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Abstract
This research explores how apparent challenges to good urban wildlife conservation and
management in Charlottetown, Prince Edward Island, Canada are shaped by the
phenomenon of islandness. The work focuses on a Foucauldian case study of
Charlottetown in the context of Prince Edward Island. It includes a narrow theoretical
comparison between Charlottetown and Denver, Colorado, to bring islandness into
clearer view. The case study describes some distinct ways of human thought about and
behavior towards wild nonhumans that influence wildlife governance in Charlottetown:
using, getting rid of, helping, learning about, and being humane towards wild
nonhumans. The Denver parallel brings to the fore the question of whether any level of
government on Prince Edward Island holds wildlife in the public trust. Overall, the
research suggests that the resolution of human-human conflicts about wild nonhumans
and human-wildlife conflicts in Charlottetown should involve informal public trust
managers on Prince Edward Island.
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Chapter 1.0
1.1

Introduction

Research subject
lslandness refers to the way in which the human experience of being bounded by

water in relatively small and isolated island settings affects human-made systems of
being and doing (Baldacchino, 2018). Warrington and Milne describe islandness as the
interplay of geography, which “tends towards isolation” and history, which “tends
towards contact” (2018, p.175). They do so in the context of the governance of islands,
and they note that governance in relation to islandness “extends beyond the framework
of governing institutions to embrace elements of civil society that share the role and
authority of formal governing institutions” (2018, p.181). Nunn and Kumar note that
continental thinking can be harmful in relation to the governance of the natural
environment on islands (2018).
This research is about understanding the ways in which islandness can affect
human views of, and practices towards, wild nonhumans in urban areas. To do so, its
focus is to create an understanding about the human-made processes that affect the
terrestrial mammal species and the avian species in Charlottetown, Prince Edward
Island. Very little in-depth research currently touches upon human ways of interacting
with urban wildlife on the island (Kristine Martin, 2015). Some understanding of historic
wildlife governance has been created in the past decade and serves as one frame of
reference for this research (Curley, 2016a; MacIntyre, 2010).
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1.2

Research context
Humans only have estimates about how many other species inhabit the Earth

(Burgin et al., 2018). What humans know, more definitively, is that anthropogenic
changes to small land areas have contributed disproportionately to reductions in global
biodiversity (Berry & Lister, 2018; Pimm et al., 1995). Over time, islands, and densely
populated and actively farmed continental locations, have tended to host most of the
extinctions of native mammal species. The processes leading up to such extinctions can
be complex but they can also be traced back to more ultimate causes including direct
killing by humans, the arrival of other non-native species, and habitat loss and
fragmentation (Quammen, 1996; Turvey & Fritz, 2011). The pace of anthropogenicallyrelated extinction of native avian species on islands is also considered to be relatively
fast on islands “of low relief and dense, permanent settlement” (Whittaker &
Fernandez-Palacios, 2007, p.73).
About 80,000 islands are home to about 8% of the human species (Baldacchino,
2018; United Nations, 2018). Human settlement is increasingly characterized by
urbanisation. As a phenomenon, urbanisation is synonymous with multiple humanmade processes that determine whether the natural environment is destroyed at
multiple spatial scales or not. About 82% of the human species in North America lives in
an urban area (United Nations, 2018). Urbanisation is projected to increase from 30% in
1950 to 68% in 2050 (United Nations, 2018). There is no consolidated global-level
research about the anticipated amount (or impacts) of urbanisation on islands, although
Connell creates some understanding of such effects on islands in geographic areas such
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as the Pacific (2013). There is research that is not specific to islands that suggests that
urbanisation can be synonymous with biodiversity loss, and it includes concerns about
both the physical effects and the social effects of urbanisation. For instance, increasing
conflict between humans and wild nonhumans, and relative human ignorance about
(and indifference to) nature, can compound the effects of any physical changes that
humans make to urban wildlife habitat (Eliot et al., 2016).
Multiple, and sometimes uncoordinated, academic disciplines and professional
fields of practice anchor the range of considerations that relate to the management and
conservation of flora and fauna in distinct geographic locations such as islands
(Depratere, 2008; Lischka et al., 2018). For instance, applied research in restoration and
urban ecology, biophilic planning, and the human dimensions of wildlife management
has accelerated as urbanisation has continued to occur globally (Beatley & Newman,
2013; Manfredo et al., 2009; Niemelä, 2011). Concurrently, scholarship about the
relationship between humans and wild nonhumans is calling for a complete
reorientation of how humans systemically treat wild nonhumans (Fascione et al., 2004;
Foran, 2018; Herda-Rapp & Godeke, 2005; Williams, 2016).
In this context of different entities talking to different audiences, different types
of environmental scholarship are calling for similar things in slightly different ways.
Some scholars identify that urbanisation processes should be more attuned to their
negative impacts on ecosystems, including in small cities (Lopucki & Kitowski, 2017).
Other scholars identify that governance processes should be more oriented to how and
why humans value nonhumans (Manfredo, 2008). Yet other scholars consider accepted
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norms in governance and science as fundamental obstacles to re-orienting existing
human-made processes in meaningful ways (Cavalieri, 2004; da Trindade & Woodhall,
2016; McKenna & Light, 2004). This last type of (animal rights) scholarship adopts terms
such as nonhuman animal and nonhuman person. In general, the use of such
terminology is linked to an understanding that words can perpetuate interspecies
injustice (Lindgren & Öhman, 2019). Such literature led me to make conscious language
choices as I wrote this document. Section 1.4 includes an explanation for why I use the
words nonhuman, wildlife, and species selectively.

1.3

Research location
Prince Edward Island is a continental island that has a land area of approximately

2,195 square miles (5,660 square kilometres). It is Canada’s smallest, least populated,
and most densely populated province (Statistics Canada, 2016a). When the entire island
is considered, the historic pattern of development has not been particularly dense
(Statistics Canada, 2011a; Figure 1). To some extent, this is because population and
economic growth on the island were relatively slow in the 1900s (Albert MacDonald,
1979). An estimated 142,907 people lived on the island in 2016 (Statistics Canada,
2016b). About 41% of the island’s 1.4 million acre (566,000 hectares) land area is used
for agricultural activity (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2017a). However,
population growth has been occurring faster in recent years and this pace is expected to
continue (Figure 2). For instance, in 2018, the island was home to an estimated 154,750
people and was also estimated to have the highest international immigration rate in
Canada (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2018a).
4

Figure 1. Proportion of population living in rural areas in Canadian provinces and territories.
Adapted from Statistics Canada, 2011. Retrieved from https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/
11-630-x/11-630-x2015004-eng.htm

Figure 2. Observed and projected population growth scenarios on Prince Edward Island between 1989
and 2038. Adapted from Statistics Canada, 2015. Retrieved from
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/91-520-x/2014001/c-g/c-g3.3-eng.htm
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Islandness can affect how “‘the urban’ develops” (Grydehøj & Swaminathan,
2018, p.318). On Prince Edward Island, the provincial government directly administers a
system of receiving applications and making decisions about subdividing and developing
land. This system is applied in some locations where there is no local government and in
some other locations where local governments exist but have opted not to concern
themselves with land use planning (see section 4.1). Together these two types of
locations comprise the majority of the island’s land area (Government of Prince Edward
Island, 2014). There appears to be no professionally-conducted technical analysis (or
formal vision) about the relative proportion of the different activities that land is
needed for on the island or how it should be used, merely studies carried out by
committees appointed by the provincial government that advocate for such work to be
carried out by the provincial government (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2014).
The local governance structure on the island is single tier, i.e., there are no
regional municipalities. The municipalities that exist are in flux, which affects what their
boundaries and responsibilities are and will be. For instance, in 2017, 32 of the then-72
municipalities were responsible for governing land use within the framework created by
the provincial government, i.e., under the Planning Act (1988). However, at the end of
2018, there were 63 municipalities but the amount of land that municipalities governed
only increased slightly (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2018b, 2019a). In contrast,
in 2009, there were 75 municipalities on the island and they covered about 30 percent
of the island’s land area. Together, they were home to about 70 percent of island
residents (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2009a).
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The shifting boundaries and responsibilities of municipalities are directly
influenced by legislative changes (see section 4.1). These changes follow various studies
over about the past 45 years, many of which stress the need for improved land use
planning on the island and recognise that municipalities with relatively scarce human
and financial resources are unable to provide this service (Government of Prince Edward
Island, 2014). As Bulger and Sentence note, many municipalities have historically had
differing levels of responsibility for differently sized geographic areas and populations
(2009). This local governance context suggests generally that the ability of different
levels of government to perform the day-to-day functions that accommodate
population growth will determine where urbanisation occurs. Clark and Kiellberg
suggest that islands trying to compete in a global market may experience gentrification
at a global scale (2018). How such gentrification may occur on Prince Edward Island is
likely to be shaped by what different levels of government are functionally able to do.

Figure 3. Charlottetown census metropolitan area (shaded, and inclusive of various census subdivisions
such as the City of Charlottetown) and Summerside census metropolitan area (boundary lines only).
Adapted from Statistics Canada, 2016. Retrieved from https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/censusrecensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-cma-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CMA&GC=105&TOPIC=1
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In this context, the municipality of Charlottetown is the capital of Prince Edward
Island and the oldest locally governed area on the island (Figure 3 shows the entire
census metropolitan area that includes and surrounds Charlottetown; Statistics Canada
2016d). It has existed for about 164 years, although its boundaries were extended a
quarter century ago (Charlottetown Area Municipalities Act [CAMA], 1994). It occupies
less than 1% of the island’s land area (Statistics Canada, 2011b). In 2016, about 25% of
island residents lived in Charlottetown (Statistics Canada, 2016c) and Charlottetown and
the census metropolitan area immediately surrounding the municipality were, together,
home to about 31% of island residents (Statistics Canada, 2016d). Between 2011 and
2016, the municipality of Stratford, which is located in this surrounding area, was
considered to be one of the 25 fastest-growing Canadian municipalities that had
populations of at least 5,000 residents (Statistics Canada, 2017).
The critical mass of different types of development in urban areas generally
tends to attract continued investment. In contrast with Charlottetown, in 2016, the
municipality of Summerside – which is located further west of Charlottetown and is
home to the second largest concentration of residents on the island – accommodated
about 9.6% of island residents (Statistics Canada, 2016e, 2016f). In 2016, Summerside
and its surrounding census metropolitan area were, together, home to about 10.3% of
island residents (Statistics Canada, 2016e, 2016f). Noticeable housing shortages have
been experienced in Charlottetown as well as in Summerside in recent years
(Government of Prince Edward Island, 2018c; City of Charlottetown, 2018a). It follows
that, as urbanisation continues, land in urban and urbanising areas on the island will be
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used more intensely. In other words, it will become scarcer for different purposes and
more complicated to manage.

1.4

Researcher subjectivity and motivation
I consider nature to have intrinsic value and I have an academic and professional

background in environmental planning and journalism. This research reflects my interest
in helping to improve a situation that is described further below and that I perceive to
be problematic. My general perception that there is a problem is influenced by my
experience of watching human-made systems fumble with nature in a careless fashion
instead of seeking out relevant pieces of knowledge. At the same time, I wonder if I am
being judgmental in this sort of thinking. Problems associated with wildlife management
as well as with land use have been characterized as wicked because they involve dealing
with diverse human values that are prone to change and because the ways that humans
have created to deal with such problems are complex too (McCance et al., 2017; Leung,
2003; Rittel & Webber, 1973). Overall, my motivation for doing this research is to
confirm what, if anything, is really problematic and whether or not I can identify any
solutions for particular problems that this research points towards.
More specifically, I moved to Charlottetown to study islands in 2014. Sometimes,
when longer-term island residents came to know about my land use planning
background, they would ask me what should be done about the urban red foxes (Vulpes
vulpes) on Prince Edward Island. Foxes are native to the island. They were such a big
part of the fur farming industry in North America in the 1800s that the industry’s
success has sometimes been generally attributed to the breeding of foxes in captivity on
9

the island (Forester & Forester, 1980). In the 21st century, foxes live in the wild in both
urban and rural parts of the island (Curley et al., 2019). They are amongst the terrestrial
mammal species that are hunted on the island and they continue to be bred in captivity
for their fur although, during the time that this research was carried out, the scale of the
captive fur farming industry was substantially smaller than it initially was (Government
of Prince Edward Island, 2015a, 2017b; Forester & Forester, 1980).
The should question that I was asked made me revisit the memory of concrete
parking lots that I noticed when I first took a flight to Charlottetown. It also reminded
me of the fox that I saw in a landscaped parkette at Peakes Quay – one of the most
heavily used waterfront spots in Charlottetown – at the peak of tourist season. At the
times that I had observed the parking lots and the fox, I had wondered what sort of
system was in place to protect the natural environment of the island. Concurrent to
being asked this should question, I was learning about how role enlargement, diffusion
and multiplicity occur on islands (Baldacchino, 2000; Baldacchino & Veenendaal, 2018).
In this perspective, the question signalled that I was being considered an expert of a sort
that I was not, that there was some information that people needed to think about
something that concerned them, and that land use planning processes might not include
the sort of detailed discussions and technical analyses about aspects of the natural
environment that tend to accompany place-making decisions in bigger capital cities of
Canadian provinces. My interest in this research emerged in these social and spatial
frames of reference: because it seemed important to know more about how humans
and human-made systems regarded and treated wild nonhumans in Charlottetown.
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In relation to land use planning, Leung cautions that it is easy to get carried away
in either identifying the “real” cause of a problem (2003, p.30) or in taking a view that
“everything is related to everything else” (2003, p.90). A “real” cause connotes a
positivist way of thinking, in which it is considered “possible to describe what is ‘out
there’ and to get it right” (Willig, 2013, p.4). In relation to wildlife management, Brown
notes that getting it right is about understanding people because – more than any other
knowledge about wildlife – it is people’s willingness to take decisions that support
wildlife or habitat, and it is people’s relationships with wildlife that tend to determine
what happens to wildlife (P.J. Brown, 2009).
In contrast with positivism, social constructionism suggests that “the same
phenomenon or event can be described in different ways, giving rise to different ways of
perceiving and understanding it, yet neither way of describing it is necessarily wrong”
(Willig, 2013, p.4). From this view, it is clear that not only do people think in different
ways about wild nonhumans but that what is being researched is also impacted by the
researcher’s partiality. Mansvelt and Berg note that the research process can also
change the researcher (2010). As a professional with generalised knowledge about wild
nonhumans who is doing academic research in a location where there are no active
related specialists in the same profession, I am generally concerned about how my
personal and professional views may interact with the academic analysis that I carry out
and how such interaction may be interpreted by others. To address this concern, I
follow Mansvelt and Berg’s advice to adopt a first person narrative in parts of this
document that are obviously more about my understanding than about the data and
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what it shows me. In relation to constructing geographical knowledge, Mansvelt and
Berg consider that “models of writing that construct the writer as a disembodied
narrator are inappropriate for communicating qualitative research” (2010, p.353). My
experience in writing this document is that there are instances in which the third person
narrative not only “effectively removes the author from his or her writing while at the
same time implying the author’s full agreement with the statements being made”
(Mansvelt & Berg, 2010, p.336), it also would not help communicate what I am trying to
say.
Although the first person narrative helps acknowledge researcher subjectivity in
some respects, as section 1.1 notes, the language I rely on to refer to other species also
reflects subjectivity. Unless I am referring literally to a species, I use the word nonhuman
because this is the closest that I can get to trying to maintaining readability while
communicating that this research is not coming from a perspective of a human thinking
about animals. I could use the terms animal species or nonhuman animals each time I
referred to nonhumans if I were also to use terms such as human animal species or
human animals each time I referred to humans but this would make for longer and
more confusing sentences. The same situation would arise if I replaced the word animal
with being or creature in relation to humans and nonhumans. Humans and nonhumans
are the operative words in parts of the thoughts that this document communicates and I
try not to use qualifiers about them unless necessary.
In part, language became a concern because the analytic method that I used to
interpret the data for the island – Foucauldian discourse analysis (see Chapter 3) –
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encouraged me to be precise about the structural ways of thinking that I observed in the
data. In other part, language became a concern because the research made me more
aware that I did not want to default to using language that has been normalised in some
scholarship if there was a chance that such usage would perpetuate the problems that I
perceived through the research process, about the ways in which human-made
processes towards wild nonhumans work. Cavalieri discusses how speciesism is akin to
racism and sexism and how it is difficult to shift away from this way of thinking (2004).
Singer requests that humans make a mental switch “…in respect of our attitudes and
practices towards a very large group of beings: members of species other than our own
– or, as we popularly though misleadingly call them, animals” (1976, p.74). Words such
as wildlife and species are embedded in much of the scholarship and some of the data to
which I referred, which makes it difficult to move away from them beyond a point. It still
seemed relevant to move away from them to some extent in communicating this
research because, as the analysis in Chapter 5 suggests, the effects of actions are
sometimes more identifiable in retrospect. For instance, Figure 4 (Hornby, 1988) is an
image that I came across in the data that brought to mind animal rights scholarship that
describes how “human animals designated freaks and slaves” have been part of a
“colonial journey from a putative state of savagery to civilization and spectacle” (Sethna,
2017, p.49).
Overall, although the scope of this research is too limited to be fully grounded in
any particular school of thought about how humans and nonhumans should relate, the
choice of language is deliberate. For instance, I was aware that the terms companion
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animals or companion nonhumans would convey a different view than the terms
domesticated animals and domesticated nonhumans or captive animals and captive
nonhumans. I use the word domesticated to describe these nonhumans because the
words captive and companion connote more extreme stances about the role of these
nonhumans while domesticated is the closest to what I can discern has happened to
these nonhumans, based on what I know. Depending on the context, I use either the
word wildlife or the term wild nonhumans to refer to nonhumans who have the ability
to move around without obvious human-imposed impediments (see glossary). I use the
word species as defined in the glossary.

