs selected “Don’t know”. 
 
9 respondents provided comments to this question: 

• 4 respondents indicated that funding was limited to certain priority areas and, as important 
natural areas outside the defined boundaries were not eligible for funding, opportunities to 
protect significant lands were missed. 

o One respondent indicated that it was made clear to him/her that Northern Alberta is 
not an area of interest for NCC. 

o One respondent indicated if they wanted to work in an area outside NCC priority 
area, they were told that they would have to pay to develop a plan for approval by 
the NCC Board.  

• 3 respondents indicated that the requirements and process were too onerous. 
o One respondent indicated that after being involved once, they did not go for a second 

round as it was too much of a hassle to work with NCC staff. 
o One respondent indicated that the requirements for endowment funds were not 

aligned with actual costs needed for stewardship and having NCC play on ongoing 
role through a land holding agreement was unworkable and duplicative. 

o One respondent indicated that, in order to qualify for the grant, the organization 
would have had to hold the majority interest in the property title. Their partner in 
fundraising was not happy with that arrangement and withdrew from the partnership 
altogether as a result. 

 
One other respondent indicated that even though funding is available for land securement, resources 
are difficult to obtain for managing the land afterwards. In one other case, an OQO mentioned that 
NCC (through the NACP) is a good support partner for smaller land trusts.  
 
What type of project did the Program resources contribute to (select all that apply)? n = 8 
 
The survey data highlights that 7 of the 8 OQOs (88%) that answered this question have used NACP 
resources to secure a property or a legal interest (such as a Conservation Agreement) of which two 
OQOs noted that NACP resources were also used to contribute to management planning and 
stewardship activities.  One OQO selected that NACP resources were used for management 
planning and stewardship purposes.  
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Figure A-1: Results for OQO Survey Question 8 

 
 
 
What do you feel are the substantive results that the NCC has helped you achieve progress 
towards (select all that apply)? n = 7 
 
As presented below, out of the 7 organizations which answered the survey question, the majority 
(n=4) indicated that NCC has helped them with protecting ecologically significant lands in southern 
Canada. 3 organizations (43%) also indicated that they were able to protect wetland and associated 
upland habitat for waterfowl. 3 respondents provided comments (reflected in the figure below as 
Other), indicating that NCC was managing a federal program with federal funds and that, as such, 
NCC itself did not help them achieve anything; the Program has helped generate profile for the need 
for private land conservation in southern Canada; and that the funds were used for stewardship and 
securement expenses, albeit with minimal financial support in the end (compared to the total value of 
the land bought). 
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Figure A-2: Results for OQO Survey Question 22 

 
Evaluation Question 10: Is the design of the Progra m appropriate? 
 
Do you feel that the criteria are appropriate for determining whether an organization can 
qualify for Program funding? n = 25  
 
All 25 OQOs who completed the survey provided a response to this question.  

 

The survey data highlights that the majority of OQOs (68%, or 17 out of 25) consider that the criteria 
for determining whether an organization can quality for Program funding are appropriate, while 12% 
(3 out of 25) do not consider them appropriate. 8 respondents provided comments to this question: 

• 5 respondents commented on priority sites. 

o One respondent commented on the fact that working within an NCC priority site is 
redundant and that other areas where conservation is needed could be covered by 
their organization (instead of having two organizations work on the same sites). 

o One respondent asked why NCC has become THE group that decides areas that 
need to be conserved claiming that their process is based on a GIS exercise with no 
latitude for biology (e.g. if a property falls outside a line on a map it is automatically 
rejected, regardless of how close it is to the line or what the ecological values of the 
land are). 

o One respondent indicated that NCC may have a different mandate than other land 
trusts, and that having NCC meeting its needs (i.e. expand its own Conservation 
Areas) over other valuable areas for land trusts is not appropriate. 

o Another respondent indicated that being based around an urban/peri-urban area that 
is not a NCC area makes them ineligible in large part, even if they could satisfy the 
other requirements. 

• 2 respondents had issues with the requirement to become a member of the CLTA to be 
eligible, with no apparent gain coming from it. 
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Was the amount of money awarded to you under the Program appropriate for your needs?  
n = 7 
 
The majority of OQOs consider that the amount of money awarded to them under the Program was 
appropriate for their needs (57%, or 4 out of 7). 3 organizations (43%) answered “No” to this question. 
One respondent provided comments and indicated that the amount covered half the costs. 
 
Matching Funds n = 7 
 
OQOs who received NACP funding were asked whether it was relatively easy, challenging, or difficult 
to obtain matching funds.  
 
The survey data highlights that respondents are divided on the matching funds requirement. 3 out of 
7 OQOs (43%) indicated that it was relatively easy to obtain matching funds, while 3 other 
organizations indicated that it was challenging. One organization indicated that it was very difficult. 
Two respondents provided comments on this question, indicating that revenue generation is never 
easy but that the challenge grant was very helpful, and that the requirement for the 15% stewardship 
fund has been extremely difficult to meet. 
 
Evaluation Question 11: Is the management and accou ntability structure for the Program in 
place and functioning? 
 
How would you characterize the documentation that supports the Program application and 
transaction processes? Do you have suggestions for improving the Program application and 
transaction processes? n = 8 
 
3 out of 8 OQOs (35%) indicated that the documentation supporting the Program application and 
transaction processes was appropriate and helpful, while 1 organization indicated that it was limited 
but still helpful. 4 respondents selected “Other”. One respondent indicated that the documentation 
was very restrictive and another one commented on the fact that the requirements for reporting are 
“ridiculous” and that it was unlikely that they would be participating in the Program again. Another 
respondent indicated that it was a very bureaucratic process, not suitable for small land trusts.  
 
Evaluation Question 12: Are Program resources being  spent efficiently, economically and in 
accordance with allowable expenditures? 
 
Was NCC staff available when you needed them? Was NCC staff helpful and did they provide 
clear guidance and support to you when you needed it? n = 8 
 
The majority of OQOs indicated that NCC staff was available and helpful (63%, or 5 out of 8 for both 
questions), with one respondent indicating that they were not available and helpful. One respondent 
indicated that staff in Ontario did not know the Alberta system at all, including the legal system. 
 
Was the negotiation and signing of the Funding Agreement and Landholding Agreement a 
smooth process? n = 8 
 
Respondents were more divided on the negotiation and signing process for the Funding Agreement 
(between NCC and the OQO) and Land Holding Agreement. 3 out of 8 organizations (30%) answered 
that it was smooth process, while 2 organizations (25%) answered that it was not. One respondent 
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indicated that the process is too complicated and that it involves extra fees and expenses from the 
applicant. 
 
5 out of 8 organizations (63%) indicated that funds were released efficiently and one organization 
indicated the opposite. One respondent indicated that there was a lot of follow-up required, which 
extended the period between expenditure and reimbursement. 
 
Other 
7 respondents provided additional comments: 

• 2 respondents indicated that funds for acquisitions outside the priority areas should be set 
aside, with one respondent mentioning that it would create some flexibility and another one 
commenting on the fact that financial support for securement in non-NCC priority areas 
should be made available and could mirror the financial incentives provided to land donors 
via Ecogifts. 

• One respondent indicated that the Program would be better run through the CLTA, which can 
support land trusts, in order to provide more flexibility, instead of having land trusts follow 
NCC internal requirements (e.g. NCC focus areas, land holding agreement, etc.). 

• Another respondent indicated that the process should be more accessible and to make sure 
that all levels of NCC are fully aware of the criteria that are likely to qualify an application for 
funding. 

• One respondent indicated that land trusts need assistance with professional fees associated 
with acquisitions, and particularly with ongoing stewardship costs, as they do not have the 
same capacity as NCC. 

• One respondent indicated that the requirement for matching funding should be removed. 

• One respondent mentioned that NCC should do a presentation to its key partners covering 
the process, areas of interest, securement options, goals, priorities, etc. of the NACP. 