Figure 4. A bear and humans in Charlottetown during the 1890s.
Adapted from Hornby, 1988, p.28. Retrieved from http://
vre2.upei.ca/islandmagazine/fedora/repository/vre:islemagbatch2-306/OBJ/08%20Bear%20facts%20the%20history
%20and%20folklore%20p%2027-31.pdf
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1.5

Document overview
Chapter 2 (Literature review) discusses human values about wild nonhumans in a

contemporary North American context. It describes what nissology, i.e., the study of
islands, and urban wildlife scholarship together suggest about the challenges relating to
good urban wildlife governance on continental islands like Prince Edward Island. It
provides an overview of the challenges to the coexistence of humans and wild
nonhumans in urban areas in general. It approaches these themes with reference to
what is known about Prince Edward Island.
Much of the existing research about urban areas is mainland-based.
Consequently, the literature suggests that the island focus of this research would
benefit from some reference to a mainland location. Without such a perspective, any
implications of the research that relate to the ways in which urban wildlife conservation
and management on an island may need to differ from a mainland location (because of
islandness) would likely be tenuous. The appropriateness of transferring any findings to
other locations – whether island or mainland – would likely also be less clear. In view of
these research considerations, the literature review closes by proposing two hypotheses
and setting out four questions to help guide the research process toward these
hypotheses.
Chapter 3 (Approach) outlines the logic of the research, i.e., what the research
includes and why, why the research was done in the ways that it was done, and how the
research was done. It introduces the analytic methods used to interpret the data,
presents an overview of the stages in which the research proceeded, and explains how
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and why the research scope is limited. Chapter 4 (Governance context) first explains the
frameworks within which the local governments for Charlottetown and Denver (the
mainland parallel considered) carry out their functions relating to wildlife and land. It
then discusses the size of these two urban areas. Finally, it provides an overview of the
wild nonhuman species known to inhabit them.
Chapter 5 (Charlottetown) presents the analysis for the island. Chapter 6
(Denver) presents how similarly or differently certain aspects of wildlife conservation
and management can occur on the mainland, in view of the analysis for the island.
Although Chapters 5 and 6 are structured differently because of their differing scopes
(see Chapter 3), both these chapters involve situating a localised analysis, i.e., that
about Charlottetown and Denver respectively, within the perspective of the subnational governance context that applies at the geographic scale of their surroundings,
i.e., that of Prince Edward Island and Colorado, respectively.
Chapter 7 (Discussion) responds to the research questions and the hypotheses.
Chapter 8 (Conclusion) identifies the shortcomings of the research, its contributions,
and the directions for future research and practice that it indicates are necessary on
Prince Edward Island and in Charlottetown. The appendices include segments of
governance documentation referred to in the analytic chapters, for ease of reference.
The glossary explains the terminology used through this document, some of which
different disciplines differ on.
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Chapter 2.0
2.1

Literature review

Human values about wild nonhumans
There are stories of widespread coexistence between humans and nonhumans in

antiquity (Steiner, 2013). The notion of a pact or contract between humans and
nonhumans for mutual benefit has been proposed as far back as antiquity and has also
been critiqued as an economic argument (Oma, 2010). Modern human systems in the
western world have generally trended towards asserting the superiority of humans over
nonhumans (Steiner, 2005). This way of thinking expresses itself in laws relating to wild
nonhumans in Canada and the United States, which treat wild nonhumans as the
property of provincial and state governments respectively (Blumm & Ritchie, 2005;
Holdron, 2013). Francione discusses how the human conceptualisation of nonhumans as
human property has translated into what he calls our “moral schizophrenia about
animals” (2000, p.xxxvii). He notes that “the status of animals as property rejects
meaningless our claim that we reject the status of animals as things” (2000, p.79).
Alexander considers that “legislation or statutory law is, in any democracy, an
expression of society’s values” (2008, p.80). In recent years, more and more biocentric
scholarship has emerged in North America: particularly about justice for nonhumans
being barred when humans conceive of community as that restricted to just humans
(Foran, 2018; Sorenson, 2010; Steiner, 2013). Fox and McLean assert that more and
more people consider that “animals deserve to be the subjects of moral concern for
their own sake” (2008, p.145). Such animal rights scholarship exists alongside
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scholarship about how humans have misused the natural environment and the different
elements of it – such as wild nonhumans – and what the effects have been on nature
and its elements. This latter body of scholarship is associated with two environmental
movements that occurred in North America in the 20th century. Leopold and Carson,
who are generally known for pioneering the former and latter of these movements
respectively, seemed to hope that awareness and experience of the natural world would
create a conservation ethic in people (Leopold, 1949; Carson, 1950/1954).
Simultaneously, they lamented that this conservation ethic did not exist and they
communicated that humans were drastically, irreversibly, and irreparably damaging the
natural world.
Livingston, who wrote about 30 years after Leopold and Carson, was more
despondent than them. In a Canadian context, he criticised humans for failing to grasp
the very notion of conservation, noting that “the gestalt psychologists explain many of
our problems in terms of what they call “closure” – sealing off potential sensory
impressions (or ideas) which might otherwise rock the boat, simply by penetrating the
human consciousness” (1981, p.95). More recently, Diamond has observed that human
self interest seems to be the guiding principle in how humans treat nonhumans (1992).
In 1943, Leopold described three types of human values in relation to wildlife:
those that reinforce human culture, those that remind humans of their connection to
the natural world, and those that reinforce realisations that human culture affects the
natural world (which, in turn, may affect human culture positively as well as negatively;
pp.1-2). Alexander discusses human values towards wildlife, nature, and wilderness as
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being associated with livelihood, recreation, religion, and spiritual belief, as well as with
differing environmental philosophies that could be anthropocentric or that could impart
intrinsic values to wildlife (2008). Blosh, who studied the moral and legal context for
animal welfare in a historical and Canadian perspective, notes that her “thoughts on
animals and the law have emerged only after many years of reading and contemplating
the relationship between humans and animals” (2012, p.4). It follows that humans can
have fundamentally different interests – and levels of participation – in conversations
and activities relating to wildlife at global as well as local scales.
Some comprehensive research about how humans react towards wild
nonhumans has been carried out and built upon since around the mid 1900s and mostly
in the United States. In 1947, King identified that aesthetic, biological, commercial,
educational, recreational, and social values existed in relation to wildlife (Davis, 2006).
In the early 1970s, Kellert identified nine types of human attitudes towards wildlife and
how these attitudes related to each other (1976). These attitudes ranged from the
extreme of humans with a general affinity towards nature to the extreme of humans
who disliked, avoided, were indifferent to, or feared wildlife (Kellert, 1976). In the
1980s, Kellert distinguished further between the negativistic attitude at one extreme
end of the value spectrum that he created and a neutralistic type of attitude (1984). The
former had previously included the latter, so this distinction served to separate overtly
antagonistic human behavior towards wildlife (e.g., cruelty) from more passive human
behavior towards wildlife (e.g., avoidance; Kellert, 1984).
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Around the same time, Wilson proposed that humans have, through the process
of coevolving with other species, developed biophilic tendencies (1984). He considered
that these tendencies are “likely to be mediated by rules of prepared and
counterprepared learning – the tendency to learn or resist learning certain responses as
opposed to others” (Wilson, 1993, p.31). Kellert adjusted his previous work in view of
biophilia values, notably combining an ecologistic category of attitude with a scientific
category, introducing a new symbolic category, and associating a function with each
category (1993). Kellert and Wilson considered biophobia to be part of biophilia. Ulrich
elaborated on the biophobic tendencies that are expressed in different ways in the
negativistic and neutralistic categories that Kellert conceptualised. In particular, Ulrich
asserted that humans are less likely to forget the types of triggers in nature that they
have learned, through evolution, to regard as risky (1993). He also posited that humans
react with caution, fear or avoidance, not just to wild nonhumans but also to natural
landscapes that are too wild for human comfort (Ulrich, 1993).
More recently, Manfredo et al. have suggested that two “value orientations”, i.e.,
the reason why the behaviour of humans with the same value may vary in the same
situation, can explain human behaviour towards wild nonhumans in the United States
(2009, p.39). They also consider that these two value orientations – which also seem to
represent the ends of the spectrum of Kellert’s work – are shifting from the former to
the latter in the western United States as income, education and urbanisation are
increasing (2009). These value orientations are as follows:

20

1. A domination wildlife value orientation reflects the extent to which an individual
(or group) holds an ideological view of human mastery over wildlife. Tests of this
concept reveal that the stronger one’s domination orientation, the more likely
he or she will be to prioritize human well-being over wildlife, accept actions that
result in death or other intrusive control of wildlife, and evaluate treatment of
wildlife in utilitarian terms. (Manfredo et al., 2009, pp.38-39)
2. A mutualism wildlife value orientation, in contrast, views wildlife as capable of
living in relationships of trust with humans, as life-forms having rights like those
of humans, as part of an extended family, and as deserving of care and
compassion. Those with a strong mutualism orientation are more likely to
engage in welfare-enhancing behaviours for individual wildlife (e.g., feeding and
nurturing abandoned or hurt animals), less likely to support actions resulting in
death or harm to wildlife, and more likely to view wildlife in human terms, with
personalities and characteristics like those of humans. (Manfredo et al., 2009,
p.39)
Although similar research did not appear to have been conducted specifically for
Canada at the time of this research, the last Canadian Nature Survey (CNS), conducted in
2012, provides some general insights about contemporary human values towards wild
nonhumans on Prince Edward Island (Federal, Provincial and Territorial Governments of
Canada, 2014). Although this CNS does not indicate the geographical location of island
respondents, at a national scale, mostly urban residents responded (FPTGC, 2014). The
CNS communicates that island residents appeared to have a high awareness of
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ecosystem services such as the role of nature in maintaining air, soil and water quality,
food production, and recreation (about 95% to 98% of 996 responses). They appeared
to be less aware of the role of nature in disease reduction and control (about 72%;
FPTGC, 2014). Their responses indicated relatively high participation in recreational
activities involving nature, such as picnicking (72%), and relatively low participation in
activities such as hunting (5%; FPTGC, 2014). Island respondents also reported obtaining
information about nature mostly from visual media (64%), reading publications (59%),
conversations (39%), and personal experiences (35%). Their most frequent sources of
information were journalists (56%), family/friends/colleagues (51%), conservation
groups (44%), the government (38%), scientists (24%), and teachers/educators (14%;
FPTGC, 2014).
Most island respondents who reported participating in hunting, trapping, and fishing
did so for recreation (50%), followed by personal use or sharing (39%). Most who
reported not participating in such activities indicated that they “do not like
hunting/trapping/not interested” (45%), followed by “ethical reasons/don’t want to hurt
animals” (13%; FPTGC, 2014, pp.135-136). The CNS also began to collect information
about human-wildlife conflicts in 2012. In response to this aspect of the survey, 29% of
island respondents reported that “a wild animal posed a threat to their safety or to the
safety of people, pets, or farm animals in their care at home or in the community.” A
total of 32% of island respondents reported damage to personal property caused by a
wild animal (FPTGC, 2014, p.139). At the time of this research, academic research about
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human attitudes towards nonhumans specifically in urban areas of the island seemed
only to have been studied in relation to red foxes (Kristine Martin, 2015).

2.2

Knowledge about wild nonhumans on islands and in urban areas
The effects of evolutionary processes on nonhumans, and of ecological

disturbance on ecosystems, are well documented on islands. Much of this sort of
research has occurred on oceanic islands. By virtue of their relative isolation, oceanic
islands seem to have appealed to researchers who have been looking for laboratorystyle natural settings in which research results are relatively amplified (Baldacchino,
2018; Berry & Gillespie, 2018; Berry & Lister, 2018; Percy et al., 2018).
From such research, it is known that island biotas are not miniature continents
or results of chance alone. They are typically home to fewer species than the mainland;
the levels of endemism of different taxa differ with the degree of isolation of the island;
and certain species, combinations of species, or types of species may be more frequent
or rarer on islands than on the mainland (Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007).
Extinctions on islands are most commonly associated with endemic species, which are
known to be more susceptible than mainland species due to combinations of factors
such as smaller habitats and populations, low reproduction rates and immunity, lower
genetic diversity, and lower defenses to respond to non-native species (Woinarski et al.,
2018). The acronym HIPPO – habitat destruction, invasive species, pollution, population,
and overharvesting (Wilson, 2002) – is sometimes used to connote the anthropogenic
factors that may combine to cause species decline, extirpation, and extinction in various
ways.
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However, most islands are continental (Baldacchino, 2018). Aggregate
information about the historical effect of natural or anthropogenic disturbances
specifically on the wildlife or ecosystems of continental islands is not readily available.
Continental islands tend to trend towards the long-term extirpation of species that were
present there when the island was formed but that the island does not have the
carrying capacity to support, especially when the rescue effect does not occur, i.e.,
when other individuals do not immigrate to the island (see glossary). For instance, a
study of the winter movements of mammal species across the St. Lawrence River in
Canada found that smaller species and hibernators rarely travelled across ice and only
for short distances (Lomolino in Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007). In contrast, the
coyote (Canis latrans) population on Prince Edward Island is considered to have
established after coyotes travelled across a frozen Northumberland Strait from
mainland Canada sometime around the 1980s (Curley et al., 2019). A study of the Aland
Islands – an archipelago off the coast of Finland – showed that species with widespread
mainland ranges were disproportionately common on those islands (Whittaker &
Fernandez-Palacios, 2007).
The extinction of the Tasmanian tiger or thylacine (Thylacinus cynocephalus)
provides a glimpse into what sort of factors can affect wild nonhumans on continental
islands. The thylacine is one of five vertebrate taxa confirmed to be extinct in Tasmania
(Woinarski et al., 2018). A native marsupial predator species in Australia, the thylacine is
believed to have colonized Tasmania (a relatively large continental island by Australian
standards) when Pleistocene sea levels were low (Berry & Lister, 2018). Between 1803
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and 1936, government-funded hunting, habitat destruction, and disease combined to
lower the thylacine’s population to below the point of recovery. The species was
declared protected by the government of Tasmania two months before the last known
individual died (Quammen, 1996).
The thylacine’s extinction suggests that anthropogenic factors may cause trophic
cascades that may or may not be well understood as extinction debt accrues. Such
trophic cascades have occurred in Yellowstone National Park, which cuts across three
states in the United States. For instance, the gray wolf (Canis lupus), a keystone species,
declined because of predator control programs (Fascione et al., 2004). One of the most
obvious differences between when the wolves vanished and when they were
reintroduced was that elk (Cervus Canadensis) foraged differently and the quaking
aspen (Populus tremuloides) also vanished (Fascione et al., 2004).
Ecologists have traditionally not studied urban areas because – somewhat similar
to the relative lack of research about continental islands – they seem to have considered
them less worthy of being studied than more pristine configurations of land (Niemelä,
1999). Consequently, aggregate data about local extinctions associated with
urbanisation is not readily available. More generalised research indicates that urban
areas are highly likely to be associated with extinctions or extirpations. For instance,
about 20 years ago, Niemelä noted that more than 180 plant species had been
extirpated in Munich, Germany over the 100 years past (1999). Around that time, there
was little data in North America about the causes of species endangerment. Researchers
in the United States had only begun to identify urbanisation, non-native species, and
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agriculture as leading causes of species endangerment (Czech & Krausman, 1997). A few
years later, Venter et al. identified agriculture and urbanisation as the most common
anthropogenic factors resulting in habitat loss and pollution in Canada (2006). They also
identified habitat loss, overexploitation, native species interactions, natural causes, and
pollution respectively as the biggest threats facing the species that were classified in
different categories by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada
(COSEWIC; Venter et al., 2006). Around the same time, Deguise and Kerr identified a
lack of conservation initiative in agricultural activity and urban land use processes as the
biggest threats to endangered species in Canada (2006).
I could not find any studies of biodiversity loss attributable to urbanisation on
islands at the time of this research. Scholarship about urbanisation and biodiversity
together generally suggests that relatively understudied geographical locations such as
continental islands may host biodiversity loss, the scale and impact of which is not well
understood. The knowledge gaps about urbanisation on literal islands create a situation
in which, at minimum, knowledge about wildlife in island-like settings – such as wildlife
habitat in urban areas per se or habitat islands specifically (see glossary) – should be
deliberately considered before inventing or changing human-made processes to make
changes to land on literal islands.
Given such research gaps, some concepts about how natural processes unfold
are also more relevant to protect and to increase urban biodiversity than other concepts
about conservation. For instance, much of the early theory about conserving wildlife
habitat has been derived from, or formulated in relation to, the theory of island
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biogeography proposed by MacArthur and Wilson in 1967 (Niemelä, 1999; van Andel &
Aronson, 2006). Whittaker and Fernandez-Palacios discuss how the equilibrium thinking
that this theory is oriented towards is not always suitable for conservation purposes
(2007). They suggest that ecologists are increasingly considering that disturbance is the
driving force behind how nature is shaped (Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007).
Disturbance is a particularly applicable concept to urbanisation. Although
generalist species may fare better than specialist species in the fragmented habitats that
characterise urban areas, how well any wild nonhuman species fares in an urban area is
also contingent on many factors because urbanisation occurs to different extents, with
different effects (Adams, 2005). Habitat requirements vary by species and new habitat
may be created and existing habitat may be modified as well as destroyed (Adams,
2005). Disturbances within, and to, habitat islands in urban areas also vary and human
intervention (e.g., mowing a lawn, using a natural area) is more likely to be continuous
than occasional (Rebele, 1994). This creates a situation in which some wildlife habitat in
urban areas may be in a constant state of flux (Rebele, 1994).
Avian species are relatively well-studied in urban areas and some are more
sensitive to changes in wildlife habitat than others (Blair, 1996; Jokimäki & Suhonen,
1998; Savard et al., 2000; Donnelly & Marzluff, 2006; Magle et al., 2012). For instance,
Blair has categorized various bird species into categories of tolerance to urban areas –
“urban avoiders,” “suburban adaptable,” and “urban adaptable” – in a study of different
natural and developed areas along an urban-rural gradient (1996, p.512). McKinney has
extended this line of thinking to other species along an urban-rural gradient,
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categorising “avoiders,” “adapters,” and “exploiters” in relation to the percentage of
impervious surface that characterizes heavily urban and less urban locations (2002;
p.885). Less aggregate and longitudinal research seems to exist about terrestrial
mammal species such as carnivores, many of which are also sensitive to habitat
fragmentation (Crooks, 2002; McKinney, 2002). Urban carnivores often move across
relatively large ranges to fulfill their biological needs (Reudiger, 2004). They commonly
die on roads that fragment their habitat (Reudiger, 2004). Different types of vegetated
rights-of-way tend to function as habitat or travel corridors for wild urban species that
tend to avoid risks such as automobiles and domesticated nonhumans (Adams et al.,
2006). At a finer-grained spatial scale, maintenance regimes for green spaces that
involve herbicides and pesticides are known to affect species of insects, birds, and bats
as well as the interactions between flora and fauna (van Andel, 2006).
Although such urban research exists, in practice, wildlife conservation and
management often occur in the absence of empirical data, different types of resources,
and different types of support (Tracy & Bussard, 1994; Kerr, 1997; Lambeck, 1997;
Simberloff, 1998; Suter & Hess, 2002; Roberge & Anglestam, 2004; Delibes-Mateos et
al., 2011). For instance, the now-extinct dusky seaside sparrow (Ammodramus
maritimus nigrescens) was identified as endangered through national legislation in the
United States at a time when it was still populous (Simberloff, 1998). Simberloff
considers that it was not a lack of knowledge or an inability to gather knowledge that
led to this species becoming extinct but that “economic, political, or social concerns
came to dominate the programs” (1998, p.254). In this context of how wildlife
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conservation is dependent on non-scientific processes, there appears to be no clear
consensus amongst scientific researchers about whether wildlife conservation can
better be achieved using single species approaches – such as a focus on flagship,
umbrella, keystone, bioindicator, recovery indicator, or focal species – or by using multispecies approaches, such as a focus on ecosystems (Brekheimer et al., 2014; Caro, 2003;
Fleishman et al., 2001; Lambeck, 1997; Roberge & Anglestam, 2004; Sattler et al., 2013;
Seddon & Leech, 2008).
Concurrently, some local governments in different parts of the world are
adopting policy mandates about the natural environment that, in turn, tend to affect
the land use processes that they may determine entirely or partially (Niemelä, 2011;
Beatley & Newman, 2013; see Chapter 4). In Canada, the municipalities of Edmonton,
Oakville, Ottawa, Surrey, and Calgary are some relatively early adopters of
comprehensive policy approaches that are explicitly oriented to protect wildlife, wildlife
habitat, or biodiversity (City of Calgary, 2015; City of Edmonton, 2009; Town of Oakville,
2012; City of Ottawa 2013; City of Surrey, 2014). This is not an entirely new concept:
Land use planning in North America has involved an emphasis on green space since the
1800s. Reasons for this orientation in the past have included the potential to improve
human health and well-being, aesthetics, and environmental conservation (Leung, 2003;
Hodge, 2003; McHarg, 1969). However, contemporary wildlife-oriented land use
planning efforts tend to involve greater attention to multiple spatial scales. Such efforts
are generally rooted in an understanding that habitat islands exist at the individual,
species, and community levels, that they may differ for taxa, and that habitat
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fragmentation should not be allowed to occur in specified circumstances (Greenaway,
2016; Niemelä, 2011).
One recent focus of urban wildlife conservation involves the deliberate
integration of biotic elements into the abiotic elements of development and is being
articulated as biophilic planning (Beatley & Newman, 2013; Beatley, 2017). The rationale
for biophilic planning has been attributed to the biophilia hypothesis (Beatley &
Newman, 2013). The emphasis of this effort has been on literally designing places to
allow humans to derive health and emotional benefits from exposure to the natural
world at spatial scales that range from the region (e.g., the greening of a highway) to the
building (e.g., the greening of a wall; Conference Board of Canada, 2018; Beatley &
Newman, 2013).
Biophilic planning is being advocated as a creative, hopeful, public, futureoriented, place-making process (Beatley, 2017). Optimism and inclusion are relevant
considerations in urban wildlife conservation and management, considering that there
are long-standing disconnects between those in the natural sciences and those in the
social sciences who are researching related things and considering that the practitioners
of land use planning have often narrowed it down to technocracy (Lischka et al., 2018;
Hodge, 2003). Hodge observed that “the real need for community planning arises when
people in a community wish to improve their environment” (2003, p.3). As disciplines
such as the human dimensions of wildlife management expand the scope of wildlife
management – such as through citizen-led management of controversial human-wildlife
interactions (Conover & Dinkins, 2012) – the need for synergies among the people who
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study, create, manage, live in, and otherwise know about, urban areas will only continue
to grow.
Natural scientists – especially those whose work involves ecological restoration voice the need for such synergies both on and off islands. For instance, in relation to
arresting ecological degradation, Tongway and Ludwig consider it important to link and
make obvious the first three needs below. Aronson and Vallejo add the fourth need:
1.