 
Landowners Survey 
 
The vast majority of respondents (91%, or 50 out of 55 landowners) identified themselves as a private 
land owner. 2 respondents (4%) indicated that they belong to an organization/corporate entity and 3 
respondents selected “Other”: one sold private land to NCC, another represents a company that owns 
private land and has an agreement with NCC, and the other one indicated that it is a real estate 
company.  
 
Evaluation Question 1: Is there a continued need fo r the Program in Canada? 
 
Do you feel that the Program is an important mechanism for conserving protected areas in 
Canada? n = 55 
 
The survey data highlights that the vast majority of respondents think that the Program is an 
important mechanism for conserving protected areas in Canada (93%, or 51 out of 55 landowners).  
16 respondents provided comments to this question: 

• 3 respondents indicated that NCC is committed to protecting natural resources, with one 
respondent indicating that it was its first and only choice.  

• 2 respondents indicated that the Program allows ecologically significant lands to be 
protected, with one respondent indicating it allows the acquisition of large connected parcels. 

• 2 respondents indicated that wetlands are disappearing. 

• 2 respondents indicated that NCC’s partnership and business-based approach were key in 
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making the deal. 
 
Other comments addressed: NCC and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) are 
independent and trusted authorities; the Program is useful for protection of small to medium parcels; 
NCC has been critical to conservation achievements over the past decade; NCC has targeted a 
biologically rich area between Quebec and Vermont with very positive response; and the Program fills 
an important gap in theory, but in practice funds are difficult to access and the process is 
unnecessarily complex. 
 
Evaluation Question 3: Is the Program and its objec tives aligned with NCC’s mandate? 
 
Why did you choose to work with NCC on this transaction (select all that apply)? n = 55 
 
As presented below, one half of the respondents (51%, or 28 out of 55 landowners) chose to work 
with NCC because they consider that it is the organization best able to help them establish a 
protected area). Close to one half of the respondents (46%, or 25 out of 55 landowners) also selected 
that NCC has a strong reputation for protecting natural resources through property securement and 
stewardship. 
 
Figure A-3: Results for Landowners Survey Question 3 

 
15 respondents that selected ‘other’ (one did not provide a response) provided a number of 
responses including: 

• Working with NCC allowed us to receive the best possible price for our land; 

• NCC approached us and our research concluded that NCC is a credible organization;  

• NCC’s approach is flexible and we were comfortable with its approach and believed that it 
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would accommodate our interests; 

• We were referred to NCC by a good friend or land trust organization; 

• I wanted to ensure that the land would be preserved in its natural state in the years to come; 
and 

• The government concluded that my property was habitat for endangered species and my 
options to do anything with it were limited.  

 
Evaluation Question 6: To what extent have intended  outputs been achieved? 
 
Do you feel that NCC is successful in its efforts to communicate the Program to individuals 
and/or organizations interested in donating/selling their land as a protected area? n = 55 
 
The majority of landowners consider that NCC has been successful in its efforts to communicate the 
Program to individuals and/or organizations interested in donating/selling their land as protected area 
(67%, or 37 out of 55 landowners). 5 respondents (9%) disagreed with the statement, whereas 13 
selected ‘Don’t Know’. 12 respondents (one did not provide a response) commented on this question: 

• 2 respondents indicated that personally approaching landowners could be a better approach. 
• 2 respondents mentioned local newspapers as a good way to promote the Program. 

 
Other comments addressed the fact that NCC has been effective in communicating the Program, but 
less so with communicating requirements; that timelines to complete land transactions were very 
long; and that it would be interesting to create a network of citizen donors so they can know and visit 
each other. 
 
Evaluation Question 7: To what extent have intended  outcomes being achieved? 
 
What type of transaction did you participate in (select all that apply)? n = 55 
 
55 landowners answered this question which asked them to select what type of transaction they 
completed with NCC. Participants were allowed to select multiple responses.  

• Outright sale (69%, or 38 out of 55 landowners to answer the question); 

• Land donation (20% or 11 landowners of 55 landowners);  

• Conservation Agreements (e.g. covenant, easement or servitude) (29% or 16 of 55 
landowners); and  

• Relinquishment/Extinguishment of rights (4% or 2 of 55 landowners).  
 
5 respondents selected “Other”: 

• Financial donation; 

• We sold some of the land and donated another portion of it through an easement; 

• We completed a sale with a Conservation Agreement; and 

• NCC partnered a local conservation authority in the sale of a parcel of land.  
 
What do you feel are the substantive results that the NCC has helped you achieve progress 
towards (select all that apply)? n = 52 
 
As presented below, the majority of respondents indicated that NCC has helped them with protecting 
ecologically significant lands in southern Canada (64%, or 33 out of 52 landowners), with protecting 
species at risk (60%, or 31 out of 52 landowners), and with protecting and conserving biodiversity 
(60%, or 31 out of 52 landowners). Close to 50% also indicated that they were able to protect wetland 
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and associated upland habitat for waterfowl (46%, or 24 out of 52 landowners). 11 respondents 
provided comments: 

• 4 respondents commented on the specific conservation objective that they were pursuing 
(e.g. salt water/fresh water marsh preservation, protection of mountain corridor habitat, etc.) 

• 2 respondents indicated that it was important to them that their lands become a 
community/collective asset. 

• 2 respondents highlighted that their transaction with NCC is leading to the protection of a 
broader parcel of land or corridor.  

 
In one case a respondent indicated that they have no way of knowing whether NCC has conserved or 
protected the parcel of land they sold to NCC.  One respondent indicated that they are interested in 
working again with NCC and left them coordinates to be contacted at (Jean-Guy Brunet, 819 955-
8120). 
 
Figure A-4: Results for Landowners Survey Question 14 

 
 
Evaluation Question 11: Is the management and accou ntability structure for the Program in 
place and functioning? 
 
How would you characterize the NCC process concerning donated lands? n = 53 
 
38% of the respondents (20 out of 53 landowners who responded to the question) indicated that the 
process for donating land is “appropriate” to ensure accountability and achieve results”, with an 
additional 28% (15 out of 53 landowners) indicating that the process is “adequate”. One respondent 
indicated that it is insufficient, 11 selected “Don’t know” and 6 respondents selected “Other”.  These 
responses included: 

• (1) the process is more than enough to ensure accountability and achieve results. 
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• (1) the process was marred by NCC staff changing conditions part way through the 
negotiations on an agreement to sell.  Consistent up-front clarity and a brisk follow through 
during negotiations with a potential buyer are vital to maintain confidence. 

 
Other responses were not applicable to the question or did not provide additional details that could be 
used to characterize the process for donating lands.  
 
16 respondents provided comments when asked if they had any suggestions for improving the 
process for donating lands: 

• 5 respondents indicated that the process is good and that NCC kept in touch throughout the 
process. 

• 2 respondents indicated that the length of time to complete a transaction was long, with one 
indicating it was “excessive”. 

• 2 respondents mentioned the need for greater and consistent clarity up-front about the 
length/complexity of the process. 

• 1 respondent highlighted that NCC should provide a detailed map to highlight the 
achievement of its goals and long-term objectives;  

• 1 respondent highlighted NCC should consider integrating their priorities with other provincial 
land acquisitions. 

 
Other responses were not applicable to the question or did not provide additional details or 
suggestions for improving the process for donating lands.  
 
How would you characterize the NCC process concerning fee simple properties? n = 53 
 
NCC’s process for fee simple properties is considered “appropriate to ensure accountability and 
achieve results” by 34% of respondents (18 out of 53 landowners) and “adequate” by 21% of 
respondents (11 out of 53 landowners). 5 respondents (9%) indicated that it is insufficient, 11 
selected “don’t know” and 8 respondents selected “Other” – most of them commented on the fact that 
they did not understand the question. 11 respondents provided comments: 

• 2 respondents commented on the fact that the process was lengthy. 