Historical, geographical and ecological assessment of ecosystem or
landscape degradation (How did things get this way?)

2.

Technical and institutional means responsible for responding to
ecosystem damage and degradation or transformation.

3.

Monitoring techniques for evaluating progress towards a desired, or a
satisfactory outcome within a certain timeframe.

4.

Realistic and holistic eco-economic budgeting and accounting for
damage to, and reparation of ecosystems – including socio-economic
systems – which represent the stock from which societies draw natural
capital. (Aronson & Vallejo, p.234, 2006)

Whittaker and Fernandez-Palacios echo similar priorities specifically for islands:
…attaining the twin goals of sustainable development and management for
conservation requires attention to fields…, concerning the politics, economics,
sociology and culture of islands and island states: continental solutions may be
poorly transferable to islands. (2007, p.9)
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One of the overarching reasons why islands face challenges that are different
from mainland locations is because governance priorities on an island may be swayed in
big ways by economic opportunity, or lack thereof. In particular, economies of scale are
more difficult to achieve on an island at the same time that resources and skills may be
more limited and as decisions that impact an island may be being made elsewhere: The
combination of such factors may skew what is considered relatively important or
relatively practical, in relation to any aspect of governance (Clark, 2009). Wettenhall
discusses how, in relation to the high cost of public administration and trained human
resources in small island states, people who teach and research public administration
should pay attention to “ways in which government can be made both more efficient
and sensitive to the communities being governed” (1992, p.67). Starc, who studied the
effect of large-scale capitalist and socialist approaches that were applied to an
archipelagic island inhabited by a few hundred people in Croatia, cautions that islands
are not just laboratories but “also relevant policy subjects that have to be approached
with care” (2006, p.16). Warrington and Milne consider law, policy, and administrative
capacity as playing an integral role in how well an island can negotiate with the
governance regimes to which it connects (2018).
Baldacchino puts forth the Monopoly – Intimacy – Totality – Exit (MITE)
framework to help think about small and island societies in a considered way. In the
context of explaining various aspects of island life, this framework describes how power
may tend to be concentrated in a few individuals and how it may be apparent in many
aspects of everyday existence (Baldacchino, 2000; Baldacchino & Veenendaal, 2018).
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Kersell notes that politics in small administrations involves, amongst other things,
people being more identifiable in relation to who made an institutional decision and
administrative structures being adapted to people (1992). In places where there is not
much separation between even those people who do not directly know each other,
people may also need to manage personal and professional conflicts on an ongoing
basis while avoiding open conflict, i.e., “while social intimacy may be linked to a
semblance of harmony and consensus, this may in fact be a carefully managed façade
that obscures deep-seated (but subtly handled) personal conflicts” (Baldacchino &
Veenendaal, 2018, p.343). Bourgeault explains why: “Island life is rigidly communal: The
people you squabble with one day may save your life the next” (Bourgeault in Conkling,
2007, p.199). Conkling terms this behaviour as “lifeboat ethics” (2007, p.199).
In 1987, Prince Edward Island became known as the first jurisdiction in Canada to
adopt a conservation strategy (Curley, 2016a). About 30 years later, no provincial law
protects any wild nonhuman species on the island but various locations are protected
through other laws that relate to the conservation or consumption of wildlife in other
contexts (Natural Areas Protection Act [NAPA] 1988; Wildlife Conservation Act [WCA]
1998). Although the history of wildlife governance on Prince Edward Island has been
studied by MacIntyre (2010) and Curley (2016a), such research has been oriented to
creating an accurate first understanding about what has happened leading up to the
late 1900s and, generally, why: it has not accounted specifically for urbanisation.
Grydehøj and Swaminathan consider it valuable to formulate “… an approach that is
sensitive to urban processes” if real situations are to be understood (2018, p.317).
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Buker’s study of the provincial government in Prince Edward Island suggests that
islandness can affect governance processes relating to wildlife conservation and
management in all sorts of ways (2005). In particular, he observes that there is a
tendency in sub-national governance to imitate what is done in bigger jurisdictions but
not to hold what is done to the same standards: because there is an awareness that the
processes used in bigger jurisdictions are more complex and that they are also oriented
to a more distant constituency (Buker, 2005). Buker also suggests that provincially
elected officials on Prince Edward Island tend to involve themselves in day-to-day
administration, somewhat usurping the role of their staff, because they are oriented
towards taking small decisions instead of big ones (2005). The Management
Development Programme of the Commonwealth Secretariat made a similar observation
almost 30 years ago: “Political officials can stay close to administrative details and to
civil servants and their clients” (1992, p.293).

2.3

Urban interactions between humans and wild nonhumans
Popular writing about wild nonhumans in North America is increasingly urban-

centric. Its very existence speaks to the tension between anthropocentric and biocentric
ways of thinking. It represents that different types of knowledge about urban wildlife
are being generated and accessed at a societal level (Backhouse, 2015; Haupt, 2013,
2017; Marzluff & Angell, 2012; Strycker, 2014; Sullivan, 2004). In urban locations, such
knowledge is often accessed by humans who know little about wildlife and who may be
part of complex interactions with wild nonhumans (Adams et al., 2006; Beatley, 2017;
Manfredo et al., 2009).
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Some known reasons for why human-widlife interactions in urban areas are
complex have to do with synanthropic species. Synanthropic species may inhabit urban
areas at higher densities, lose their wariness of humans, and change their behaviour in
other ways, so leading to higher visibility and more interactions with humans (Adams et
al., 2006). Humans, in turn, may not be aware of how they are changing wildlife habitat
in different ways and may consider different wild nonhuman species as either
charismatic, a nuisance, or something to fear (Adams et al., 2006). Beatley, who was
part of conceptualising the Biophilic Cities Network in 2013, notes that urban lifestyles
and the format of urban spaces often lead people to think that nature is in certain spots
instead of everywhere (2017). He identifies that “active coaching and mentoring” of
urban residents is necessary if these residents are to be able to engage with nature
(Beatley, 2017, p.2). Adams et al. suggest that urban areas play host not only to conflicts
between humans and wildlife but also to conflicts between humans about wildlife
(2006). They posit that the former type of conflict is often easier to resolve than the
latter.
Interactions between humans and wild nonhumans in urban areas also tend to
occur in the context that urban wildlife management needs are not matched with
suitable human resources:
In addition to basic core courses in zoology, botany, taxonomy, genetics, and
chemistry, potential urban wildlife biologists need exposure to courses in
ecology, conservation and management of wildlife, urban forestry, urban and
land use planning, environmental education, public speaking, and conflict
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resolution. A thorough understanding of wildlife laws and the legal ramifications
of urban wildlife management at the community, city, county, state, and federal
levels also is crucial. (Adams et al., 2006, p.7)

Figure 5. The human footprint of Prince Edward Island. Adapted from the Wildlife Conservation Society
of Canada. Retrieved from https://www.wcscanada.org/Wild-Places/Northern-Appalachians/HumanFootprint/Maps-and-Data.aspx

As the ecological footprint in Figure 5 shows, over time, humans have changed
the natural environment of Prince Edward Island considerably, including in the southcentral part of the island where Charlottetown is located (Wildlife Conservation Society
of Canada, n.d.). While Curley et al. discuss the impacts of such change in relation to
some extirpated species and in a historical perspective (2019), during the time this
research was carried out, Martin’s was the only research that tries to distinguishes
between urban and rural perspectives about wildlife (Kristine Martin, 2015). Martin’s
research is specific to foxes and was carried out after there was a general concern about
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residents of Charlottetown feeding foxes. Native crows (Corvus brachyrhynchos) have
also been a concern in Charlottetown, and, over time, the local government in
Charlottetown has attempted to disperse them from a roost in and around Victoria Park
- one of the oldest green spaces in the municipality (see section 5.2.2). Occasional
sightings of coyotes, as well as real and perceived conflicts between them and
domesticated nonhumans (more in rural parts of the island) have also led to residents
voicing concerns from time to time (see sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2). No research on Prince
Edward Island seems to have focused on conversations or practices relating to such
interactions between humans and wild nonhumans or on how different types of humanwildlife interactions connect with each other.

2.4

Questions and hypotheses
The scholarship about islands, wildlife, and urban areas is bound up with how

individuals regard (and human-made systems act toward) wildlife, how information
sharing occurs between locations that may or may not be in the same situation with
respect to concerns or priorities, and how resource constraints affect wildlife
conservation and management. In view of such considerations, the following four
questions were formulated to guide the research process:
•

What do past and recent records about the relationship between humans
and nonhumans on Prince Edward Island reveal about the manner in
which humans perceive and interact with wild nonhumans?

•

Do past and recent records about the relationship between humans and
nonhumans on Prince Edward Island reveal fundamental differences
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between island and mainland, with respect to the interaction between
humans and wild nonhumans in Charlottetown?
•

What implications, if any, arise through this case study, for the
conservation and management of urban wildlife on Prince Edward Island?

•

What lessons, if any, does this case study hold for the conservation and
management of urban wildlife on other islands and on mainland
locations?

The first and second questions were intended to focus the research. The third
and fourth questions were intended to understand the research implications. The
questions were phrased broadly and were open-ended because, after reviewing the
literature, it was apparent that the research would need to be exploratory and it
remained unclear what sort of information the data might reveal. The ultimate purpose
of the questions was to enable testing of the two hypotheses below, which were
formulated in consideration of the phenomenon of islandness:
•

The physical features that distinguish island and mainland locations may
result in a need for island-specific solutions to wildlife conservation and
management.

•

The socio-economic dynamics that distinguish island and mainland
locations may represent untapped potential for creative solutions to
wildlife conservation and management.
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Chapter 3.0
3.1

Approach

Research design
This research is focused on a case study of an urban location on a continental

island. This case study is qualitative, cross-sectional, and longitudinal (Baxter, 2010). The
research also includes minor consideration of an urban location on the mainland of
North America, to understand how transferable anything learned from the case study is
to other locations (Baxter, 2010). This methodological approach is used for multiple
reasons. Foremost among them is the fact that different types of knowledge about wild
nonhumans may exist in different places and at different times for different reasons,
which may affect what happens in any particular place at a point in time. As Chapter 2
shows, knowledge about urban wildlife is being constructed continuously and aspects of
islandness may affect how wildlife can be conserved and managed on islands. It follows
that, in any particular place on an island, what knowledge exists (and why it exists)
would ideally need to be considered if the effects that islandness has on wildlife
conservation or management were to be observed.
Charlottetown became the geographic focus of the research because there is a
research gap in relation to urbanisation and wildlife on Prince Edward Island that
bothered me. In particular, the absence of research about the effects of events such as
the extirpation of native black bears (Ursus americanus) and native gray wolves (Canis
lupus) or the introduction of the now-naturalised raccoons (Procyon lotor) and striped
skunks (Mephitis mephitis) on ecological processes, communities, and ecosystems is a
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barrier to informed decision making. These unknown effects and the lack of research
about them are not obviously extricable from how humans have thought about and
acted towards wild nonhumans on the island. As Figure 6 implies, humans tend not to
think about things that may have no immediate spatial or temporal effects that they
know of.

Figure 6. Short-term and long-term thinking by humans. Adapted from Meadows et
al., 1972, p.19. Retrieved from http://www.donellameadows.org/wp-content/
userGiles/Limits-to-Growth-digital-scan-version.pdf

Before I decided what the research subject would be in mid-2015, I had met with
staff at the City of Charlottetown and the Government of Prince Edward Island to
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identify mammal and avian species seen in Charlottetown, as part of academic
coursework (R. Doyle, B. Hoar, personal communication, January 25, 2015; B. Potter, C.
Gallison, personal communication, February 5, 2015). I was already experiencing the
resource constraints that nissologists discuss (Nunn & Kumar, 2018). In order to be able
to even think about resolving such constraints, it seemed important to better
understand their context – for instance, why they existed and what they connected to –
because the only research about them that exists in relation to wildlife is oriented
somewhat retrospectively (Curley, 2016a; Curley et al., 2019; MacIntyre, 2010).
As Baxter observes, the extent to which a qualitative case study is transferable
hinges on how case-specific or abstract its implications are (2010). Considering a
mainland perspective is relevant because the literature about urban wildlife suggests
that there is, and that there will continue to be, a need to share emerging knowledge
about urban wildlife conservation and management research and practices across
jurisdictions and locations because of known knowledge gaps (see sections 2.2 and 2.3).
It is also useful to consider the context for wildlife conservation specifically in relation to
another location because (in relation to human-made processes specifically about land)
social and environmental damage can occur when practices are transferred between
places without taking context into consideration. For instance, there is a history of
manipulating land and of transferring practices from elsewhere to the island that has
affected the content and the tone of conversations and decisions about how to govern
land, its ownership, and its use (Edward MacDonald, 2000; MacKinnon, 1951;
MacLauchlan, 2014; Smitheram et al., 1982). When I first familiarised myself with the
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land use planning context of Prince Edward Island, it became obvious that various
commissions appointed by the provincial government had suggested major institutional
reforms over time that had not necessarily occurred (Government of Prince Edward
Island, 2009a, 2014). The history of how wildlife has been governed is not obviously
extricable from such inaction about land. In relation to such considerations, a mainland
parallel is helpful to abstract the research somewhat.
Denver, Colorado became the (minor) mainland frame of reference that is
included alongside the case study for various reasons. An urban location in North
America was necessary because sub-national jurisdictions in Canada and the United
States are known to follow the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation and this
Model is a formal framework that has the potential to affect what happens at the local
government level (Organ et al., 2010, see section 4.1). The Prince Edward Island Forests,
Fish and Wildlife Division and the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife are both
members of the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, which, in 2002, endorsed the
Model (Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, n.d.). I did not select an urban location
in Canada because it is sometimes noted that Prince Edward Island’s provincial
government experiences different challenges in protecting the natural environment
than other Canadian provinces and territories. More specifically, there is very little
publicly owned land on the island. Approximately 88% of the island is privately owned,
which is roughly the reverse of the public-private land ownership pattern in the rest of
Canada (Government of Prince Edward Island, n.d.a; Canadian Parks and Wilderness
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Society, 2014). In comparison, almost half the land area of Colorado is privately owned
and used for agriculture (Government of Colorado, 2012).
Although Denver is much larger than Charlottetown in terms of land area and
population (see section 4.2) it is, like Charlottetown, an established location for dense
human settlement within a sub-national jurisdiction that has a tradition of humans
hunting wild nonhumans (Manfredo et al., 2017) and fur farming. The City of
Charlottetown and the City and County of Denver also each determines the specifics of
the land use processes that apply inside the legal boundaries of these two
municipalities, within the frameworks set out by the Government of Prince Edward
Island and the State of Colorado respectively (Planning Act, 1988; Colorado Revised
Statutes, 2016; see section 4.1).
Aside from these considerations, the selection of the mainland parallel was
essentially random because the identification of similar locations – in terms of concerns
or processes – could in itself be the subject of extensive research. I did not consider such
extensive preliminary research as essential because the only purpose of including a
mainland frame of reference was to allow for the influence of islandness, if any, to
become clearer than in the absence of any consideration of the mainland. In particular,
the mainland inclusion was intended to help respond to research question 2: Do past
and recent records about the relationship between humans and nonhumans on Prince
Edward Island reveal fundamental differences between island and mainland, with
respect to the interaction between humans and wild nonhumans in Charlottetown?
Since, at the beginning of the research process, it was not possible to predict if the
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Charlottetown-centric research would provide any insights relevant to other locations,
research question 4 was specifically meant to acknowledge this uncertainty: What
lessons, if any, does this case study hold for the conservation and management of urban
wildlife on other islands and on mainland locations? As discussed in section 3.2, the
analytic methods used to interpret the data were selected mainly in view of their
combined suitability to answer research questions 1 and 4 (see section 3.3 for a
description of the types of data considered and the rationale for their inclusion).