• One respondent commented on the need to define the real land vocation (instead of just 
letting lie fallow). 

• One respondent indicated that landowners should be provided with more information on 
options for conserving the land. 

• One respondent indicated that there is a need to improve real value estimations and 
comparables (conservation land should have an added value factor than raw land), 

• Another respondent commented on the fact that barriers to accessing funds should be 
removed, such as the requirements for mortgage charges on title of properties purchased 
under the NACP and project selection and stewardship costs. 

 
Evaluation Question 12: Are Program resources being  spent efficiently, economically and in 
accordance with allowable expenditures? 
 
Was NCC staff available when you needed them? Was NCC staff helpful and did they provide 
clear guidance and support to you when you needed it? n = 53 
 
The majority of landowners indicated that NCC staff was available and helpful (91%, or 48 out of 53 
landowners for availability and 83%, or 44 out of 53, for helpfulness), with one respondent indicating 
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that they were not available and three respondents indicating that they were not helpful. Three 
respondents provided comments on the fact that NCC was not helpful, indicating that they were 
unhappy with the price they received; that staff “dragged their feet on finalizing the deal for 2 years” 
and that the landowner was only provided 2 days to respond; and that the staff was often helpful but 
not always. 
 
Other 
14 respondents provided additional comments: 

• 4 respondents suggested speeding up the process, with one indicating that landowners incur 
added costs in waiting for NCC to close, and another mentioning that the closing period could 
be shorted if matching funds were raised upfront. 

• 4 respondents indicated that there is need for better and more frequent communications and 
advertising. 

• 3 respondents mentioned that they were very pleased with the process. 
 
Other comments addressed: NCC did not keep up the land (e.g. walking trails) after four years; signs 
are needed on a property to keep hunters away and NCC has not been responsive; there is a need to 
communicate milestone completion during the process; and there is a need for NCC to be upfront 
about their negotiation process (e.g. true value of land). 
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Appendix C – Comparative Analysis 

As part of the independent program evaluation of the Natural Areas Conservation Program (the 
Program), a brief comparative assessment has been undertaken to examine other land conservation 
programs both in Canada and internationally. The intent of this assessment is to analyze lessons 
learned and illustrate potential alternative approaches to the Program as it is currently designed. 
 
In particular, the intent of the comparative assessment is to help address several key Evaluation 
Questions, including: 

• Question 2: To what extent does the Program duplicate, overlap with or complement other 
existing programs? 

• Question 8: Are there any best practices or lessons learned from delivery of the Program? 

• Question 10: Is the design of the Program (and its funding model) appropriate for achieving 
Program objectives and outcomes efficiently and effectively?  

• Question 12: Are Program resources being spent efficiently, economically and in accordance 
with allowable expenditures?  

 
In conjunction with the Evaluation Committee, 5 programs were selected to review. These include: 

1. Ecological Gifts Program (Canadian) 
2. Habitat Stewardship Program (Canadian) 
3. North American Wetlands Conservation Act (United States, North America) 
4. Land Trust Alliance (United States) 
5. Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (United Kingdom) 

 
The methodology employed included data collection (i.e. reviewing online reports and plans from 
these programs), and then select interviews with relevant program officials.  
 
Several limitations were encountered, including differing definitions of protection used by the various 
programs examined, as well as an ability to reach program staff for some of the initiatives selected.   
 

Overview of Programs 
 
This section provides an overview of each of the programs examined, including: their purpose and 
context, scope (both jurisdictional and geographic), delivery approach, tools to support land 
securement, focus, outcomes, partnerships, program costs and leveraging. This information provides 
the basis for the analysis outlined in the next section.  
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Table A-1:  Ecological Gifts Program  

                                                      
 

Purpose and Context  � The purpose of the Ecological Gifts Program (EcoGifts), established in 1995, is to enable individual and corporate 
landowners to contribute to the conservation of biodiversity through the donation of ecologically sensitive lands to 
qualified environmental charities or government bodies. 

� An ecological gift can be a donation of land or an eligible interest or right in land, such as a conservation 
easement, covenant or real servitude39. Under the terms of the program, donations of land or an eligible interest 
or right in land to a qualified recipient (such as an environmental charity, government agency or municipality) are 
eligible to receive a significant tax benefit. 

� Ecological gift recipients then ensure that the land’s biodiversity and environmental heritage are conserved in 
perpetuity. 

� The program is a component of the Government of Canada's strategy for conservation and stewardship. It 
supports the government’s mission to conserve biodiversity (particularly migratory birds and species at risk) in 
cooperation with other government agencies, conservation organizations and individual landowners. 
 
 

Scale (jurisdictional and 
geographic) 
 
 

� This federal program, administered by the Minister of the Environment is national in scale. 
� There are eligible recipients who have received donations under the program in all provinces; however, the 

program has very little presence in the Territories (in part due to differing land ownership patterns in the North). 
� From 1995 to 2012, the largest number of ecological gifts were made in Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia. 
 
 

Delivery Approach  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Land  Securement tools/ 
mechanisms 
(Permanent and Non-

� The EcoGifts is not a funding program. The EcoGifts is administered by Environment Canada (EC) and delivered 
in cooperation with dozens of partners, including other federal departments, provincial and municipal 
governments, and NGOs.  

� Completion of an ecological gift requires the Minister of the Environment to certify that a) the property is 
ecologically sensitive, b) that the recipient is qualified to receive the gift, and c) the fair market value of the 
donation. 

� The program is coordinated and administered by a National Secretariat at EC which is responsible for certifying 
the eligibility of environmental charities to receive ecological gifts, developing communication and promotional 
materials, and organizing conferences, meetings, and workshops to increase awareness of the ecological gifts 
process.  

� The Secretariat also manages a rigorous and comprehensive appraisal review and determination process and 
supports the Appraisal Review Panel (ARP), an independent body that reviews appraisal reports submitted by 
ecological gift donors. These reviews are the basis for the Panel's recommendations to the Minister on the fair 
market value of ecological gifts.  Regional EcoGifts Coordinators serve as a "single window" through which 
donors apply to the EcoGifts. 

 
� Any individual or corporate landowner may donate land or an eligible interest or right in land through the 

EcoGifts. Ecological gifts must be made in perpetuity (i.e. are permanent).  
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permanent)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Focus (e.g. are science-
based priorities 
established?) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Outcomes: 

- Scope, type of 
values covered 

- Acres conserved 
- Management plans 
- Other? 

 
Partnerships (number, type) 
 

� In order for an official donation receipt to be issued, the donation must fully qualify as a gift under the Income Tax 
Act of Canada. For a donation to be considered a gift, (a) There must be a voluntary transfer of property to the 
donee with a clearly ascertainable value.(b) Any advantage received or obtained by the donor or a person not 
dealing at arm's length with the donor in respect of the transfer must be clearly identified and its value 
ascertainable. (c) Consistent with the case law, in order for there to be a gift there must be a clear donative intent 
to enrich the donee. (d) Generally, the proposed definition of an eligible amount of a gift will be the excess of the 
value of the property transferred to the donee over the amount of the advantage provided to the donor.  

� The recipient is responsible for: 
o issuing an official donation receipt when the ecological gift has been completed; and 
o ensuring that the biodiversity and environmental heritage features of the donated property or 

eligible interest or right in the property are maintained and managed according to the terms of the 
transfer of land, conservation easement, covenant or real servitude in perpetuity. 

 
� Each donation of land or an eligible interest or right in land under the program must be certified as ecologically 

sensitive according to specific national and provincial criteria. 
� Ecologically sensitive lands are areas or sites that currently or could, at some point in the future, contribute 

significantly to the conservation of Canada’s biodiversity and environmental heritage. Some provinces, including 
Ontario, Quebec, New Brunswick, and Prince Edward Island, have more precise definitions of ecologically 
sensitive lands. 