3.2

Analytic methods
Michel Foucault’s approach to discourse analysis (1972) was used to conduct the

island case study, i.e., to make sure that it would be possible to respond somewhat
comprehensively to research question 1: What do past and recent records about the
relationship between humans and nonhumans on Prince Edward Island reveal about the
manner in which humans perceive and interact with wild nonhumans? A Foucauldian
approach was used to interpret data for the island because Foucault considered power
explicitly in his own work, because there is scholarship about power being unevenly
distributed on islands, and because there is scholarship about there being uneven
power dynamics on Prince Edward Island (Baldacchino, 2018; Buker, 2005; Foucault,
1978). Foucault did not think about or define discourse literally and he considered it to
include not only what is said, but also what is done (1972). In particular, he viewed
power and knowledge to be in a mutually conditioning relationship that is complex,
unstable, and that determines what actually can be said and done (Foucault, 1978).
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Although researchers in various disciplines have applied Foucault’s methods
widely, they have also interpreted them differently because he did not prescribe
anything more than repeated advice about how to think about things (with examples;
see Appendix A) and why to think about them in the ways that he described (Foucault,
1972, 1978). As a result, various researchers differ and disagree about what Foucault
meant and they provide different guidelines for Foucauldian analysis that are oriented
to their disciplinary needs (Kendall & Wickham, 1999; Rose, 2001; Stevenson, 2004;
Waitt, 2010; Willig, 2013; Winkel, 2012). For this reason, the case study relies on
Foucault’s understanding of discourse analysis, wherein discourse means “…the group
of statements that belong to a single group of formation” (1972, p.107) and “the
analysis of a discursive formation really is centred on a description of the statement in
its specificity” (1972, p.114). One of the many ways in which Foucault explains discourse
analysis is as follows:
The analysis of statements, then, is a historical analysis, but one that avoids all
interpretation: it does not question things said as to what they are hiding, what
they were ‘really’ saying, in spite of themselves, the unspoken element that they
contain, the proliferation of thoughts, images, or fantasies that inhabit them; but
on the contrary, it questions them as to their mode of existence, what it means
to them to have come into existence, to have left traces, and perhaps to remain
there, awaiting the moment when they might be of use once more; and what it
means to them to have appeared when and where they did – they and no
others. (Foucault, 1972, p.109)
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Section 5.1 provides an overview of how I approached the Foucauldian analysis and how
I identified the discourses that are described in the remainder of Chapter 5.
Braun and Clarke’s (2006) approach to theoretical thematic analysis was used to
conduct the mainland analysis, i.e., to make it possible to respond to research question
2 without conjecture (and, by extension and in combination with the island case study,
to help respond to research question 3): Do past and recent records about the
relationship between humans and nonhumans on Prince Edward Island reveal
fundamental differences between island and mainland, with respect to the interaction
between humans and wild nonhumans in Charlottetown? What implications, if any, arise
through this case study, for the conservation and management of urban wildlife on
Prince Edward Island? Thematic analysis was appropriate to carry out the mainland
analysis because the mainland was not the focus of the research and because it is
possible to use this analytic method in a limited scope, i.e., to identify whether themes
identified as relevant in Charlottetown are relevant in Denver or not. Thematic analysis
can be used in a “bottom-up” (“inductive”) as well as in a “top-down”
(“deductive”/”theoretical”) way and it is not tied to a researcher’s philosophical
orientation:
…a ‘theoretical’ thematic analysis would tend to be driven by the researcher’s
theoretical or analytic interest in the area, and is thus more explicitly analystdriven. This form of thematic analysis tends to provide less a rich description of
the data overall, and more a detailed analysis of some aspect of the data. (Braun
& Clarke, 2006, p.12)
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3.3

Data types
The data that were collected and analysed are only indicative of the range and

orientation of knowledge relating to wildlife in Charlottetown, Prince Edward Island,
Denver, and Colorado. Since the research is exploratory and the scope of work needs to
be limited in some way, the data types included – print news media publications;
scholarly, scientific documents; and governance documents – were selected in view of
their potential to lend themselves to an understanding of the information and the
influences that may shape urban wildlife conservation and management practices.
Print news media publications were considered relevant because they have
served as a vehicle for public conversations about various subjects on the island in the
past and are generally known to interact with governance processes. For instance, Buker
notes that, “…substantive debates on public policy are, on occasion, conducted in the
public realm instead of within the legislature (2005, p.119).” Milne makes similar
observations: “By providing relatively open and effective access to Islanders on public
issues, the media have given groups more public power and significance than they could
otherwise enjoy” (1982, p.62).
Scholarly, scientific documents were considered relevant because, as the
literature referred to in Chapter 2 generally suggests, the existence, absence, and
orientation of scientific research in a particular geographic location may influence the
extent to which urban wildlife conservation and management practices are based on
local information or on research findings in other locations. The existence of local
scientific research or its integration into practice are not givens: This is reflected in that
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one of the principles of the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation is for
science to function as a foundation for policy (Organ et al., 2010).
Governance documents – such as laws, information sheets, and reports – are
relevant because they communicate what stances have been taken by elected officials
on behalf of their constituents and what is legally permitted in any particular location.
Governance documents carry different weight because they serve different purposes.
For instance, case law suggests that a local government’s land use planning documents
can affect wildlife habitat in different ways. A legal decision about a municipal planning
decision in Charlottetown noted that “while City Council is not bound by its staff or
Planning Board recommendation, it is required to follow the Planning Act, its Official
Plan and its Bylaw” (Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission, 2010, p.2).

3.4

Data limits and challenges
Since Foucauldian analysis involves understanding historical context and because

the mainland analysis was meant to be less involved than the island case study, an initial
broad sweep of data was carried out with respect to the print news media publications
in both locations (to enable the paring down of data as needed). Digitisation was the
starting point for the print news media data collected because the scope of this data
component needed to be controlled somehow. 2015 was the year in which the research
design was finalised and I was interested in keeping the research as contemporary as
practical while retaining its focus. In this context, I collected and reviewed all the
digitised print news media publications relating to wildlife in the only two daily
newspapers on the island (The Guardian and The Journal Pioneer) up to the end of 2015
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(1999-2015). However, for the mainland, I only considered digitised print news media
publications relating to wildlife in one daily newspaper (The Denver Post) and only for
2015. The amount of data gathered was substantial. For instance, the data collection
process captured 190 print news media publications for 2015 on Prince Edward Island
and 153 print news media publications for 2015 in Colorado.
Initially, I tried to apply a very structured data collection approach to historical
data by collecting and reviewing print news publications from June 1-7, 1989 for one
daily newspaper on the island (The Guardian) and on the mainland (The Denver Post). I
selected this time period because electronic records in the Colorado public library
system begin at this time. This inclusion was meant to help me get a sense of how
different or similar public concerns relating to wildlife in the two geographic locations
were during a random week after the environmental movement began in the late
1960s. However, as Chapters 5 (Charlottetown) and 6 (Denver) show, the orientation to
history that emerged through the analysis involved archival research and could not be
reduced to such a narrow approach.
Similarly, I intended to use only a few additional sources of published materials
for the case study, to ensure that the print news media publications were considered in
a broad view: issues of The Buzz (a free continuing monthly publication oriented to
events) for the first 10 years of its publication, i.e., the 1990s, and issues of The Island
Magazine (a magazine published between 1977 and 2007). However, I ended up
referring more to issues of the Island Naturalist (a continuing quarterly newsletter that
began to be published in 1974 by the Natural History Society of Prince Edward Island
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[Nature PEI]). The laws of the provincial government from 1900 onwards; provincial
governance documents from the 1970s onwards; and, where available, publications of
City of Charlottetown from the early 1900s onwards became similarly relevant to the
historical analysis of governance documents for the case study. In a contemporary
context, various local government documents that were published by the City of
Charlottetown and the City and County of Denver on the municipal websites referred
directly or indirectly to wild nonhumans and were, to different extents, relevant to the
research. There were also about 25 standalone laws that related directly or indirectly to
various species, the environment, land, or local government on Prince Edward Island in
2016 and about 500 pages of potentially relevant content about wildlife and local
government in Colorado’s consolidated statutes.
The data collection process relating to scholarly, scientific documents revealed
that some data were limited for Charlottetown (in comparison with Denver). This led to
differences in the scholarly, scientific documents collected for the island and the
mainland. I reviewed published as well as unpublished academic research about wildlife
at the Charlottetown and Prince Edward Island scales for the case study but I only
reviewed published and peer-reviewed academic research specific to Denver for the
mainland analysis. This was because of the relative abundance of the latter and the
research focus on the former. A total of 34 scholarly, scientific documents were
reviewed for Prince Edward Island and 48 peer-reviewed scholarly, scientific documents
were reviewed for Colorado.
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I also considered municipal governance documents that were updated while the
analysis was ongoing (2016-2019), to account for any notable shifts in wildlife
governance in an urban context. Although not a major part of the research, it seemed
necessary to keep track of this because changes in wildlife conservation or management
practices could imply changes in related needs. Section 3.5 provides additional context
about how the research process occurred.

3.5

Data collection and organisation
I collected the data by carrying out the following tasks:
•

A review of relevant publications on the websites of the City of
Charlottetown, Government of Prince Edward Island, City and County of
Denver, and State of Colorado;

•

Keyword searches for wildlife and urban wildlife on the University of
Prince Edward Island (UPEI) and University of Colorado at Denver
academic databases, to identify scholarly, scientific documents;

•

Keyword searches for wildlife, coyote, fox, and goose/geese on the UPEI
and Denver Central Library online newspaper databases and on the
internet (the species referred to were identified as prominent in either
Prince Edward Island or Colorado, through personal communication in
social settings);

•

Keyword searches for raccoon, skunk, crow, starling, and duck on the
UPEI online newspaper database (public interest in the species referred
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to in Charlottetown was identified through personal communication in
social settings);
•

A review of The Island Magazine on the UPEI online PEI Collections
database;

•

A review of The Buzz in the office of the Buzz (due to the publication’s
focus on social events and the relative absence of articles about wildlife
through the 1990s, an extensive review was not conducted);

•

A review of The Island Naturalist on the Nature PEI website;

•

A review of the laws of Prince Edward Island in the Government of Prince
Edward Island’s Government Services Library (1900 onwards);

•

A review of governance documents relating to wildlife in the Government
of Prince Edward Island’s Government Services Library and the UPEI
archives (1970s onwards);

•

A review of available historical general governance and land use planning
documents for the City of Charlottetown in the Planning and Heritage
Department’s offices (1906 onwards and 1970s onwards respectively);
and

•

A review of some historical meeting minutes for the City of
Charlottetown in the Government of Prince Edward Island’s Public
Archives and Records Office (1855-1900).

The research process began when the research subject, hypotheses and research
questions, and analytic approaches were identified in mid-2015. An ethics exemption
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was received from the UPEI since the data did not include human participants, except to
identify relevant governance documents. The print news media publications, most of
the contemporary governance documents, and scholarly, scientific documents were
collected in late 2015 and early 2016, in Charlottetown and Denver. The datasets were
large and, consequently, organised electronically in 2016, which also began the process
of getting familiar with the content and note-taking about the more relevant
information in the data.
To the extent possible, I organised the data digitally, by type, then by source,
then chronology. When I referred to archival data, I took notes alongside photographing
and digitally organising any content necessary in the same way. Although data
organisation began before data analysis, it continued as and when additional data were
collected. I did not eliminate any data during organisation because context is relevant to
Foucauldian analysis. For instance, the news media publications for the island involved
some replication because The Guardian and The Journal Pioneer often publish the same
news reports. I noted this when I created a list of raw datasets for 2015 relating to the
island. Similarly, I noted that there were publications that had been included in the
digital searches I carried out because they included the word wild but these publications
were not all that related to the research focus (e.g., an obituary for a person who loved
the wilderness, a publication about how all sorts of dead wild and domesticated
nonhumans were being disposed of in compost bins, publications that captured popular
culture references to species on the island such as bands named Coyote and Raccoon
Bandit and The Fox and Crow pub at UPEI, etc.). I did not eliminate seemingly peripheral
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publications (such as news publications about wildlife off-island) because I did not know
what would become more or less relevant as I carried out the analysis. However, I
focused on those publications that were about actual wild nonhumans on the island. I
followed the same process for the print news media publications relating to the
mainland for 2015.
As I reviewed the island data, I identified a need to locate past governance
documents for Prince Edward Island and Charlottetown to understand if the governance
documents (particularly policies and laws) in effect during 2015 were similar to or
different from their predecessors and, if the latter seemed to be the case, what those
differences were. I accessed older laws and annual reports for the provincial
government and similar information for the municipal government. I also checked from
time to time for updates made to governance documents by the City of Charlottetown
and City and County of Denver between 2016 and 2019. After 2015, both local
governments introduced new electronic information sheets about urban wildlife and
began to update some land use planning documents. In particular, by the time the
research process concluded in 2019, the City and County of Denver had adopted
updated versions of land use planning documents that were relevant to the research.

3.6

Reflexivity
“Reflexivity requires an awareness of the researcher’s contribution to the

construction of meanings throughout the research process, and an acknowledgement of
the impossibility of remaining ‘outside of’ one’s subject matter while conducting
research” (Willig, 2013, p.10). The research process involved experiencing the MITE
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framework that articulates core aspects of islandness (Baldacchino, 2000; Baldacchino &
Veenendaal, 2018; see section 2.2). To some extent, this would have influenced what I
considered important in the data. In particular, between November 2016 and December
2019, I performed a land use planning position relating to local governance for the
Government of Prince Edward Island. The first year or so of this position involved filling
a temporary vacancy and the latter part of the timeframe involved carrying out work
that had not occurred previously because human resources were limited. This event is
relevant to the research process because, as Mansvelt and Berg observe, “…it is
important to both reflect upon and analyze how one’s position in relation to the
processes, people and phenomena we are researching actually affects both those
phenomena and our understanding of them (2010, p.339).
My professional work between 2016 and 2019 did not intersect very much with
the Forests, Fish and Wildlife Division of the Government of Prince Edward Island but it
did involve efforts to improve the land use planning function of the provincial
government. The division in which I was employed – the former Municipal Affairs and
Provincial Planning Division – was part of the same department as the Forests, Fish and
Wildlife Division for much of the time period between 2016 and 2019 and I literally
crossed paths with some of the wildlife-related staff from time to time. My role and
professional development activities also led me to interact with land use planners at the
City of Charlottetown, although the natural environment was not the focus of those
interactions. Both these types of professional interactions made it very evident that
urban wildlife conservation and management cannot be separated from the choices that
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individuals make, even though the scale at which those choices are made can have
different effects. I often felt relief that I had no desire to change the research questions,
hypotheses, or analytic methods between November 2016 and December 2019. I chose
to leave the employment position in December 2019.