� Proposed gifts must be accompanied by a brief assessment of their ecological sensitivity and should demonstrate 
that national and any applicable provincial criteria have been met. The following national criteria currently apply: 

o areas identified, designated or protected under a recognized classification system; 
o natural spaces that are significant to the environment in which they are located; 
o sites that have significant current ecological value or potential for enhanced ecological value as a 

result of their proximity to other significant properties; 
o private lands that are zoned by municipal or regional authorities for the purpose of conservation; 
o natural buffers around environmentally sensitive areas such as water bodies, streams or wetlands; 

and 
o areas or sites that contribute to the maintenance of biodiversity or Canada’s environmental 

heritage. 
 
� 959 ecological gifts valued at over $594 million have been donated across Canada, protecting over 144,035 

hectares of wildlife habitat.  Many of these ecological gifts contain habitats designated as having national, 
provincial or regional importance, and many include rare or threatened habitats that are home to species at risk. 

� Currently, fee simple donations (i.e. full title) constitute approximately 60% of all ecological gifts.  Eligible interests 
or rights in land (i.e. conservation easements, covenants and real servitudes) constitute approximately 40% of all 
ecological gifts. 

� Recipients are responsible for the long-term management and conservation of the ecological gift and its 
ecologically sensitive features; however, recipients are not required to develop formal management plans. 

� There are currently more than 120 eligible recipients (including NCC) across the country. 
� The program works closely with other federal agencies, including Finance Canada and the Canada Revenue 

Agency. 



 

STRATOS INC. Natural Areas Conservation Program Evaluation Report - FINAL    June 20, 2012   |     p. xix 

 
Program Costs 
 
 
 
 
Funds Levered/ matched 
 
 
Timeframe 
 
 
Sources 

 
� The program was established in 1995 and first received a dedicated budget in 2000. 
� Average program costs are $550,000/year, plus approximately $100,000 in grants and contributions. These costs 

include administering the Appraisal Review Panel ($415,000 in 2011-12) and retaining a legal specialist ($56,000 
in 2011-12). The program costs do not include the salaries of Federal employees that administer the EcoGifts. 
 
 

Not Applicable (not a funding mechanism) 
 
 
• 1995 to present.  
 
 
Environment Canada web-site: http://www.ec.gc.ca/pde-egp  
Ecological Gifts Program Progress Report 1995-2003 
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Table A-2: Habitat Stewardship Program 
 

Purpose and Context  � The Habitat Stewardship Program (HSP) for Species at Risk was established by the federal government in 2000 
as one element of Canada’s national strategy for the protection of species at risk (other elements include the 
2002 federal Species at Risk Act and the national Accord for the Protection of Species at Risk).  

� The overall goal of the HSP is to contribute to the recovery of endangered, threatened, and other species at risk, 
and to prevent other species from becoming a conservation concern, by engaging Canadians from all walks of 
life in conservation actions to benefit wildlife.  

� This includes fostering land and resource use practices that maintain the habitat necessary for the survival and 
recovery of species at risk, as well as enhancing existing conservation activities and encouraging new ones.  

� The HSP allocates between $8 and $13 million a year to projects that conserve and protect species at risk and 
their habitats. 

 
Scale (jurisdictional and 
geographic) 
 

� The HSP is a federal program that is active in all regions (project reports available by year and by Region). 
 

Delivery Approach  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Land  Securement tools/ 
mechanisms 

� The HSP is co-managed by Environment Canada, Fisheries and Oceans Canada and the Parks Canada Agency, 
while Environment Canada alone is responsible for program administration. 

� Under the program, funding is provided  for activities that protect or conserve habitat for species assessed by the 
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) as nationally at risk (i.e. endangered, 
threatened or of special concern). Activities can take place on private lands, provincial Crown lands, Aboriginal 
lands, or in freshwater aquatic and marine areas across Canada. 

� The program is implemented regionally, with regional coordinators working in collaboration with regional 
implementation boards (RIB) to set program direction, develop priorities and make recommendations on project 
funding. An HSP Secretariat exists within Environment Canada and an inter-departmental Assistant Deputy 
Minister (ADM) level committee is responsible for overall governance and final decisions regarding project 
approval and funding. 

� The HSP was designed as a ‘directed’ program (i.e. one that focuses funds on key program priorities); however, 
a 2009 Program Evaluation found that, in practice, funding decisions had been largely reactive to the proposals 
received. In response to the evaluation’s call for a more strategic approach, the regional call letters for 2010-11 
were based on regional priority statements, which specified priority geographic areas, species, and/or human-
induced threats for project proponents. These priority statements were replaced in the fall of 2011 by more 
detailed regional investment plans (RIPs). Starting with fiscal year 2012-2013, these RIPs use a strategic 
approach that plans recovery over the long-term and guides future investments by identifying priorities for funding 
for a five-year period, with specific attention paid to how the plans will be rolled out over this timeframe. 

�  Now and in the future, the RIPs serve to guide annual regional call letters by promoting ecosystem-based and 
multi-species approaches and encouraging integrated actions in addition to reducing the number of contribution 
agreements. Projects recommended for funding will need to be aligned with the priorities identified in the RIPs. 

 
� Projects supported by the program employ a combination of tools including 

o Legally-based habitat protection, i.e. binding and longer-term securement measures (direct 
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(Permanent and Non -
permanent) 
 
 
Focus (e.g. are science-
based priorities 
established?) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Outcomes: 

- Scope, type of 
values covered 

- Acres conserved 
- Management plans 
- Other? 

 
 
Partnerships (number, type) 
 
 
 
Program Costs 
 
 
 
 
Funds Levered/ matched 
 
 
 
 
 

acquisition, easements, covenants, servitudes, leases); and 
o Non-binding land conservation (i.e. often short-term/temporary) or stewardship activities.  

 
 

 
� Focus is on projects that conserve and protect species at risk (i.e. priority is given to SARA-listed species over 

COSEWIC-assessed) and their habitats. This includes supporting individuals and organizations in meeting the 
requirements of the National Recovery Program. 

� Priority landscapes that have been targeted by the program include the Garry oak ecosystem of southern BC 
(which is home to more than 20 species at risk); the tallgrass prairie and aspen parkland region of Manitoba; the 
Upper Thames watershed of southern Ontario (where 37 species at risk are under threat from development and 
aggregate land use); and the St. Lawrence Lowlands of southern Quebec 

� Going forward from 2012-2013, the RIPs will further focus program funding on regional priority species and 
landscapes to achieve more strategic investments and results for species at risk recovery. 

 
 
� Since 2000, the program has funded 1859 stewardship projects to support the recovery of species at risk. 
� According to Environment Canada, the program has supported the protection of 160,706 ha through legally-

binding means (largely acquisition and Conservation Agreements) from 2000-01 to 2010-11. 
� The HSP reaches more than a million people every year through outreach and education activities. 
 
 
 
 
 
� The HSP has established over 180 different partnerships with funding recipients, such as Aboriginal 

organizations, landowners, resource users, nature trusts, provinces, the natural resource sector, community-
based wildlife societies, educational institutions and conservation organizations. 

 
 
� The HSP allocates between $8 and $13 million a year to projects. 
� According to the 2009 evaluation, administrative costs are approximately 1.2 million annually 
� The 2009 Program Evaluation found HSP delivery to be cost-efficient through its strong leveraging of matching 

funds, its low administrative costs ratio, and its directed and rigorous application process, which helps ensure that 
good proposals are developed and funded.   