3.7

Limits of research scope
The research draws upon inter-disciplinary literature, different datasets, and

different analytic methods to explore a subject that cannot be described or thought
about very neatly. It does not begin to capture all the institutional knowledge about
wildlife for the island or the mainland locations that it involves. One of the things that
led me to be very aware of this limitation is that, during the research, I received some
recommendations to speak with different people who had been involved in wildliferelated governance on the island in the past. I did not pursue this path because
including human participants would have changed the research orientation
fundamentally (requiring me to consider human views as truth or somehow control for
fact versus individual opinion). However, as I received these recommendations, I
became doubly aware that the data and the analysis do not represent all of the
concerns and conversations about wildlife on the island: They merely communicate one
understanding of a few relevant pieces of information over time.
It is also important to note that the research was not envisioned as a means of
verifying any existing theory or practice about wildlife conservation or management.
Rather, its orientation is to understand what some of the considerations in any theory
or practice relating to wildlife conservation and management in an urban context for
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Prince Edward Island are (prior to 2020). In particular, the research scope does not
include any attempt to identify values and attitudes such as those studied in the United
States (see section 2.1). Nor does it extend to any assessment of the appropriateness of
relevant land use planning or place-making design approaches (see section 2.2). Such
research projects would have to involve different methods, resources, and researcher
interests and orientations than this research does (e.g., surveys of residents in multiple
sub-national jurisdictions were involved in the identification of values discussed in
section 2.1).
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Chapter 4.0
4.1

Governance context

Jurisdiction over wildlife and land
The British North America Act (under which Canada was established, 1867), its

successor law (the Constitution Act, 1982), or the United States Constitution (1789) do
not explicitly refer to wildlife (Becklumb, 2013; Favre, 2003). Consequently, the
authority to govern wildlife in North America has been clarified over time, as case law
has evolved (Doelle & Tollefson, 2013; Favre, 2003; Gilbert, 1993; Hawley, 1993). Very
generally, the effect of this case law has tended to be that the sub-national level of
jurisdiction has broad authority to govern wildlife unless the federal level of jurisdiction
has specifically exercised its powers or unless federal land is involved (Gilbert, 1993;
Favre, 2003). Federal laws in North America also only establish the relationship between
the federal government and the provinces, territories, or states. It is usually the
prerogative of the sub-national jurisdiction to decide whether or not to give legal status
to local governments within their boundaries and to decide what those local
governments do (US Constitution, 1788; Canada Constitution Acts, 1867-1982). As a
result, local governments in a particular sub-national jurisdiction in Canada or the
United States may have the legal power to do very different things than their
counterparts in another sub-national jurisdiction (Makuch et al., 2004).
Makuch et al. explain the authority of local governments in a Canadian context,
as follows:
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As a result of this inferior legal position, the courts have traditionally interpreted
statutes respecting grants of power to municipalities narrowly. This approach
may be described as “Dillon’s rule” (as it was set out in Dillon on Municipal
Corporations), or the “express authority doctrine,” which states that a
municipality may exercise only those powers expressly conferred by statute,
those powers necessarily or fairly implied by the expressed power in the statute
and those powers essential to, and not merely convenient for, the effectuation
of the purposes of the corporation. (2004, p.82)
The powers of municipalities under modern provincial and state laws often include
explicit authority for municipalities to regulate matters relating to the natural
environment and matters relating to land use. This leads to the creation of distinct
localised systems of land management that affect wild nonhumans and their habitat.
Matters such as wildlife and land are governed by law because the concept of
public interest is fundamentally at odds with the notion of private property (Smit &
Valiante, 2016). For instance, private land rights have historically included rights to
wildlife (National Centre for Biotechnology Information, 1970). It is only over time and
through judicial systems that the governance of wildlife has changed and has come to
be associated with the notion that wildlife is held in trust by governments for the public.
This public trust role tends to be considered the responsibility of national and subnational levels of jurisdiction (Organ et al., 2010). However, as local governments are
taking on more complex environmental responsibilities, the courts are clarifying their
roles as well (Canada Ltée v. Hudson [Town], 2001, para 27).
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The public trust doctrine has been established, negated, and interpreted
differently in case law relating to the natural environment (Brewer & Libecap, 2009;
Craig, 2010; Jacobson et al., 2010; Organ et al., 2012; Smallwood, 1993; Smith, 2011). It
is embedded in the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation, to which subnational jurisdictions including Prince Edward and Colorado subscribe (see section 3.1).
The Model is characterised by seven foundational principles (Organ et al., 2010). Three
of these principles – wildlife as an international resource, science-based wildlife policy,
and democracy of hunting – are relatively recent formal additions to this framework
according to which most Canadian provinces – except British Columbia and Quebec –
have decided, collectively, to govern wildlife (Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies,
n.d.). Geist, who is credited with first articulating this framework, noted only the first
four principles – wildlife as a public trust resource, elimination of markets for game,
allocation of wildlife by law, and kill only for legitimate purpose – in earlier related work
(1993).
The effectiveness of the public trust doctrine in relation to the wildlife-related
functions of governments has been criticised and the following criteria have been
suggested to gauge if wildlife management and conservation is actually occurring in the
public interest:
1) the general public must be aware of their legal standing with respect to public
ownership of wildlife;
2) this standing and the rights associated with it must be enforceable against the
government so that the public can hold it accountable; and
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3) interpretation of these rights must be adaptable to contemporary concerns,
such as biodiversity and species extinction. (Smith in Jacobson et al., 2010,
p.204)

Figure 7. Participants in wildlife public trust administration. Adapted from Decker et al., 2015, p.175.

Decker et al. present an understanding of the roles involved in governing wildlife
(Figure 7) and assert, in the context of the United States, that governments need to
improve the public trust, as follows:
1. State wildlife agencies will benefit from effective public participation
processes that engage stakeholders in decision-making, coupled with human
dimensions research that improves understanding of their stakeholders.
2. Good governance principles can be applied without limiting the ability of state
wildlife agencies to fulfill expectations of sound public trust resource
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management; indeed, the former is essential to the latter (Decker et al., 2015,
p.178).
Decker et al.’s advice is supported by an output of a review of the North
American Model of Wildlife Conservation that occurred about a decade ago. The
reviewers suggested that states and provinces seeking to uphold the public trust
doctrine use the following language in their laws:
Model Statutory language:
1. The state declares that wildlife is held in trust by the state for the benefit of its
citizens:
a) to protect and conserve the wildlife of this state or province;
b) to ensure the permanent and continued abundance of the wildlife resources
of this state or province;
c) to provide for the sustainable use and enjoyment of wildlife for present and
future residents of this state or province; and
d) to ensure that wildlife resources will not be reduced to private ownership
except as specifically provided for in law.
2. Individuals have an equitable right of access to wildlife as a public trust
resource:
a) to ensure a permanent and continued abundance of wildlife resources of this
state or province;
b) to provide for the sustainable use and enjoyment of wildlife for present and
future residents of this state or province; and
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c) to ensure that wildlife resources will not be reduced to private ownership,
except as specifically provided in law. (The Wildlife Society, 2010, pp.25-26)
The language suggested by these reviewers suggests that there is a lack of clarity about
what existing wildlife governance systems are meant to achieve. These governance
systems relating to wildlife are fairly intricate and do not necessarily lend themselves to
clarity. For instance, the Species at Risk Act (SARA, 2002) in Canada and the Endangered
Species Act (ESA, 1973) in the United States use different definitions, categories, and
processes to protect certain species. One of the most noticeable differences between
the SARA (2002) and the ESA (1973) is that, when the federal government in Canada
designates a species under the SARA (2002), the species is automatically protected on
federal land whereas, when the federal government in the United States designates a
species under the ESA (1973), habitat that is considered critical is protected and could
include any land (Waples et al., 2013).
Concurrently, provinces and states individually determine how much protection,
if any, they provide to wildlife within their legal boundaries. These systems differ
somewhat between Canada and the United States. For instance, in Canada, provincial
governments typically create policies and regulations under standalone laws about
wildlife, as is the case on Prince Edward Island. In the United States, commissions
established by law and appointed by state governments tend to perform the same
function (Towell, 1979), as is the case in Colorado.
Financial arrangements for wildlife-related governance functions also differ
between the two countries. In the United States, dedicated federal revenue from
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taxation has long been used to fund wildlife management and conservation while, in
Canada, general taxes and special funds have been used (Geist, 1993). For instance, in
the United States, the 83-year old Pittman-Robertson Act (1937) imposes a federal tax
on firearms and ammunition that is distributed to the states to fund their wildliferelated mandates. Such relatively stable revenue is considered to have, over time,
improved the level of professionalism in wildlife management and conservation in the
United States (Geist, 1993). Currently, there appear to be no comparable systems for
federally funded wildlife conservation and management in Canada.
The approaches that sub-national jurisdictions create in relation to wildlife do not
necessarily translate into clear direction for local governments because the abilities of
local governments to do different things are created by sub-national jurisdictions in
relation to the general existence of the local governments, not wildlife. For instance, on
Prince Edward Island, multiple pieces of law that have been created at different times
combine to allow or require municipalities to do certain things. The Municipal
Government Act (MGA, 2016) is the most recent law on the island that provides
municipalities with explicit authority to regulate specific aspects of the natural
environment. Concurrently, various provisions of the Planning Act (1988) provide
municipalities with general authority to regulate land and the natural environment
within their boundaries. In particular, the MGA (2016) gives municipalities the power to
make local laws and to provide services in relation to the following (and alongside
related subjects such as trees, vegetation, parks, and recreation): “subject to the

64

Pesticides Control Act, the control, health and safety of, and protection from, wild and
domestic animals, including insects and birds;…” (180[l]).
Past laws also tend to affect present situations because systems have been created
(and continued in different ways) based on what they enabled or disabled. For instance,
one of the older laws that the MGA (2016) replaced was the CAMA (1994). In addition to
Charlottetown’s land use planning authority under the Planning Act (1988), the CAMA
(1994) made it possible for the municipality to make local laws in relation to matters
including “parks and open spaces,” “animal control,” “tree preservation and
protection,” and …the maintenance and order of the town, and in particular, for
regulation of noise, loitering and public nuisances” (CAMA, 1994, pp.35-36). The
contrast between the CAMA (1994) and the MGA (2016) provides a sense of how much
higher levels of government can influence what local governments do in relation to
wildlife and also a sense of what was considered relevant for Charlottetown to do in
relation to wildlife between when the municipality enlarged in 1995 (CAMA, 1994) and
when the MGA (2016) came into effect in 2017. Colorado’s Revised Statutes (2016) also
provide specific authority to local governments about wildlife: these powers allow
municipalities to pursue actions related to land use planning that have to do with
protecting wildlife and wildlife habitat (Colorado Rev.Stat.29-20-104, 2016; see
Appendix E, E1).
As these legal instances show, provinces and states determine the degree of
freedom with which municipalities can govern land and wildlife in general. For instance,
laws relating to land use planning in Prince Edward Island and Colorado enable local
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governments to cooperate regionally to carry out land use planning, although in
different ways (Planning Act, 1988; Hance & Wiggins, 2012). In this context, it is relevant
to note that, till 2020, neither Prince Edward Island nor Colorado had established any
priorities for land use that had to be followed by local governments (Berry, 2014;
Government of Prince Edward Island, 2014). Both these sub-national jurisdictions have
historically allowed municipalities to carry out land use planning but not required them
to do so. In contrast, some North American sub-national jurisdictions (e.g., Alberta and
Oregon) require that all municipalities carry out land use planning (Makuch et al., 2004;
Hallyburton et al., 2016). Others (e.g., Ontario and Florida) have made laws that shape
more detailed aspects of municipal land use planning, with the intent of influencing
where population growth and development occur (Government of Ontario, 2006;
Carriker, 2006). The permissive nature of land use planning in relation to local
governments changed on Prince Edward Island when the MGA (2016) came into effect,
although with a time lag. The MGA (2016) requires all municipalities to provide land use
planning services within five years of its coming into effect.
Local government laws – typically referred to as bylaws (in Canada) and
ordinances (in the United States) – usually carry the full weight of law. The legal effect of
land use policy documents – usually known as Official Plans in Prince Edward Island and
Comprehensive Plans in Colorado – varies between provinces and states. As Makuch et
al. note (in a Canadian context):
Plans, realistically, are political documents…they can allocate power to those
whose interests are protected or advanced by the plan in functioning as a quasi-
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constitutional document protecting the status quo; or they can, by providing
little guidance or policy direction, leave political decisions out of the public arena
and largely in private hands. Municipal and regional plans are important,
therefore, not merely in the control and direction they provide over local land
use regulatory decisions and over local land uses in some cases, but also as
documents that indicate local political choices that have been made. In spite of
this fundamental utility at the regional or municipal level it is largely the province
that controls local planning through the requirement of provincial approval of
local or regional plans and through provincial “policy.” The rationale for
provincial approval and policy setting is the need to co-ordinate planning on a
scale larger than a municipal or regional one. (2004, p.187).

4.2

Relative spatial scale
In terms of land area, Colorado is about 50 times bigger than Prince Edward

Island (Figure 8). Denver could fit about nine Charlottetowns into it. About 40 times
Prince Edward Island’s population lives in Colorado and about 20 times Charlottetown’s
population lives in Denver (Statistics Canada 2016c; Statistics Canada 2016g; US Census
Bureau 2018a; US Census Bureau, 2018b).
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Figure 8. The relative size and location of Prince Edward Island and Colorado. Adapted and retrieved
from https://call811.com/map-page/colorado

Neither Prince Edward Island nor Colorado comprise very large land areas,
relative to other sub-national jurisdictions in North America, but both are experiencing
growth, as are their capital cities (Table 1). If the population were averaged out at the
provincial or state level, less than a person would be living on each hectare of land in
either place. But development and growth work differently. Despite the bigger
differences in land area and population, Denver’s population density is about double
that of Charlottetown (Figure 1). The literature discussed in sections 2.2 and 2.3
suggests that, as Charlottetown and Denver continue to experience more population
growth, the type, quality, and quantity of wildlife habitat and the type of interactions
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between humans and wildlife will continue to differ from their counterparts in relatively
less densely populated areas.

Table 1
Growth at different spatial scales: Prince Edward Island and Charlottetown, Colorado and Denver
Factors

Prince Edward
Island

Colorado

Timeframes & Units

Population growth

1.9%

11.5%

PE:2011-2016; CO:2010-2017

Population density

0.25pph

0.18pph

persons per hectare

0.1 ppa

0.07ppa

persons per acre

Charlottetown

Denver

Percentage of provincial
or state population

25.25%

12.57%

CT: 2016; DEN: 2017

Population growth

4.4%

17.5%

CT: 2011-2016; DEN: 2010-2017

Population density

8 pph

15 pph

persons per hectare

3 ppa

6ppa

persons per acre

Note: Data sourced from the US Census Bureau and Statistics Canada.

4.3

Wild species in Charlottetown
Prince Edward Island is part of an ecological region – the Atlantic Maritime Zone

– that is associated with a distinct avian fauna (Ecozones, n.d.). There are varying views
about how similar or dissimilar the terrestrial fauna of the low-lying island would once
have been to that of neighbouring Nova Scotia and New Brunswick (Curley et al., 2019;
Russell, 1970). Such variations usually relate to the fact that the island was once
connected by land to the mainland of Canada.
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Historical records of native terrestrial mammal species on the island are not
consistent: they ranged between six and 21 species (Sobey, 2007) before Curley et al.
accounted for 28 native terrestrial species (2019). Provincial statistics suggest that, all
told, about 35 non-marine mammal species have inhabited Prince Edward Island over
time, five of which have been extirpated (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2007).
Sobey suggests that a total of seven terrestrial or aquatic mammal species have been
extirpated (2007). Of these seven species, one – the beaver (Castor canadensis) – has
been reintroduced successfully by humans and one – the river otter (Lontra canadensis)
– is recolonising the island on its own initiative (Curley et al., 2019).
Table 2 provides a sense of contemporary terrestrial and semi-aquatic mammal
species known to inhabit Charlottetown, in relation to their island presence and past. It
does not account for marine mammals, since they are not the focus of this research.
Curley et al. note that 29 marine mammal species have been observed around the island
(2019). For instance, marine mammals that inhabit the Northumberland Strait around
Charlottetown include the grey seal (Halichoerus grypus) and harbour seal (Phoca
vitulina; R. Doyle, B. Hoar, personal communication, January 25, 2015; B. Potter, C.
Gallison, personal communication, February 5, 2015). Table 3 provides a sense of the
avian species seen in Charlottetown in recent years. It is only based on local data
collected personally in 2015 and consolidated research available through the literature
review, i.e., it is not comprehensive. Avian species in Atlantic Canada once included the
extinct Passenger pigeon (Ectopistes migratorius) and the likely extinct Eskimo curlew
(Numenius borealis). Both species were relatively abundant and extensively hunted in
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North America (COSEWIC, 2009). About 337 avian species have been recorded on Prince
Edward Island over time: 43% are considered accidentally present (Government of
Prince Edward Island, 2007). Table 3 incorporates some relatively easily accessible
information from the literature reviewed to show that human settlement affects avian
species in very different ways (Blair, 1996; Donnelly & Marzluff, 2006): The scope of this
research did not include an identification of whether each species known to be sighted
in Charlottetown had been studied in relation to anthropogenic factors. Some avian
species, such as the osprey (Pandion haliaetus), are known to be adversely affected by
anthropogenic factors (Finch, 1992). Others such as the pigeon (Columba livia) are
known to have adjusted better to living in human-made surroundings.
Table 3 includes only two of the 145 avian species considered accidental by the
provincial government – the Common Murre (Uria aalge) and the Swainson’s thrush
(Catharus ustulatus) and there are likely others (Government of Prince Edward Island,
2007). The Red-winged Blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), raven (Corvus corax), and
Belted Kingfisher (Megaceryle alcyon) have been documented to frequent areas in close
proximity to Charlottetown (MacEachern, n.d.). The avian species referred to in Table 3
also include three species that have been listed under Canada’s SARA (2002). The
Barrow’s goldeneye (Bucephala islandica) – which is found only in eastern Canada – was
identified as a species of special concern by COSEWIC in 2000 and listed as a species of
special concern under SARA (2002) in 2003 (COSEWIC, 2000; Government of Canada,
2011).
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Table 2
Terrestrial and semi-aquatic species in PEI's past and
Charlottetown's present
Common name

Scientific name

Absences in early records for Prince Edward Island*
Mole
any species
Fisher
Martes pennanti
Moose
Alces alces
Beaver
Castor canadensis
Raccoon
Procyon lotor
Striped skunk
Mephitis mephitis
Eastern coyote
Canis latrans
White-tailed deer
Odocoileus virginianus
American porcupine
Erethizon dorsatum
Extirpations on Prince Edward Island*
Black bear
Canada lynx
Gray wolf
Woodland caribou
Snowshoe hare
American marten
River otter
Beaver

Ursus americanus
Lynx lynx
Canis lupus
Rangifer tarandus
Lepus americanus
Martes americana
Lontra canadensis
Castor canadensis

Existing native species in Charlottetown**
Red fox
Mink
Muskrat
Short-tailed weasel (ermine, stoat)
Red squirrel
Eastern chipmunk