 
� The program targets a 2:1 leveraging on funds that it invests and requires a minimum match of 1:1. The 2009 

Program Evaluation found an average leveraging ratio of 2.83:1from 2004-05 to 2007-08. 
� Leveraging can take the form of either financial or in-kind resources (volunteered labour, products or services). 
� From 2000-2001 to 2010-11, the program has contributed $106 million to 1859 projects in support of the recovery 

of species at risk. These projects have leveraged an additional $254 million for a total investment of 
approximately $360 million in stewardship projects. 
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 Timeframe  
 
Sources 

� 2000 to present 
 

Environment Canada web-site ; http://www.ec.gc.ca/hsp-pih 
Evaluation of the HSP (available at www.ec.gc.ca/doc/ae-ve/2009-2010) 

 Excerpts from the SARA Annual Report 2010-11 
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Table A-3: North American Wetlands Conservation Act   

 

                                                      
40 Final funding approval for projects is done by the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission, a seven-member commission authorized by the Act 

Purpose and Context  � The North American Wetlands Conservation Act (NAWCA) was passed by the United States Congress in 1989 to 
conserve North American wetland ecosystems and waterfowl and the other migratory birds and fish and wildlife 
that depend upon such habitats. 

� NAWCA supports implementation of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP), an 
international action strategy for the long-term protection of wetlands and associated upland habitat needed by 
waterfowl and other migratory birds in North America.   

� NAWCA provides a mechanism to support NAWMP objectives and those of other migratory bird recovery 
programs by encouraging public-private partnerships to develop and implement wetland conservation projects 

� Funds generated under the Act are made available to Canada, the U.S. and Mexico to support the securement, 
restoration, enhancement and/or management of wetland ecosystems.  Typically, $25 million USD has been 
available to Canada under the Act each year. In recent years, this amount has started to decrease in response to 
US appropriations. 

� In December 2002, Congress reauthorized the Act and expanded its scope to include the conservation of all 
habitats and birds associated with wetlands ecosystems.  In 2006, Congress reauthorized the Act to extend its 
appropriation authorization of up to $75 million per year to 2012. 

 
Scale (jurisdictional and 
geographic) 
 
 

 
� The Act supports conservation at a North American scale.  
� Activities supported by the Act enjoy the active participation of federal governments, provinces, states, and non-

governmental conservation organizations.  

Delivery Approach  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

� The Act establishes a framework for encouraging public-private partnerships in support of NAWMP 
implementation and associated wetland conservation projects. In addition, the Act creates the North American 
Wetlands Conservation Fund and establishes the North American Wetlands Conservation Council (NAWCC) to 
review and recommend grant proposals for funding40. As such, it provides a specific mechanism to support the 
objectives of NAWMP and other migratory bird recovery programs.  

� NAWMP implementation across the continent is supported by ‘joint ventures’ or regional partnerships that include 
individuals, corporations, conservation organizations and government agencies. These joint ventures develop 
implementation plans that focus on areas of concern identified in NAWMP. Canada is home to four habitat 
(Pacific Coast, Canadian Intermountain, Prairie Habitat, and Eastern Habitat) and three species (black duck, sea 
duck and Arctic goose) joint ventures. All species joint ventures as well as the Pacific Coast Joint Venture are 
international in scope. 

� Funds appropriated under NAWCA must be used for wetlands conservation projects, including the securement, 
restoration, enhancement and/or management of wetland ecosystems. Other related activities, such as 
stewardship, evaluation and communications can also be funded by NAWCA funds under more restrictive 
conditions. 
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41 Contrary to the NACP, this definition includes public lands.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Land  Securement tools/ 
mechanisms 
(Permanent and Non-
permanent) 
 
 
 
 
Focus (e.g. are science-
based priorities 
established?) 
 
 
 
Outcomes: 

- Scope, type of 
values covered 

- Acres conserved 
- Management plans 
- Other? 

 
Partnerships (number, type) 
 
 
 

� Each country receives a portion of NAWCA funds according to a prescribed percentage range, which typically 
allows 50% of funds to go to U.S. projects, 45% for Canada projects and 5% for Mexican projects.   

� Each country has its own process and system for developing and submitting proposals that make use of these 
funds. In Canada, proposals are developed by partners working closely with the associated habitat joint venture 
and supporting the delivery of priorities found in implementation plans. The proposals are reviewed first by 
provincial-level technical or steering committees, and then endorsed in turn by joint venture boards, NAWCC 
(Canada) and NAWCC (US). Final project approval is given by the U.S. Migratory Bird Conservation 
Commission. 
 
 

� Conservation designations used include: 
o Securement: protection through land title transfer or legally binding long-term agreement (10 yr min)41. 

Enhancement: actions on secured wetlands or upland habitats to increase their carrying capacity for 
wetland associated migratory birds, other wildlife 

o Management: activities on secured wetlands or upland habitats to manage and maintain their carrying 
capacity 

o Stewardship (extension or influenced): direct actions (less than 10 year terms) taken by landowners, land 
managers or conservation agencies that protect or enhance wetland or associated upland habitats 
without legal or binding agreements. These direct actions result in applied land use changes. 

 
� NAWCA-funded projects specifically target the wetlands and associated upland habitat of waterfowl and other 

migratory birds in North America 
� Landscape-level priorities established and  documented through the JV implementation plans, where developed,  

and informed by landscape and conservation science coupled with modeling techniques, all undertaken by joint 
venture partners.   
 
 

� Canadian Habitat Matters Annual Report 2011 indicated that the NAWMP partnership (which includes but is not 
limited to NAWCA funds) had successfully secured 20.8 million acres across Canada and influenced an 
additional 107.7 million acres since 1986. This includes securement in all four habitat joint ventures, and the 
Western Boreal Forest program area of the Prairie Habitat Joint Venture.  

� Enhanced understanding of relationships between habitat conditions and breeding waterfowl populations 
� Enhanced decision-support and planning tools, such as waterfowl productivity models.  
 
 
� Partnerships are a major feature of work under NAWCA, through the NAWMP, its associated Joint Ventures, and 

the funds drive specific projects advanced by Grantees under the program.  
� Typically Canada has 3 or 4 different grantees yearly that access NAWCA funds. 
� Overall, partners contributing to the implementation of the NAWMP in Canada vary yearly as well. For example, 

in 2011, there were 240 partners, on both sides of the border, representing federal, state and provincial 
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Program Costs 
 
 
 
 
 
Funds Levered/ matched 
 
 
 
 
 
Timeframe 
 
 
Sources 

governments, municipalities, conservation organizations, the energy and resource sectors, foundations, 
universities and other sources that contributed to implementing the NAWMP in Canada.  

 
 
� Canadian Habitat Matters Annual Report 2011 identifies that since 1986 total contributions in support of the 

NAWMP in Canada (including habitat and species joint ventures and the Western Boreal Forest program area) 
are $1.84 billion (cash and in-kind), including $458M from the US federal government (most via NAWCA). 
Expenditures for securement, influence, enhancement, management, and other activities in support of the 
NAWMP  total $1.8B.  
 
 

� Canadian NAWCA proposals must have at least a 1:1 match of U.S. non-federal funds to the NAWCA funds 
requested through the Act.  Under the 2010 Amendment to the Act, these “Match funds”, can now include U.S. 
non-federal funding and/or Canadian (federal or non-federal) funding.  The Canadian portion may comprise up to 
50% of the total Match funds. 

� NAWMP projects funded under NAWCA often include other contributions; a leveraging ratio closer to 3:1, 
including in-kind is typically reported. 

 
• NAWMP came into force  in 1986; NAWCA passed in 1989 
 
 
NAWMP website: http://www.nawmp.ca/ 
Wetlands Canada web-site : www.wetlandscanada.org/nawca.html 
US Fish and Wildlife Service web-site : www.fws.gov/birdhabitat/Grants/NAWCA 

Canadian Habitat Matters Annual Report 2011:  http://nawmp.ca/eng/pub_e.html 
NAWMP Value Proposition:  http://nawmp.ca/eng/index_e.html 
North American Wetlands Conservation Council (Canada):  http://www.wetlandscanada.org 
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Table A-4: US Land Trust Alliance 

89   
Purpose and Context  
 
 
Scale (jurisdictional and 
geographic) 
 

� The Land Trust Alliance is a national umbrella organization of 1,700 community-based land trusts founded in 
1982. Its mission is to accelerate the pace, quality and permanence of conservation across the United States. 
 

  
� National membership-based organization of community-based land trusts. 
 

Delivery Approach  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Land  Securement tools/ 
mechanisms 
(Permanent and Non-
permanent) 
 
Focus (e.g. are science-
based priorities 
established?) 
 
Outcomes: 

- Scope, type of 
values covered 

� The Alliance advocates for public policies that support the conservation goals of its membership, including 
increased funding and improved tax incentives to accelerate the acquisition of land and conservation easements 
through land trusts.  

- For example, the Alliance built a strong coalition of interests in support of making the enhanced tax 
incentive for land conservation easements a permanent part of the tax code. 

- In addition, the Alliance is working to maximize funding for working lands easement programs in the 
2012 Farm Bill. 

� The Alliance also works to strengthen the land trust community through access to training, capacity-building, and 
accreditation services. In 2011, the Alliance also created Terrafirma Risk Retention Group LLC, the first 
environmental insurance program created by and for land trusts. 

� The Alliance plays the role of a “convenor” in regional efforts and supports organizations in building their capacity 
(e.g. though training, mentoring programs, support for assessments and follow-up technical assistance, etc.) and 
provides “re-grant funding” (i.e shares grant funding received with local land trusts). 

 
 
 
� The Alliance and its members focus on both permanent securement and non-permanent stewardship, although 

their mission emphasizes the value of permanent land acquisition and easements. The Alliance does not itself 
hold lands. 

 
 
� The Alliance does not appear to establish science-based priorities but does help to support several regional 

conservation initiatives such as the Maine Coast Protection Initiative. 
 
 

 
� Stated accomplishments include: 

- Pioneering the use of conservation easements to conserve private land. 
- Developing Land Trust Standards and Practices, the guidelines for ethical performance by land trusts 
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 - Acres conserved  
- Management plans 
- Other? 

 
 
 
 
 
Partnerships (number, type) 
 
 
 
Program Costs 
 
 
 
 
Funds Levered/ matched 
 
Timeframe 
 
Sources 

and 
- Completing a land trust census every five years (2000, 2005, 2010) 

� The Alliance established the Land Trust Accreditation Commission in 2005 to provide independent verification of 
high standards for voluntary land conservation. 158 groups have been accredited to date.  

� According to the 2010 National Land Trust Census 47 million acres had been conserved by state, local and 
national land trusts by the end of 2010 (an increase of 10 million acres since 2005 and 23 million since 2000). 
The survey identified 1723 active land trusts across the country, and noted that on average, a land trust with a 
strategic conservation plan guiding its land or easement acquisition conserves twice as many acres as a land 
trust without a plan. 
 

� 1,700 members. Partner with a number of coalitions (e.g. the Land and Water Conservation Fund Coalition) and 
others on specific initiatives of interest to its membership.  

 
 
� The Alliance’s 2010 annual report shows total support and revenue at the end of 2010 at $8.7 million, with $7.9 

million in expenditures. 20.7% of their revenue is from government sources. 
� The 2010 National Land Trust Census found that from 2005 to 2010, state and local land trusts more than 

doubled the amount of funding they have dedicated to monitoring, stewardship and legal endowments.  They also 
tripled their operating endowments. 

 
� No leveraging indicated. 
 
� Operational since 1982. 
 

US Land Trust Alliance website www.landtrustalliance.org/policy 
2010 Annual Report 

2010 National Land Trust Censuswww.landtrustalliance.org/land-trusts/land-trust-census 
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Table A-5: UK Royal Society for the Protection of B irds (RSPB) 

 Purpose and Context  � The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds was created in 1889. It currently caries out a wide range of hands-
on conservation projects and advocacy efforts to influence land use and other policies.  Specific goals include: 
- To secure a healthy environment for birds and wildlife. 
- To promote the economic and functional value of healthy ecosystems. 
- To promote an ambitious program for wildlife conservation and environmental enhancement. 
 
 

Scale (jurisdictional and 
geographic) 
 
 

� RSPB operates throughout the United Kingdom, both directly and through networks of local groups.  
� RSPB is also very active internationally through the BirdLife International Partnership in support of protecting 

Important Bird Areas (IBAs) across the world. 
 

Delivery Approach  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Land  Securement tools/ 
mechanisms 
(Permanent and Non-
permanent) 
 
 
Focus (e.g. are science-
based priorities 
established?) 
 
 
 
Outcomes: 

� Manages 211 nature reserves, 10 regional offices and four country offices. 
� Specific activities include: 

o Activities to protect, restore and manage habitats for birds and other wildlife, including hands-on 
recovery projects for threatened species; 

o Ownership and management of nature reserves, which provide havens for threatened species and 
act as launching pads for such birds to recolonize; 

o Work with landowners and farmers to support birds and bird habitats in rural areas;  
o Advocacy efforts both in the UK and internationally to champion birds, their habitats and the 

broader environment; and 
o Outreach efforts to engage individuals and communities in nature conservation. 

� Management plans are developed for all nature reserves. 

� Permanent Land securement:  through the establishment and management of nature reserves. 
� Non-permanent through a variety of restoration and stewardship activities.  

 
 
 

 
� RSPB is actively involved in monitoring species and habitats, researching the problems they face (including the 

cause of decline in priority species), and proposing and implementing practical and effective solutions. 
� For example, they monitor birds and other taxa to keep informed of the status of each species and their 

population trends. This knowledge is used to set conservation priorities, so that a species with an unfavourable 
status, such as the skylark, the bittern or the great yellow bumblebee, become high priorities. 
 
 

� The RSPB manages @ 142,000 hectares (@ 0.6% of the UK’s land surface) in its 211 reserves. In the course of 
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- Scope, type of 
values covered 

- Acres conserved 
- Management plans 
- Other? 

 
 
 
Partnerships (number, type) 
 
 
Program Costs 
 
 
 
Funds Levered/ matched 
 
Timeframe 
 
Sources 

2010-2011, 8,446 ha were added (through four new reserves plus 14 extensions). 
� In 2010, RSPB launched its “Futurescapes Programme” to expand its focus from land acquisition to working 

collaboratively with landowners on broader landscape.  
o In 2011 launched 34 Futurescapes, totaling more than a million hectares.  At the heart of these are 

more than 60 RSPB nature reserves, providing the vital core from which wildlife can flourish. 
Another 49 Futurescape projects are currently in development. 

� A number of advocacy gains such as an EU Seabird Plan of Action (2011), changes to the EU Common 
Agricultural Policy (to reward more sustainable land management), etc.  
  

� RSPB has more than one million members, over 12,500 volunteers and 1,500 staff. 
� Part of the global partnership BirdLife International. 

 
 

� In 2011, RSPB raised 94.0 million pounds; more than two-thirds of the RSPB income comes from individuals. 
� Much of the remaining one third comes from grants, corporate relationships and land-related income. 
� 2011 charitable expenditures were £83M (@$130 million Cdn) of which £3M (@$4.7M Cdn) were on acquisition 

of nature reserves and operating assets and £28.9M ($45M Cdn) were on conservation of RSPB nature reserves. 
 

N/A 
 
More than one hundred and twenty years of history. 
 
 
RSPB website www.rspb.org.uk 

RSPB Plans for 2007-2012: www.rspb.org.uk/about/run/2007-2012.aspx 

Annual Review 2010-11:  http://www.rspb.org.uk/about/run/annualreview.aspx 
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Findings 
 
Table A-6 below highlights the key similarities and differences between each of the initiatives 
examined.  
 