Vulpes vulpes
Mustela vison
Ondatra zibethicus
Mustela erminea
Sciurus vulgaris
Tamias striatus

Existing naturalised species in Charlottetown**
Eastern coyote
Canis latrans
Raccoon
Procyon lotor
Striped skunk
Mephitis mephitis
Note. * Indicated by Sobey (2007) or Curley et al. (2019) and **
Based on the combination of Sobey (2007), Curley et al. (2019),
personal communication with R. Doyle & B. Hoar on January 25,
2015, and personal communication with B. Potter & C. Gallison on
February 5, 2015.
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Table 3
Birds seen in Charlottetown in recent years
Common Name

Scientific Name

SARA &
COSEWIC

Eastern Wood-pewee
Barn swallow
Downy woodpecker
Hairy woodpecker
Red tailed hawk
American kestrel
Osprey
Bald eagle
Barred owl
Song sparrow
European starling
Pigeon (blue rock dove)
American crow
Common grackle
Great blue heron
Bluejay
Black capped chickadee
Northern flicker
Red breasted nuthatch
Hermit thrush
Swainson's thrush
Cedar waxwing
Black throated green warbler
Yellow rumped warbler
Double crested cormorant
Solitary sandpiper
American robin
American redstart
Golden crown kinglet
Dark eyed junco
Mallard
American black duck
Common tern
Common murre
Black backed gull
Bonaparte's gull
Barrow's goldeneye
Common goldeneye
Canada goose
Gray partridge
Ruffled grouse
Red breasted merganser
Common merganser

Contopus virens
Hirundo rustica
Picoides pubescens
Leuconotopicus villosus
Buteo jamaicensis
Falco spavverius
Pandion halioetus
Halia eetusleucocephalus
Strix varia
Melospiza melodia
Sternus vulgaris
Columba livia
Corvus brachyrhynchos
Quiscalus quiscula
Ardea herodias
Cyanocitta cristata
Poecile atricapillus
Colaptes auratus
Sitta canadensis
Catharus guttatus
Catharus ustulatus
Bombycilla cedrorum
Setophaga virens
Dendroica coronata
Phalacrocorax auritus
Tringa solitaria
Turdus migratorius
Setophaga ruticilla
Regulus satrapa
Junco hyemalis
Anas platyrhynchos
Anas rubripes
Stema hirundo
Uria aalge
Larus marinus
Larus philadelphia
Bucephala islandica
Bucephela clangula
Branta canadensis
Perdix perdix
Bonasa umbellus
Mergus serrator
Mergus merganser

Special concern
Threatened

Blair (1996)

Donnelly & Marzluff
(2006)

Suburban adaptable
Native forest species
Native forest species

Synanthropic species
Suburban adaptable Synanthropic species
Urban exploiter
Synanthropic species

Synanthropic species
Synanthropic species
Native forest species
Synanthropic species
Synanthropic species
Synanthropic species

Suburban adaptable Native forest species

Urban avoider
Suburban adaptable

Special concern

Note. List based on personal communication with R. Doyle & B. Hoar on January 25, 2015 and personal communication
with B. Potter & C. Gallison on February 5, 2015.
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The Barn swallow (Hirundo rustica), which is considered a suburban adaptable
species, was identified as threatened by COSEWIC in 2011 and listed as threatened
under SARA (2002) in 2017 (Blair, 1996; COSEWIC, 2011; Government of Canada,
2017a). The Eastern Wood-pewee (Contopus virens) was identified as a species of
special concern by COSEWIC in 2012 and listed as a species of special concern under
SARA (2002) in 2017 (COSEWIC 2012; Government of Canada, 2017b).

4.4

Wild species in Denver
Colorado’s elevation is the highest of the United States (Armstrong et al., 2011)

and its land area includes varied topographical and related climatic features that
support species diversity (Murray, 1987). About 130 mammal species and 428 avian
species have been documented in Colorado. The American bison (Bison bison), gray
wolf, grizzly bear (Ursus arctos), black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes), wolverine (Gulo
gulo), river otter, and Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) have been extirpated from
Colorado at different times. Each of these species has either been reintroduced to
Colorado in some way or has recolonised Colorado (Armstrong et al., 2011).
Legal recognition that some nonhuman species are at risk compared to others in
Colorado includes governance actions by both the federal and the state governments. In
2019, 13 mammal species and 19 avian species found in Colorado were listed as either
state endangered, state threatened, or state special concern: five of these mammal
species and six of these avian species were also listed as either federally endangered or
federally threatened. In relation to terrestrial mammal species, both state and federal
listings existed for the grizzly bear, black-footed ferret, gray wolf, Canada lynx, and the
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Preble’s Meadow Jumping Mouse (Zapus hudsonius preblei). State listings existed for
the river otter, wolverine, black-tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicianus), kit fox (Vulpes
macrotis), swift fox (Vulpes velox), northern pocket gopher (Thomomys talpoides
macrotis), Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomy bottae rubidus), and Townsend’s big-eared
bat (Corynorhinus townsendii pallescens; Government of Colorado, n.d.d).

Southeast Wyoming

North Central Colorado
City and County of Denver

South Central Colorado

Figure 9. Denver’s location in the Front Range. Adapted from the National
Atlas of the United States as converted by David Benbennick (CC) and
adapted by Buaidh. Public domain. Retrieved from
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=3214843.

More than 80% of Colorado’s human population inhabits the Front Range in
Colorado, which is where the City and County of Denver is located (Armstrong et al.,
2011; Figure 9). Colorado’s land area overlaps with migratory bird routes (Rennicke,
1996). About 30 years ago, Rennicke noted that most of the bird species observed in
Colorado had also been observed around Denver (1996). Around the same time, Shattil
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et al. had also listed 82 mammal species and 216 avian species as inhabiting urban areas
in Colorado’s Front Range (1990).
The terrestrial mammals noted in Charlottetown in recent years also seemed to
inhabit the urban area that includes and surrounds Denver in the 1990s (Shattil et al.,
1990; see Table 2). An exception is that the Eastern chipmunk inhabits Prince Edward
Island while Colorado had its own chipmunk species (Neotamias quadrivittatus).
Similarly, 30 of the 43 avian species observed in Charlottetown also seem to inhabit the
area around Denver (Shattil et al., 1990; see Table 3).

4.5

Summary
Similarities exist between the general governance frameworks for wildlife and

land between Prince Edward Island and Colorado, although details vary. Urbanisation
creates some similarities too, in terms of the intensity of land uses in places that are as
different as Charlottetown and Denver. Some of the same wild nonhuman species are
known to inhabit both urban locations. It follows that there may be experiences in
relation to urban wildlife conservation and management in both locations that could,
together, inform this research.
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Chapter 5.0
5.1

Charlottetown

Overview of analytic process
As subsection 3.2 outlines, Foucauldian discourse analysis is a way of

understanding how statements are created and why they do or do not have continuity.
In relation to this research, this analytic approach involves thinking about whether
human subjects have assumed distinct stances towards wild nonhuman objects in
Charlottetown (in the context of what the island-scale situation is). One of the ways in
which Foucault thought about objects was in terms of their surfaces of emergence, the
authorities that delimit them, the grids according to which they are specified, and the
relations within and between these three frames of thinking (Foucault, 1972). He
stressed that the aforementioned relations are really what makes it possible to
conceptualise objects in particular ways (Foucault, 1972). This ties into Foucault’s
understanding that a statement is a material thing that exists because it does, shows,
affects, and changes in relation to what brings it into being. For instance, he pointed out
that:
The affirmation that the earth is round or that species evolve does not constitute
the same statement before and after Copernicus, before and after Darwin; it is
not, for such simple formulations, that the meaning of the words has changed;
what changed was the relation of these affirmations to other propositions, their
conditions of use and reinvestment, the field of experiences, of possible
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verifications, of problems to be resolved, to which they can be referred.
(Foucault, 1972, p.103)
Generally, the data suggest that distinct statements about wild nonhumans at
the island and city scales have emerged through the interaction of different human
beliefs, past human experiences, and the locations where humans and wild nonhumans
interact. Humans have taken on identifiable positions about wild nonhumans, such as
the parent, the owner, the donor, the hunter, the supplemental feeder, the elected
representative, the expert, and the organisation (e.g., a level of government, a not-forprofit organisation). For instance, non-governmental organisations that relate directly or
indirectly to wildlife – such as the P.E.I. Trappers Association, the PEI Wildlife
Federation, the PEI Watershed Alliance, the Natural History Society of PEI (more
commonly known as Nature PEI), the Island Nature Trust, and Ducks Unlimited – exist
on the island because different collective interests have emerged in different ways and
at different times. As the analysis that follows describes, such non-governmental
organisations interact with the representatives of public organisations (i.e., with elected
and appointed officials in the provincial and municipal government) and also with each
other and the public, to different extents, in different ways, and with varying effects on
wild nonhumans and their habitat. In particular, formal procedures (e.g., laws and
policies), informal procedures (e.g., published opinions and social events), and their
interaction, have created limits to what can be said from a certain subject position and
have (by being limited) created favourable circumstances for other subject positions to
emerge or to become noticeable (see sections 5.2 to 5.6).
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The data also suggest that beliefs about and practices towards wild nonhumans
are mutually conditioning. Beliefs and practices vary widely with species. Human
sightings of, and interactions with, different species in different locations elicit
responses that often belong to different, sometimes interacting and interwoven, ways
of thinking. For instance, the print news media publications suggest that past individual
experience (e.g., the loss of income because of injury to, or death of, domesticated
nonhumans) can shape concerns that certain wild nonhuman species are a threat to
humans. Consequently, the relations between beliefs and practices are prone to being
determined by how things happen. There is a wide range of actual interactions that have
tended to occur between humans and wild nonhumans on Prince Edward Island and in
Charlottetown, as shows in the events and opinions published in the print news media
about the following:
•

birds in backyards (Coulter, 2015a);

•

seals at danger from humans near shorelines (Mutthart, 2015);

•

foxes begging for food on roads (Prince, 2003);

•

a raccoon on a street tree (Stewart, 2015);

•

a beaver walking through a residential neighbourhood (Nigel Armstrong,
2013);

•

a duck in the outdoor portion of a grocery store (Mitch Macdonald,
2011);

•

coyotes in backyards (Brun, 2009);

•

dead whales on beaches (McCarthy, 2015); and
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•

a pair of Canada geese (Branta canadensis), one injured, living in a
rural municipality (Nesbitt, 2013).

Concurrently, interactions between humans about wild nonhumans also
contribute to creating the context within which human-wildlife interactions occur. The
data showcased the following discourses, which explain somewhat how interactions
between humans and wild nonhumans at the island and city scales have been shaped by
the ways in which humans have thought and interacted about wild nonhumans:
•

humans have to use wild nonhumans,

•

humans have to get rid of wild nonhumans,

•

humans have to learn about wild nonhumans,

•

humans have to help wild nonhumans survive, and

•

humans have to behave humanely towards wild nonhumans.

There are differences (some starker, others subtler) between the island-scale
and the city-scale in relation to how these discourses have emerged and influenced each
other. For this reason, sections 5.2 to 5.6 each begin with a description of the discourse
at the island-scale and continue on to a description of the discourse at the city-scale.
Figures 10 and 11 show how I collated my thoughts about some of the data. Figure 10
shows events at both spatial scales that initially seemed relevant to the analysis. Figure
11 shows local government creation in relation to changing land use law on the island
over time. Together, they helped me to remember that Charlottetown is a location in
which governance functions about wild nonhumans have been shaped by influences
that are not necessarily in Charlottetown or that are even about Charlottetown.
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Figure 10. Events relating to the discourses about wild nonhumans over time.
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Figure 11. The progression of local governance in relation to land use frameworks over time.
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5.2

Humans have to use wild nonhumans

5.2.1 The Island

Indigenous inhabitants of the island used wild nonhumans as a source of food
and trade before Europeans began to establish permanent settlements on Prince
Edward Island (Whitehead, 1991). However, the island’s population grew exponentially
when European settlement occurred in the 1700s and 1800s (Kathy Martin, 1977). In
1770, almost a century before the nation of Canada existed, the British government
responsible for the island made a law to restrict the further decline of the walrus
population (the British North America Act, 1867; MacIntyre, 2010). The walrus
population was being hunted for oil and noticeably declining around this time (Curley et
al., 2019). Hunting seasons and penalties for violating the season restrictions were
established under this law (MacIntyre, 2010). The law about the walrus was the first
time a noticeable position can be observed in the data that communicates that humans
have considered nonhumans to be a thing for humans to use indefinitely for human
gain. The walrus was extirpated but similar stances (statements in the Foucauldian sense
of the term) reappeared in different ways over time: about the potential to use certain
(mostly avian) species indefinitely, if the level of use was moderated. By the late 1800s,
open and closed seasons had been established for hunting partridge, woodcock, snipe,
waterfowl, hare, muskrat, marten, and otter (the Game Act, 1879, s.1). By the early
1900s, hunting birds along the island’s beaches, shores, and marshes was restricted and
taking their eggs was also made illegal (the Game Act, 1906, ss.3[h]). MacIntyre
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discusses the reasons why, which include a mixture of food, money, and hunting for
pleasure (2010).
Statements specifically about commercially using terrestrial mammal species
whose hair is furry became apparent as fur ranching became lucrative in the late 1800s
and early 1900s (Forester & Forester, 1980). For instance, approximately 70 private
companies related to the fur trade were created between 1914 and 1917 (Government
of Prince Edward Island, 1869-1918). A Beaver Protection Act – lobbied for by a fur
company (Dibblee, 1994) and supported by elected representatives who considered it
necessary to “preserve this industry from extinction” – was passed in 1917 (Government
of Prince Edward Island, 1917, p.99; the Beaver Protection Act, 1917). The beaver
population of the island has been extirpated on at least two occasions, once following
this law (Curley et al., 2019). By about a decade later, hunting seasons had been
established for foxes, raccoons, and mink (the Game Act, 1928). Some of these species
had been transported to the island specifically to breed them for the fur trade (see
Table 2).
Such early statements about commercially using wild nonhumans by restricting
hunting were made when the natural environment of the island was being treated
entirely as a resource to be exploited. The scale of using wild nonhumans from the
1800s onwards was much bigger than their previous use by indigenous inhabitants.
Most of the original forests had been cut down by European settlers for shipbuilding
and to clear land for agricultural production (Curley et al., 2019; Environment Canada,
1985; Kathy Martin, 1977). During the late 1800s and early-to-mid 1900s, various laws
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were also made to regulate how fur ranches were run and taxed and how imports and
exports of the wild nonhumans being ranched were managed (Government of Prince
Edward Island, 1869-1918; the Fox Tax Act, 1913; the Animals’ Protection Act, 1940).
Elected representatives in the 1800s and early 1900s included fur ranchers, which may
have created a situation in which lawmakers were more inclined to entertain the notion
of wild nonhumans as a source of profit than not (Government of Prince Edward Island,
n.d.b).
Between the late 1700s and mid 1900s, the different wildlife-related laws also
introduced and continued the concept of bounties (see subsection 5.3.1). These
bounties were statements that reinforced preexisting statements about wild
nonhumans being meant for human use. This is because bounties created a system that
provided a supplementary income source for island residents. In doing so, a specific type
of use of wild nonhumans was created: that proof of killing individuals of certain species
would be rewarded monetarily by the provincial government. This use was welcomed by
people who relied on it including during times of relative economic hardship such as the
Second World War (Jenkins, 1934, 1942, 1952).
The wildlife laws of the early 1900s to mid-1900s were also oriented to the
specific use of wild nonhumans for tourism. This orientation of using shows in certain
aspects of these laws: such as a requirement for non-residents of the island to obtain
licenses (to hunt and trap wild nonhumans) for a fee and the establishment of lower
fines for offences by residents (who, initially did not need to apply for licenses) than by
nonresidents (the Game Act, 1906; the Fish and Game Protection Act, 1959). Various
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avian species, bison (Bison bison), and white-tailed deer were also imported to the
island in the early to mid-1900s to increase the variety of hunting (Curley et al., 2019;
MacIntyre, 2010; the Game Act 1951, c.19, ss.4[2]).
One of the most discernible relationships that supported the continuity of
statements about wild nonhumans being something for humans to use is the
relationship between the provincial government and a Fish and Game Association,
comprised mainly of hunters and anglers that formed in 1903 (the Fish and Game
Association, 1903). Termed the Fish and Game Protection Association in the wildlife laws
that were in effect between 1906 and 1953, this organisation appears to be the earliest
stakeholder group that has had a continued voice in shaping how the provincial
government has considered wild nonhumans in its actions (the Game Act, 1906, 1928,
1937, 1951). The importance of this relationship shows in that the provincial
government historically relied on this Association: In the early 1900s, the Association
received half the revenue collected under the wildlife law to help enforce it (the Game
Act, 1906, c.26, s.19, s.24; the Game Act, 1928, s.18, s.23).
Over time, functions such as enforcement transitioned from the Fish and Game
Association being paid, to its members being unpaid, to its members being paid directly,
to, eventually, government employees – such as those associated with the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police, the Canadian Wildlife Service, and Fisheries and Oceans
Canada – taking over enforcement responsibilities (the Game Act, 1937, s.14, s.23; Fish
and Game Protection Act, 1959, c.26). The strength of the relationship between the
provincial government and the Association shows in that, more than 50 years after the
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Association’s formation, the wildlife law deemed members of the Association “Honorary
Game Wardens” who did not receive pay or have powers of arrest or search under the
law (Fish and Game Protection Act, 1959, s.5-6). In 1990, the Fish and Game Protection
Act (1959) was amended to replace the reference to the Fish and Game Association with
a reference to the Wildlife Federation (s.1).
Similar to past iterations of wildlife laws, the contemporary wildlife law that was
in effect during this research, i.e. the WCA (1998), theoretically allows for many things
to be done but – through subsidiary rules (known as regulations) – is actively focused on
facilitating human use of wild nonhumans (EC818/66, EC667/90, EC534/86, EC705/04,
EC663/04, EC592/16). For instance, 16 of the WCA (1998) regulations in effect during
2019 were initially continued from the Fish and Game Protection Act (1959) that it
replaced (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2019b). Over the past 60 years, the
content of 12 of those 16 initial regulations was replaced by other regulations under the
WCA (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2019b). Similarly, four of the
abovereferenced 12 regulations – General, Firearm Safety Training, Private Fishing
Preserves, and Private Shooting Preserves – were revoked and replaced by other WCA
(1998) regulations in 2019 (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2019b). Such updates
over decades suggest that, although statements about using wild nonhumans may vary
over time, they are as relevant now as they were historically. In early 2019, the WCA
(1998) regulations established standards relating to hunting, trapping, and snaring for
species categorised as fur-bearing or game: these included coyotes, foxes, raccoons,
skunks, mink, muskrats, weasels, beavers, red squirrels, snowshoe hares, pheasants,
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ruffled grouse, and Hungarian (gray) partridge (EC330/99 {rev} by EC592/16;
Government of Prince Edward Island, 2019b).
Other provincial governance frameworks also showcase the continuity of the
discourse about using wild nonhumans. For instance, in relation to terrestrial nonhuman
species, as of 2019, the Environmental Protection Act (EPA, 1975) Watercourse and
Wetland Protection Regulations set standards for intensive livestock operations that
also applied to foxes and mink (Schedule D, EC720/08; see subsection 5.6.1). In relation
to avian species, the federal Migratory Birds Convention Act (1917, successor to the
1916 Migratory Birds Treaty between Canada and the United States) has also more-orless directly regulated how humans can hunt various ducks, geese, woodcock, and snipe
on the island ever since provincial law began to defer to this federal law about 80 years
ago (the Game Act, 1937, ss.5[c]-6[a]).
A different sort of statement – about humans using wild nonhumans
passively – was made in the mid-1950s when the provincial government began to
establish a number of provincial parks, including on the basis of whether these parks
would protect wildlife and wildlife habitat (the Provincial Parks Act [PPA], 1956). The
provincial government’s wildlife-related laws and wildlife governance concerns up to
and during the 1950s, when viewed in relation to the events that followed, suggest that
the notion of using wild nonhumans passively that appeared in the mid-1950s was more
about ways of expanding tourism to generate revenue than about conservation. For
instance, although the Department of Industry and Natural Resources was formally
responsible for wildlife-related direction within the provincial government during the
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1950s (the Game Act, 1951), an actual wildlife-related organisational unit seems only to
have been established within this Department in 1963 and a director position for it was
only legally established in 1966 (Government of Prince Edward Island, 1964; An Act to
Amend the Fish and Game Protection Act, 1966, c.15, ss.2(1), s.3). It was only after
these structural changes in the 1960s (which are discussed further in this section) that
hunting seasons for two avian species known to be in decline (pheasant and Hungarian
partridge) were closed and wildlife management areas and fishing and shooting
preserves were authorized by law (Government of Prince Edward Island, 1964; An Act to
Amend the Fish and Game Protection Act, 1966, c.15). Some of these wildlife
management areas have been continued under the WCA (1998) and many
contemporary ones seem to combine the active consumption of wild nonhumans with
their passive use in a recreational setting (EC225/00, EC171/09).
Other aspects of wildlife governance that suggest that the statements about
passive use of wild nonhumans in the mid-1900s were not related to conservation have
to do with information gathering and the purposes for which information was gathered.
Tourism for game bird hunting was declining in the 1950s (MacIntyre, 2010). The Fish
and Game Association had been lobbying the provincial government to hire professional
wildlife biologists and enforcement officers up to this time (Curley, 2016a). Accurate
information about the number of wild nonhumans being killed on the island was very
limited during this time. Only statistics about how many waterfowl were killed seem to
have been monitored (Dodds, 1968). The ability to collect accurate information was also
limited because the wildlife law did not require all people to obtain a license for various
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activities: “This section shall not apply to persons under the age of sixteen years, a
resident farmer, farm labourer, commercial fisherman, or their wives”(the Fish and
Game Protection Act, 1959, s.22).
It was only seven years after the PPA (1956) was introduced that a wildlife
biologist from off-island (who had been asked for advice by a provincially elected
official) raised the question of whether hunters were being prioritised over wildlife
viewers and became the first Director of a new Fish and Wildlife Division of the
provincial government (Bartlett, 1963, p.2; Government of Prince Edward Island, 1964).
This communication included the wildlife biologist describing wildlife management as
“the art of making land produce sustained crops of wildlife for recreational use”
(Bartlett, 1963, p.1), which suggests a relatively narrow understanding of why wild
nonhumans or their habitat were considered important in the years just after the PPA
(1956) was brought into effect (see management in glossary).
Within this context, the statement about passively using wildlife in the mid1950s (PPA, 1956) was more likely to have been influenced by the relationship between
the federal and provincial government and the relationship between the provincial
government and consumptive users than by other factors. In 1937, the federal
government had established a national park on the island after successful lobbying by
some provincially elected officials: the provincial government had expropriated land on
the north shore of the island with the thought of putting the island on the radar of
national parks (Lothian, 1987). The PPA (1956) was also passed five years before the
Government of Canada passed the Agricultural and Rural Development Act (ARDA,
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1961). The ARDA (1961) established the general tone and framework that facilitated the
Comprehensive Development Plan (CDP): the latter was formally implemented between
1969 and 1983, although some carry-over programs extended into future years (Canada
Department of Regional Economic Expansion, 1970; Canada-Prince Edward Island,
1990). The ARDA and the CDP were both oriented to increase economic output. In
particular, the CDP for the island was meant to rehaul and rationalise various aspects of
governance functions and island life that ranged across things such as agriculture,
fisheries, forestry, manufacturing, education, tourism, health, welfare, infrastructure,
and housing (Canada – Prince Edward Island, 1970).
Although extensive background analyses about different aspects of the island’s
economy preceded the CDP, the wildlife-related focus of the CDP was relatively narrow
(Acres, 1967). For instance, these background analyses identified recreational fishing as
a possible revenue stream but only referred to terrestrial wildlife generically, advising
that CDP-related actions “investigate the costs and the estimated social benefits which
can be derived from the development of fall waterfowl hunting, and raise and release
ring-necked pheasant and Hungarian partridge hunting, or possibly fox-hunting” (Acres,
1967, p.138). In relation to wildlife-related governance functions, these analyses noted a
need for a more organised institutional structure within the provincial government and
suggested a particular hierarchy, set of functions, and geographical range relating to the
personnel who should be directing and carrying out the actual governance (Acres,
1967).
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Overall, the governance documents suggest that the reasons for the continuity
of the discourse about using wild nonhumans cannot be separated from the
consideration that the fees paid by hunters and anglers have been a continuous source
of revenue for the provincial government and that there has been communication
between these two entities about what the law contains for more than a century (the
Game Act, 1906; Government of Prince Edward Island, 1964, 2000). As discussed earlier
in this subsection, the WCA (1998) regulations show that a comprehensive framework
for using wild nonhumans has not only been established but has also been refined over
decades. To an extent, the discourse about using wild nonhumans can also be seen in
the orientation of provincial programming about wildlife. For instance, during the
course of this research, free hunting training and licenses were provided to incent more
people to hunt, a program existed to encourage women to hunt, and youth hunting
events occurred (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2018d). Fur ranching also
continued at a (smaller-than-in-the-past) scale that fluctuates with international
markets (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2018d; Fraser, 2016).
Since the discourses described in this chapter interact with each other, it is
relevant to note that the relationship between the provincial government and
consumptive users of wild nonhumans has been influenced by the discourse about
learning in particular (see subsection 5.4.1). For instance, in the early 1970s, the Fish
and Wildlife Division began to carry out regular outreach specifically with hunters and
anglers through the publication of a newsletter, for reasons including an effort to collect
hunting and angling statistics (Government of Prince Edward Island, 1971a). This is a
92

relationship that ties into a network of relationships, such as with academic institutions.
For instance, scholarly, scientific research about foxes and coyotes has relied on
cooperation from consumptive uses who are, by default, a relatively readily accessible
information source about various species on the island (Wapenaar, 2006).
The print news media publications also suggest that using wild nonhumans can
propel statements about behaving humanely towards wild nonhumans (see subsection
5.6.1). For instance, in 2002, animal rights activists broke into a fox farm and released
caged foxes (Jim Brown, 2002) and, in 2004, two municipalities in the western part of
the island expressed support for an island-wide ban on snaring after domesticated
nonhumans were caught in traps intended for wildlife (“West Prince communities…”,
2004). The print news media publications also make it apparent that there is a general
tension between the discourse about using wild nonhumans and some types of
statements that relate to learning about and helping wild nonhumans (Dempsey, 2005;
Munves, 2005; see sections 5.4 and 5.5).
5.2.2 The City

The influence of island-scale statements about actively using wild nonhumans is
evident at the city-scale. So is the progressive inappropriateness of such statements in
an increasingly urbanising location. The boundary changes to Charlottetown in the mid1990s included the former municipalities of Charlottetown, East Royalty, West Royalty,
Hillsborough Park, Parkdale, Sherwood, and Winsloe (CAMA, 1994). Many of these
municipalities were comprised of mainly rural land. Some of them may have regulated
hunting in some way (City of Charlottetown, Bylaw to Repeal Certain Bylaws, 1997).
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Although few historic municipal governance documents were accessed for this research,
contemporary municipal governance documents suggest that, in post-amalgamation
Charlottetown, a slow and halting shift has been occurring, away from pre-existing legal
norms to use wild nonhumans. In particular, this shift seems to acknowledge that the
range of activities allowed through development and land use in Charlottetown are
often incompatible with how people hunt (e.g., using firearms) and that they may also
be incompatible with the sensibilities of residents who do not support hunting.
The shift shows mainly in amendments made to the municipality’s Nuisance
Bylaw (1989) over time. In 1995, this bylaw was changed to explicitly allow activities
that were allowed under the Fish and Game Protection Act (1959) to occur in parts of
what were formerly the municipalities of East Royalty, West Royalty, and Winsloe (City
of Charlottetown, Nuisance Bylaw, 1989, p.15). Five years later, this provision was
replaced by a provision that required residents to apply for municipal permission if they
wanted to hunt by using firearms (City of Charlottetown Nuisance Bylaw, 1989, p.16).
Criteria for granting or denying such permission included factors such as public safety
and land use (City of Charlottetown, 1989, p.16). Five years later, this provision was
removed entirely and was not replaced by alternate wording (City of Charlottetown
Nuisance Bylaw, 1989, p.18). As of 2019, the bylaw was specific that firearms could not
be used for hunting (City of Charlottetown Nuisance Bylaw, 1989, p.5) but it did not
explicitly prohibit hunting, i.e., it was silent about hunting without firearms.
When these local rules are considered in relation to other contemporary
municipal governance documents, Victoria Park (one of the oldest green spaces in the
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municipality, see subsection 5.6.2) stands out as a specific location (and the only
location) in the municipality where wild nonhumans are explicitly protected from
humans, not just from hunting but also from human actions that can cause harm to
nonhumans (City of Charlottetown Victoria Park and Promenade Bylaw, n.d.; see
Appendix B, B1). The silence in municipal governance documents about whether actively
using wild nonhumans within municipal boundaries is permitted or not and the explicit
direction to not cause harm in Victoria Park are also accompanied by a silence about this
subject in the print news media publications reviewed (the data collection, while not
focused on hunting, did include a broad search for wildlife and various species). In
combination, the silence about hunting in general and the singling out of Victoria Park
suggests ambivalence on the part of both municipal elected officials and municipal
residents: about hunting, trapping, and snaring occurring with the city, regardless of
whether the practice is rare or common (none of the data related to its degree of
incidence). In the absence of explicit municipal direction about actively using wild
nonhumans at the city-scale, the provincial framework discussed in subsection 5.2.1
would apply by default, i.e., hunting through instruments other than firearms could
occur legally.
As section 4.1 suggests, the silences in municipal governance documents cannot
be extricated from the fact that the provincial government gave the municipality explicit
optional power to do animal control until 2017 (CAMA, 1994). It has given the
municipality explicit optional power to ensure the safety of wild nonhumans from 2017
onwards (MGA, 2016), and has also given the municipality explicit optional power to
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protect the natural environment for decades (Planning Act, 1988, see subsection 5.5.2).
Overall, this combination of optional legal powers suggests ambivalence on the part of
both provincial and municipal elected officials and island and municipal residents about
wild nonhumans in human settlements, regardless of whether the settlements are rural,
urban, or urbanising.
Statements about passively and indirectly using wild nonhumans are also evident
at the city-scale. Recreational and aesthetic priorities appear to be the surrounding
context for such statements, i.e., they have to do somewhat with the management of
the urban condition. For instance, Charlottetown’s boundaries encompass some
forested areas, wetlands, and nature trails that are protected as “open spaces” in the
municipal Official Plan and its implementing bylaw (City of Charlottetown, n.d.a; City of
Charlottetown, 2019a; City of Charlottetown, 2018b; see subsection 5.5.2). Victoria Park
is a focus for such activities. For instance, an educational booklet about forest
restoration that is specific to this park explains the benefits of the municipality’s
restoration efforts, including in relation to improving wildlife habitat (City of
Charlottetown, n.d.b). It is generally known that the municipality carries out
programming in this park, such as learning activities for youth.
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5.3

Humans have to get rid of wild nonhumans

5.3.1 The Island

Statements about getting rid of wild nonhumans at the island scale seem to have
emerged and continued because various factors, including the following, have combined
in different ways:
•

cultural values about certain species have been negativistic;

•

physical separation – between human habitat and the rural economic
activities of humans on the one hand and wildlife habitat on the other –
has not been the norm in the (mostly rural) settlement pattern on the
island;

•

certain wild nonhuman species have been visible to humans due to their
size, abundance, or appearance; and

•

there have been surrounding statements about private property rights
being violated that seem to have limited the ability of governments to
communicate about things that have to do with not getting rid of wild
nonhumans.

Bounties are one type of statement that characterises the island-scale discourse
about getting rid of wild nonhumans. Although habitat loss is known to have
contributed to the extirpation of various species from the island (e.g., the black bear,
the Canada lynx, the caribou, and the gray wolf), bounties were also offered by the
provincial government to incent killing black bears and Canada lynx in the time period
leading up to their extirpation (Curley et al., 2019). The bounty on black bears was the
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first time the killing of a species was formally incented at the island-scale, 11 years after
the law to restrict walrus hunting was made (MacIntyre, 2010, p.10, p.22-24; Curley,
2016a). It was expanded to include Canada lynx about 50 years later and it lasted for
over 60 years (Curley, 2016a; Curley et al., 2019; MacIntyre, 2010, pp.24-25). The
bounty offered for Canada lynx was only stopped soon before the species was
extirpated (Curley et al., 2019). Over a century later, the provincial government was
paying island residents bounties for red foxes, for smaller-sized fur-bearing terrestrial
species such as raccoons and striped skunks, and for some relatively larger-sized avian
species such as American crows and different owl species (Curley et al., 2019; the Game
Act, 1951; MacIntyre, 2010). Between 1932 and 1964, the provincial government paid
residents approximately $283,000 in bounties (Government of Prince Edward Island,
1964).
Another type of statement about getting rid of wild nonhumans has been made
by excluding some species from the legal protection that has been provided to other
species. For instance, in the early 1900s, it was a legal offence to kill nongame birds but
English sparrows, crows, hawks, and owls were singled out in the law as species that
could be killed with legal impunity (the Game Act, 1906, clause 5[a]; the Game Act,
1928, ss.5[a]). By about a decade later, the legal impunity had been expanded to include
bronze grackles and starlings (the Game Act, 1937, clause 5[a]). More than a decade
after that inclusion, the Game Act (1951) expanded the legal impunity to blackbirds,
great horned owls, and snowy owls (1952, c.19, clause 2[a]).
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Some of the species that were subject to bounties or that were specifically
exempted from the protection that the law offered to other species were or are known
to be considered a nuisance by agricultural producers on the island, generally because
they may cause disruptions in agricultural activities and may represent the risk of losing
income (Curley, 2016a; MacIntyre, 2010; Hornby, 1987; McGregor, 1832 in Government
of Prince Edward Island, circa 1978, p.1). As Curley has noted, cultural bias would have
affected the singling out of some species, for instance avian species with black colouring
(2016a). There also appears to have been, during the time of European settlement, a
discomfort on the part of settlers in relation to the visible wildness of the island’s
landscape. For instance, the island has been described in terms such as tranquil and
pastoral (Bremner, 1936) and has been likened to a garden (Edward MacDonald, 2000).
Considering that humans may have biophilic tendencies towards not just other species
but also towards natural landscapes (Ulrich, 1993; see section 2.1), cultural bias could
extend beyond the singling out of certain species: it could be understood to run through
the general process of settlers moulding the island landscape to their comfort level. The
island has also been marketed for tourism as gentle in recent years (“Gov’t launches
gentle island campaign,” 2006). In other words, statements about getting rid of certain
wild nonhuman species on the island are not necessarily extricable from statements
about getting rid of reminders on the island that the natural world is not intrinsically
about human comfort.
Although the practice of using bounties was discontinued in 1964, the
discontinuation was on the basis of the first Director of the new Fish and Wildlife
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Division for the provincial government pointing out – from the position of an expert in a
position of some authority and an expert in a relative expert vacuum – that the practice
was both futile and illogical (Dodds, 1968; Government of Prince Edward Island, 1964;
MacIntyre, 2010). Ending the bounty practice at large did not eliminate the idea. The
idea was publicly put forward almost 40 years later: In 2001, an elected official made a
motion in the provincial legislative assembly to provide a seasonal bounty on coyotes, as
a possible solution to livestock injuries and losses that were being attributed to coyote
attacks (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2001). The way in which this motion was
put forward shows that the relationship between elected officials and stakeholder
groups is an important one and that the context that surrounds a statement affects it
too. The entire context that surrounded the notion of bounties had changed (see Figure
10, section 5.4, and section 5.5). In particular, by 2001, there were more experts on the
island and also more established environmental groups that opposed the notion of a
bounty (Nature PEI, 2001; Labchuk, 2001; Government of Prince Edward Island, 2001).
The proposed bounty on coyotes suggests that agricultural producers and provincial
elected officials on the island have, over time, continued to be concerned about
economic and employment stability, regardless of any concurrent growing concerns
about the natural environment or wild nonhumans (Edward MacDonald, 2000;
MacLauchlan, 2014). Considering the species for which bounties have historically been
provided, the proposed coyote bounty showcases that this concern contributes to the
continued acceptability of the thought of protecting the island’s (primarily rural)
economy from anything that could threaten it.
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The acceptability of protecting the rural economy from the threat of wild
nonhumans is only one part of how the discourse about getting rid of wild nonhumans
functions in relation to surrounding statements and how it interacts with other
discourses. The broader history of threats to the island’s residents suggests that it has
been considered socially unacceptable to carry out wildlife conservation through
practices that involve protecting land from being used by those people who own it. This
history extends beyond wildlife-related notions and has been summed up as the land
question (Bumsted, 1981; McLellan, 1982; Edward MacDonald, 2000; MacLauchlan,
2014). The land question acknowledges that a big part of permanent European
settlement on the island involved long-drawn conflict between off-island landlords and
their on-island tenants through the medium of the land that the former owned and the
latter inhabited (Lockerby & Sobey, 2015; McLellan, 1982; Weale & Baglole, 2014). Two
centuries later, in a different circumstance that involved similar motions, i.e., off-island
influences affecting the life of on-island residents, the federal and provincial
governments decided to make permanent systemic changes on the island
(MacLauchlan, 2014). The CDP reinforced that time was no barrier to decision-making
about the island involving next to no orientation or processes to understand and
address the concerns or interests of island residents (Nemetz, 1982; MacLauchlan,
2014). In this context, statements about getting rid of wild nonhumans at the islandscale exist in relation to a relative silence about some of the processes known to be
involved in not getting rid of wild nonhumans and that that have to do with helping wild
nonhumans (see subsection 5.5.1). In particular, the settlement and CDP experiences
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referred to above seem to create a reluctance of the part of any entity to break the
silence about how not to get rid of wild nonhumans in human settlements. Kathy Martin
explained these sensitivities more than 40 years ago, as follows:
Understandably, Prince Edward Islanders whose independent spirits are derived
from their shrewd Scots and wily Irish heritage, view government controls in the
form of designations, land freezes and zoning as equivalent to expropriation. The
concept of landowner as tenant has not yet been accepted by the majority of
landowners. (1977, pp.11-12)
Concurrent to this silence, statements about helping wild nonhumans have, over
time, increased the diversity of expert and nonexpert opinions about wild nonhuman
species in and around human settlements (see subsection 5.5.1). For instance, concerns
were articulated by experts and non-experts in relation to the proposed coyote bounty
in 2001. The provincial government’s response to the proposed bounty involved the
provision of financial support for a UPEI student’s research about coyote behavior, an
arrangement with hunters and trappers to kill “problem” coyotes, and the preparation
of a Coyote Management Plan and Coyote Policy which essentially clarified that no
bounty would be established. As discussed in section 5.1, such statements likely also
combine with individual beliefs and values, which may be influenced by individual
experiences that are not necessarily limited to experiences on the island.
5.3.2 The City