This table underscores the fact that these initiatives differ significantly in terms of their purpose, scope 
and approach. As such, they offer different perspectives with respect to the evaluation questions 
under consideration.  
 
For example, the first three initiatives (EcoGifts, HSP, and NAWCA) are most pertinent to Questions 1 
and 12, whereas the U.S. Land Trust Alliance and RSPB offer insights that are more related to 
Questions 8 and 10. In particular, the international models provide important context for considering 
the design of the Program moving forward as it pertains to small land trusts. 
 
Following this table, further analysis is provided by evaluation question. 
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Table A-6: Comparison of land conservation initiati ves studied 
 Natural Areas 

Conservation 
Program 

Ecological Gifts 
Program 

Habitat Stewardship 
Program 

US NAWCA US Land Trust 
Alliance 

UK Royal Society fo r 
Protection of Birds 

Scale  National, focused on 
southern Canada 

Federal, active in all 
regions (except north) 

Federal, active in all 
regions  

Continental (with 
country-level 
implementation) 

National (US) National, regional, 
local (UK); active in 
Bird Life International 

Permanent vs non -
permanent 
conservation  

Permanent  Permanent  Combination (activities 
can take place on 
public and private 
lands) 

Combination Primarily permanent Combination (RSPB 
reserves are 
permanently 
protected) 

Science based 
priority setting 

Yes – through Priority 
List (and NAWMP 
priorities for DU) 

No, must demonstrate 
ecological sensitivity  

Focus is on species at 
risk.  
Regional Investment 
Plans now guide 
priorities  

Focus is wetlands and 
associated upland 
habitat for waterfowl, 
other migratory birds  

No Yes – species-based 

Delivery approach 
(lead agency, etc)  

NCC lead agency 
Both direct delivery 
and through OQOs 
 

Administered by EC 
(jointly administered in 
Quebec) 
Gifts are received by 
qualified 
environmental 
charities or 
government bodies, 
tax benefits conferred 
by government 
following independent 
certification of fair 
market value  
 

EC-administered (but 
co-managed with DFO 
and PCA) 
Proposal based 
Regional review, 
implementation by an 
interdepartmental 
committee (EC lead) 

NAWCA-appropriated 
funds are made 
available to projects 
that support 
implementation of 
NAWMP 
In Canada, activities  
are guided by the 
plans and priorities of 
the four habitat joint 
ventures   

Advocacy and support 
role to members, 
including advocacy, 
training and 
accreditation 

Own and manage 211 
nature reserves 
Conduct research, 
monitoring, 
conservation and 
outreach programs 
with focus on 
agricultural habitats 

Outcomes 42 
 

Between April 1, 2007 
and June 30, 2011: 
164,232 ha (or 
405,826 acres)  
382 land securement 
transactions (DUC: 
434 land transactions) 
 

959 ecological gifts 
valued at over $594 
million protecting over 
144,035 ha (355,918 
acres) since 1995. 

1859 stewardship 
projects 
Legal securement of 
160,706 ha (397, 113 
acres) since 2000. 
 

8.4 million ha (20.8 
million acres) secured 
in Canada, 43.4M ha 
(107.7 M acres) 
‘influenced’ since 1986 
 

LTA membership 
cumulatively holds  19 
million ha (47 million 
acres) in land trusts 
Sector-wide 
guidelines, 
accreditation program, 
advocacy outcomes. 

211 nature reserves 
totaling 142,000 ha 
(350 889 acres, or 
0.6% of UK’s land 
surface) 
Recently launched 
FutureScapes to 
address broader 
landscape issues. 

                                                      
42 It should be noted that there is overlap between the acres identified under each program (in other words, some sites are funded by more than one of these programs).While it is outside the 
scope of this assessment to delineate the extent of this overlap, such an exercise would help to understand the full reach these programs as a whole. 
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 Natural Areas 
Conservation 

Program 

Ecological Gifts 
Program 

Habitat Stewardship 
Program 

US NAWCA US Land Trust 
Alliance 

UK Royal Society fo r 
Protection of Birds 

Partnerships 
(number, type) 

14 land trusts (OQOs); 
numerous transactions 
(see above) 

Over 120 eligible 
environmental 
charities, plus the 
federal, provincial, and 
territorial 
governments, 
municipalities, and 
public bodies that 
perform a function of 
government within 
Canada 

180 funding recipients  
 

3-4 different Canadian 
grantees yearly 
accessing NAWCA 
funds. 
~ 200 different 
NAWMP partners 
annually contribute to 
overall NAWMP 
implementation.  

1,700 land trust 
members 

Over 1 million 
members, 12,500 
volunteers 

Program costs  Cumulative: $152.7M 
of which $145.2M is 
direct Program 
delivery and $7.2M 
(4.8%) is 
administration.  
(annual admin costs 
therefore @$1.8M/yr) 

$550K annually (not 
including salaries); 
plus approximately 
$100K in grants and 
contributions 

Admin costs $1.2M 
annually 
Project investments: 
$106M to date 

Expenditures to 2011: 
$1.8 B, including 458M 
from NAWCA 

Annual budget@ 
$8M/year 

Annual budget @ 
$130M/yr 

Leveraging ratio  Target 1:1 (dollar for 
dollar) 
In practice: 1.91:1 
 

N/A Targets 2:1 (includes 
in-kind) 
Averaged 2.83:1 from 
2004-05 to 2007-08 

NAWCA requires a 1:1    
dollar match from U.S. 
and Canadian 
sources. NAWCA 
projects report 
leveraging rates of 
closer to 3:1 in 
practice (including in 
kind) 

N/A N/A 
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Findings by Question 
 
Question 2: To what extent does the Program duplicate, overla p with or complement other 
existing programs? 

The Natural Areas Conservation Program forms one component of the Government of Canada’s 
overall approach to nature conservation and stewardship. Other related federal programs include the 
Ecological Gifts Program (EcoGifts) and the Habitat Stewardship Program (HSP).  

At $225 million over five years, the Program is by far the largest of the Canadian funding initiatives. 
By comparison, the Habitat Stewardship Program has invested $106 million since its inception in 
2000. The Program is also the only initiative to be administered via an external non-governmental 
organization; both EcoGifts and HSP are administered directly by the federal government.  

Given its focus on private land conservation, the Program is most similar to the EcoGifts. However, in 
practice, these two programs serve different purposes and are highly complementary: the NACP 
provides a funding mechanism to support land acquisition by NCC and other qualified organizations, 
while the EcoGifts provides a tax incentive to landowners who donate ecologically sensitive lands to a 
qualified recipient. The synergy between these two programs is underscored by the fact that the 
Nature Conservancy of Canada is one of the primary recipients of private land donations under the 
EcoGifts43.   

There is greater potential for duplication or overlap with the HSP, as both HSP and the Program 
serve as sources of federal funds for land conservation initiatives. However, the Program is much 
more targeted than the HSP in terms of the types of lands to which is applies and the types of 
activities it supports: while the HSP is specifically targeted to lands containing habitat for species at 
risk, it supports a far wider range of both lands (i.e. private, provincial Crown, Aboriginal) and project 
types, such as habitat restoration, stewardship, and monitoring. As such, legal securement of lands is 
a much smaller contributor to program outcomes under the HSP. In fact, HSP has strongly 
discouraged land acquisition in its delivery efforts to date, favouring stewardship activities as the 
primary means of achieving program goals.  
 
NAWCA is also a funding mechanism to support land conservation efforts on wetlands and 
associated uplands (including those led by NCC), although it is a US program that supports activities 
across North America as a whole. Similar to the HSP, NAWCA funds support a range of conservation 
activities that go beyond the eligibility requirements of the Program (for example, in addition to 
securement, which is defined more broadly than in the context of the Program, NAWMP also tracks 
acres that are ‘influenced’). This makes it challenging to directly compare the conservation outcomes 
of the two programs. 

There is some overlap at the level of priorities between NAWCA and the Program, in the sense that 
Ducks Unlimited Canada (DUC), who is a major partner in the Program (through an OQO 
agreement), is also a primary recipient of NAWCA funds (as noted above, NCC also receives 
NAWCA funds for some projects). DUC focuses its Program funds on priorities identified through the 
NAWCA-supported North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP). As such, Program funds 
directed at DUC effectively serve as a direct match to NAWCA and vice versa.   

                                                      
43 In the fourth annual progress report (April 1, 2007 to June 30, 2011), NCC reported that 34.6% of the total program 

acres were acquired by donation of land, conservation agreements and development rights, many of which were 

ecological gifts.   
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While this does not result in a duplication of efforts (but rather, creates two streams of funding for the 
same projects), it does raise the question of whether the Program should consider creating a sliding 
scale of leveraging requirements moving forward, in recognition of the fact that, based on interviews 
conducted as part of the Program evaluation, smaller OQOs not accessing NAWCA funds face 
significant challenges in leveraging external funds to match Program dollars. This may be an issue 
worth examining in greater detail as part of the renewal process. 

Alternately, if the intent of directing Program funds to NAWMP projects is to provide Government of 
Canada funds to match NAWCA dollars, Environment Canada may wish to explore administering 
these funds separately, either through a different funding program (such as HSP) or through stand-
alone grants to DU and/or NCC.    

Overall, the comparative assessment found the Program to be highly supportive of and 
complementary to existing programs in Canada and North America. The Program is the only funding 
mechanism that maintains a strong focus on permanent land securement of private lands across a 
wide range of ecosystems (e.g., wetlands, forests, etc.). Given both its size and reach, it represents a 
significant cornerstone for the Government of Canada’s conservation efforts.  

Question 8: Are there any best practices or lessons learned f rom delivery of the Program? 

The Program is the only government program examined that is delivered by a third party. This has 
contributed to its success in a number of ways. In particular, NCC has a strong science base that 
enables it to be highly targeted in the establishment of priority areas under the Program. This 
represents an important best practice not typically found to the same degree in other programs 
(although, for example, the HSP has been shifting from a largely reactive, proposal-based program to 
a more focused and strategic effort). 

The Program is also highly successful in ensuring that the conservation outcomes it secures are 
permanent. As noted above, the other funding programs examined (i.e. HSP and NAWCA) support a 
wide range of conservation and stewardship activities on both private and publicly-held lands, in 
contrast to the more targeted focus of the Program. 

At the same time, while Program-acquired lands and the ecological values they represent are 
protected in perpetuity, the broader landscapes surrounding these lands are less secure. As such, 
threats in these broader ecosystems have the potential to strongly influence the ability of these 
conservation gains to persist in the long-term.  

To this end, one model to consider is an approach recently launched by the Royal Society for the 
Preservation of Birds (RSPB) to establish ‘FutureScapes’ in areas adjacent to its core nature 
reserves. While these initiatives require RSPB to engage in a broader set of stewardship and 
partnership activities, this will ultimately enable the organization to influence an area far greater than 
the 142,000 hectares it currently controls within its 211 nature reserves. NCC may wish to consider a 
similar approach at some point in the future as a complement to the more direct acquisition efforts 
associated with the Program. 

Lessons learned were also identified through an examination of the US-based Land Trust Alliance 
(LTA). Similar in scope (although with 1,700 members, significantly larger in size) to the Canadian 
Land Trust Alliance (CLTA), the LTA has developed a strong membership training and support 
program (including an independent verification program) to help build the land trust movement and its 
capacity to effectively acquire and steward land donations.  

Supporting similar capacity-building and training efforts among smaller land trusts could strengthen 
the ability of these organizations to participate in the Program and be a valuable addition to the 
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Program moving forward. Partnering more formally with CLTA to deliver such training and support 
activities could also better integrate the needs and realities of smaller land trusts into the Program as 
a whole, and extend the reach of the Program into regions where few large land trusts exist. 

Question 10: Is the design of the Program (and its funding mod el) appropriate for achieving 
Program objectives and outcomes efficiently and eff ectively?  

The Program, with its focus on permanent land conservation guided by science-based priorities, is an 
effective model for conservation. Its highly targeted nature is one of its most important attributes, 
given that private lands can differ greatly in terms of both conservation value and cost to acquire. 

Delivery of the Program by an expert lead agency outside of government is an effective approach, 
given the experience and expertise NCC has in both establishing conservation priorities and acquiring 
properties that address them. This model – un-replicated in the other initiatives examined - enabled 
the program to take advantage of existing in-house expertise, avoid significant start-up costs, and 
move quickly towards leveraging conservation gains. 

Another important aspect of the program is its requirement for management plans to be developed to 
guide longer-term stewardship of areas acquired through the Program. While ongoing active 
management is an important contributor to long-term conservation success, it is not consistently 
required under other similar programs (although the EcoGifts does require that ecological sensitivity 
be maintained in perpetuity and that any changes in use or dispositions require authorization from 
Environment Canada). 

As noted above under Question 2, adjustments to the delivery model could include partnering with the 
Canadian Land Trust Alliance to more effectively reach and engage smaller land trusts in the 
Program moving forward. 

Question 12: Are Program resources being spent efficiently, ec onomically and in accordance 
with allowable expenditures?  

A comparison of the funding programs examined (i.e. not including the EcoGifts) on the basis of 
resource expenditures is challenged by a number of factors, including the Program’s focus on land 
acquisition versus other forms of conservation (a number of which are less expensive than direct land 
acquisition), and the fact that the programs differ significantly in terms of both their definitions of 
securement and the ways in which they track program accomplishments and expenditures. 
Nevertheless, several comments can be made based on the information reviewed. 

The Habitat Stewardship Program reports legal securement of approximately 161,000 ha to date, in 
addition to its other reported outcomes such as improved habitat. Its overall project investments have 
totalled approximately $106M during that time, in addition to program administration costs of 
approximately $1.2 M annually. According to a Program Evaluation in 2009, the HSP achieved a 
leveraging ratio of approximately 2.83:1 during the period evaluated; however, it should be noted that 
the HSP includes in-kind contributions as part of their leveraging formula. 

Approximately 8.4 million ha are reported as having been secured to date in Canada under NAWMP. 
However, NAWMP’s definition of securement is much broader than that used by the Program (for 
example, it includes public lands). Total NAWCA funds to Canadian projects during this time are 
estimated at $458M. While the leveraging ratio for NAWCA itself is always 1:1, NAWMP reports an 
average leveraging ratio of closer to 3:1. Program administration costs were difficult to ascertain for 
NAWCA/NAWMP, given both the multiple levels of proposal review (i.e. through Joint Ventures, the 
Canadian Council and then the NAWCA process itself), and the fact that a portion of the expenditures 
reported were  on coordination, communication and evaluation activities. 
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By contrast, the Program has secured almost 165,000 ha to date while spending approximately $1.8 
million annually on program administration. While administrative costs are higher than the annual 
expenditures for the HSP, it is a much larger program securing hectares faster and over a shorter 
period of time than the other initiatives examined.  As a percentage of overall expenditures, the 
Program spends approximately 5% of its annual expenditures on administration, compared to 
approximately 9% for the HSP. While recognizing the inherent challenges in comparing these 
programs (as outlined above), this suggests that in broad terms, the NACP is spending Program 
resources efficiently and economically. 
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Appendix D – List of Key Informants 

The table below presents the categories of key informants interviewed for this evaluation. 
 
Organization  # of Interviews  
1. NCC 21 
2. EC 2 
3. OQO Advisory Committee  3 
4. OQO 13 
5. Ducks Unlimited Cana da 4 
6. Canadian Land Trust Alliance  2 
7. Other Partner s / Experts   4 
 
 