City-scale statements about getting rid of wild nonhumans appear to have
emerged in relation to an orientation to sanitation in a densely populated location, as
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opposed to direct economic considerations. Intrinsic to this orientation to sanitation –
which is rooted in historically crude public health processes (see subsection 5.6.2) – is a
distinction between the welfare of humans and the welfare of nonhumans
(domesticated or wild). For instance, between the late 1800s and mid-1900s, dogs and
cats were amongst species that were being gotten rid of in Charlottetown (Table 4).
The general distinction between humans and nonhumans in the municipality’s
past sanitation-related actions exists in the context that local elected officials in
Charlottetown have always legally had the specific option of deciding when and how to
control and get rid of nonhumans: in contrast, they have only had a vague legal
obligation to consider wild nonhumans in their overall priorities. In particular, the Act to
Incorporate the City of Charlottetown (1855) was made about 18 years before Prince
Edward Island joined the Canadian confederation and more than 60 years before the
notion of land use planning formally reached the island (see Figure 11). This law was
generally oriented towards “the better protection, care and management of the local
interests of the inhabitations of the Town of Charlottetown” (An Act to Incorporate the
City of Charlottetown, 1855, Preamble). Amongst other things, it gave the municipal
council the authority to make bylaws about the following: extreme cruelty towards
nonhumans, restricting free ranging domesticated nonhumans, killing dogs running
contrary to local laws, establishing pounds, protecting trees, and regulating circuses (An
Act to Incorporate the City of Charlottetown, 1855, XXXV, Fourthly and Fifthly).
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Table 4
Domesticated and wild nonhumans as nuisances in Charlottetown’s past
1931

Dead cats removed from streets

23

Dead dogs removed from streets

18

Carcasses of foxes removed from ferry dock

27

Dead cats removed from streets

32

Dead dogs removed from streets

13

Dead horse towed from wharf to harbor mouth

1

1933

Nuisances removed from streets

68

1934

Nuisances removed from streets

48

1935

Nuisances removed from streets

41

1938

Nuisances removed from streets

31

1940

Nuisances removed from streets

40

1944

Nuisances removed from streets

71

1945

Nuisances removed from streets

61

1947

Nuisances removed from streets

73

1948

Nuisances removed from streets

67

1949

Nuisances removed from streets

62

1950

Nuisances removed from streets

64

1951

Nuisances removed from streets

73

1952

Nuisances removed from streets

70

1932

Note. Data sourced from City of Charlottetown, 1932-1936, 1938, 1941, 1945-1946, 1948-52.

A specific instance of how the city-scale discourse about getting rid of wild
nonhumans has historical roots in some humans conceptualising themselves as distinct
from all nonhumans relates to how a suspected outbreak of rabies amongst dogs in
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Charlottetown was managed in the mid-1920s (City of Charlottetown, 1926a). Municipal
elected officials created emergency protocol to control and eliminate the disease.
Amongst other things, the municipal council required dog owners to leash and muzzle
dogs (City of Charlottetown, 1926a, 1926b). Although municipal records are not very
explicit, they indicate that dogs were shot and that this procedure elicited negative
public reactions (City of Charlottetown, 1926b; see subsection 5.6.1). In early 1927,
procedures to inoculate dogs and to allow them off leash, muzzled, 10 days after
inoculation, were instituted (City of Charlottetown, 1927b). Municipal records suggest
that municipal elected officials were of the view that dogs should have been kept on
leash for a longer period of time after being inoculated (City of Charlottetown, 1926b).
This also implies that public views would likely have influenced the municipal council’s
decision.
In a more contemporary context, the print news media publications indicate that
city-scale statements about getting rid of wildlife have focused on crows, skunks,
raccoons, foxes, and coyotes. Similar to the nuisance views apparent about dogs and
cats in the early to mid 1900s, some residents and municipal elected officials have either
associated crows, skunks, and raccoons with human health concerns or have considered
them to be nuisances (Stewart, 2004, 2005; Ryder, 2003). In contrast, human stances
towards foxes and coyotes have involved concerns about human safety (Nigel
Armstrong, 2010; Bernard, 2005; King 2002). More importantly, the statements about
getting rid of these wild nonhuman species have been made in different ways. This is
relevant because these ways have effects: not just on individual nonhumans or on a
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nonhuman species but also on how humans perceive urban wildlife and how humans
interact with humans who hold different views from them.
For instance, since at least the early 2000s, there has been a back-and-forth
communication about getting rid of crows between municipal elected officials and
residents of the Brighton neighbourhood (a relatively affluent neighbourhood that is
located in the southwestern part of the city, adjacent to Victoria Park; Stewart, 2004,
2009). In this context, the municipal government has tried to get rid of the crows that
roost in this location: It has borrowed and used a scare gun (from the provincial
government) and has also bought and loaned out sound devices to residents to try to
deter the crows from roosting (King, 2002; Stewart, 2006a, 2009). These procedures
have not eliminated the crow population but they have been accompanied by
Charlottetown residents articulating views about whether getting rid of crows is
desirable or not. Most notably, in and since 2009 (the year that the municipality
budgeted for and loaned out sound devices to get rid of the crows in the Brighton
neighbourhood), a social event called the March of the Crows began (B. Viau, personal
communication February 28, 2019; see subsection 5.4.2). At the times that the
municipality tried to get rid of the crows in the Brighton neighbourhood, the crows also
dispersed locally. This led some residents living in other neighbourhoods of the
municipality and some residents living on the outskirts of the municipality to express
concern about crows shifting to their neighbourhoods (Day, 2010; Sharratt, 2006; Sayle
2006). Over time, some print news media publications have also portrayed individual
crows as aggressive (e.g. divebombing humans) and have portrayed humans as
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frightened, including on the UPEI campus (King, 2002; Day, 2015). In recent years, UPEI
has tried to deter crows using fake owl decoys and has used educational messaging to
reduce interactions between humans and crows (Figures 12 and 13).

Figure 12. Owl decoy outside south entrance of W.A.
Murphy Student Centre, UPEI, 2019.

Figure 13. Poster in doorway of W.A. Murphy
Student Centre, UPEI, 2019.
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The print news media publications suggest that the municipality has hosted a
few meetings about crows specifically with residents in the Brighton neighbourhood
over time (MacRae, 2006; Stewart, 2006b). One more formal public meeting was held in
2010: this meeting occurred a few years after some provincial governments (including
that for Prince Edward Island) had used a citizen science approach to monitor the
incidence of West Nile Virus (Nigel Armstrong, 2010; Ryder, 2003). It involved agitated
residents raising concerns about potential disease and transmission to children and
provincial government staff attempting to pre-empt a conversation about bounties
(Nigel Armstrong, 2010). While this public meeting provides a glimpse into how
heightened public opinions about Charlottetown’s crows have been in the recent past, it
also showcases that there has been little opportunity for members of the public to
engage with each other or with their local government in any organised or continuous
manner about their concerns. In the absence of any municipally led public engagement
over time, the print news media publications show that, besides differing resident
opinions about crows being part of the urban area or not, there are linked concerns
about the natural environment being destroyed, municipal finances and administration
being ineffective, and residents being unreasonable (Bernice Bell, 2003; Claude Bell,
2003; Dunn, 2006; McCarron, 2002; Phillips, 2002; Joslin, 2009; Rhyno, 2010; Schoales,
2009; Thurlow, 2006). As the following excerpt from a print news media publication
suggests, the ways in which statements about getting rid of wild nonhumans come
about are not disconnected from the ways in which they are managed: “The P.E.I.
Humane Society is looking into a complaint of a dead crow hanging by a string in
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someone's garden” (Stewart, 2003, p.A5). The need for informed management
continues to grow. In February 2020, the Atlantic Veterinary College (AVC) euthanised
three crows that had been found in Charlottetown and that had been shot using pellet
guns (Ross, 2020).
Figures 14 and 15 provide a general sense of how much of a social reminder of
crows existed in downtown Charlottetown in 2019. Overall, the media data suggest that
not only have relationships between some constituents and municipal elected officials
shaped formal procedures to get rid of crows but also that these procedures have
shaped pushback from other constituents – who do not share in the view that crows
should be less abundant in the city or who seem as if they may share in the view if crows
were closer to their homes.

Figure 14. Crow-themed chocolate bar in a
Charlottetown kombucha bar, 2019.

Figure 15. Roadkill-inspired crow sculpture on
the public plaza at the Confederation Centre of
the Arts (Eirst shown at 2018 Art in the Open).
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In contrast with the statements about getting rid of crows, statements about
getting rid of skunks and raccoons show that formal procedures to get rid of wild
nonhumans at the city-scale do not necessarily elicit public interest or discussion. They
also show how the discourse about getting rid of wild nonhumans at the city-scale can
continue in the absence of public interest and discussion: The print news media
publications suggest that contemporary statements about getting rid of skunks and
raccoons are based on the individual beliefs and interests of municipal elected officials,
rather than public pressure or expert involvement. For instance, one of the former (then
largely rural) municipalities that became part of Charlottetown in 1995 offered skunk
removal services free of charge to its residents (CAMA, 1994; Nigel Armstrong, 2005).
That service was carried over into the expanded municipal boundaries (Stewart, 2005).
In 2001, the service was expanded to include raccoon removal (Walker, 2001). The print
news media publications suggest that the municipal decision to include raccoons was
linked to a concern that raccoons carry rabies although provincial government staff
were of the view that there was no scientific basis to control the city’s raccoon
population (Stewart, 2000).
The municipality’s ongoing actions relating to managing skunks and raccoons
suggest an I said-you said approach (to arrive at decisions) that is neither guided by any
specific orientation nor by any process. For instance, in 2004, the municipality adopted
an annual budget that would stop this skunk and raccoon removal service, apparently
due to an attempt to reduce non-essential municipal expenditures (Stewart, 2005). The
service was reinstated soon after an elected representative lobbied for it to be
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continued (Stewart, 2005; “Skunk/raccoon removal service restored…,” 2005). In 2009,
some residents expressed concern after finding out that skunks captured by the
contractor that the municipality had retained to provide the service were shot and also
that the contractor for the service was also a relative of a municipal elected official
(Nigel Armstrong, 2009; Labchuk, 2009). The municipality was providing the service
during the time this research was conducted (City of Charlottetown, n.d.c; B. Hoar, City
of Charlottetown, personal communication, February 1, 2019).
When statements about getting rid of different wild nonhuman species are
considered in relation to each other, it appears as if the city-level discourse is
characterised by varying levels of interest in different species which, in turn, hinge on
how charismatic a species is perceived to be. The level of appeal of a species is also not
necessarily stable. For instance, the print news media publications indicate that there
have been concerns in the city about foxes posing a physical threat to domesticated
species and to children as well as concerns about foxes generally transmitting diseases
(Perry, 1999; Mitch MacDonald, 2012). Changing understandings about the level of
appeal of different wild nonhuman species are also reflected in that, at the time this
research began in 2015, the publicly accessible material provided by the municipality to
advise municipal residents about how to interact with skunks, raccoons and foxes
(digital factsheets created by the provincial government) positioned skunks, raccoons,
and foxes as potential nuisances (City of Charlottetown, 2015a; Government of Prince
Edward Island, 2019c). The skunk and raccoon material appears to be modeled on
similar factsheets published on the website of the provincial government in Nova Scotia
111

which, at the time of this research, did not include foxes but did extend to various other
species (Government of Nova Scotia, 2018; Pulsifer, n.d.; Sabean, n.d.). The
municipality’s communication focus on species with which humans may have negative
interactions and the level of sharing and modeling of material by both the provincial and
the municipal governments together suggest that there is a need for communication
about wild nonhumans to urban residents but limited governance priority to meet this
need. This need can also be seen generally in that the provincial government has, in
recent years, begun to use social media to communicate about wildlife (Fish and Wildlife
PEI, n.d.).
The governance documents suggest that there is also a need to create
communication content that is not about how to get rid of wild nonhumans. During the
course of this research, the municipality’s informational material about foxes was
replaced by more neutrally presented information although the nuisance-oriented
material published about raccoons and skunks remained available to the public
(Government of Prince Edward Island – City of Charlottetown – UPEI, n.d.). The change
occurred after UPEI’s biology department carried out citizen science-based research
about foxes, including attitudes towards urban foxes and the inclination of urban
residents to feed them (MacKay, 2013; Kristine Martin, 2015). This shift in practice –
away from the thought of getting rid of foxes – intersects with the discourses about
learning about wild nonhumans and helping them (see subsections 5.4.2 and 5.5.2).
The timing of some of the print news media publications (about foxes and
coyotes) and that of some of the governance documents and scholarly, scientific
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documents (about foxes) also suggests that, as generalised thoughts about getting rid of
foxes in the city have transitioned to a more focused conversation (about humans
feeding foxes) involving different entities, public safety concerns about coyotes have
increased. Coyotes have been sighted on-and-off in Charlottetown and Summerside for
around 20 years at least (King, 2002; Brun, 2009; Brun, 2010). In 2013, coyote sightings
in a public park in Summerside led to the trapping and killing of coyotes and to the
temporary closure of the park (MacLean, 2013). Given the history of this discourse at
the island and city scales, the Summerside action suggests that the city-scale discourse
about getting rid of wild nonhumans in Charlottetown is rooted more in the
continuation of a historic animal control tilt in local governance than any considered
actions. As the following opinions about the Summerside coyote incident (one of a
biologist who taught at UPEI) suggest, statements that comprise this discourse can be at
odds with resident values and expert views about wild nonhumans: “People, pets and
urban wildlife can co-exist safely and peacefully using modern, humane solutions. I urge
Summerside Council to explore and adopt a non-lethal, science-based wildlife
coexistence strategy” (Hemphill, 2013, p.A10).
Finally, learn to share the unpaved environment with this beautiful, intelligent
animal. I think the park situation in Summerside was handled in the worst
possible way. Someone thought a coyote was aggressive, so the park was closed,
several coyotes were trapped and killed, and the fear factor was raised to a
totally inappropriate level. The coyotes will of course return, so I hope that the
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powers that be in Summerside have learned something from the mess they
created. (MacQuarrie, 2013, p.A12)

5.4 Humans have to learn about wild nonhumans
5.4.1 The Island

Learning about wild nonhumans at the island-scale seems to fluctuate with the
extent to which organisational capacity and stability is available to support learning. The
focus of learning also seems to slant towards the issues that the organisations that
propel or support learning are familiar with or that are known to be their areas of
specialty. Generally, statements about learning evidence that a culture of volunteerism
has been a driving force of this discourse. More specifically, they suggest that learning
has depended on the extent and continuity of individual initiative, including the
inclinations and actions of individuals in positions of authority.
One of the earliest statements about learning was made in 1889, when a
Superintendent of Education with the provincial government – Donald Montgomery –
issued an advertisement that led to the creation of the Natural History Society of Prince
Edward Island (Watson, 1899). For the next 20 years or so, a few individuals (who
studied, and published papers about, the flora and fauna of the island) met more-or-less
regularly as part of this organisation, hoping to interest more island residents in “the
study of Natural Science” (Watson, 1899, p.4; “The first year…, 1978”). This Natural
History Society dissipated as its few members became involved in other work or passed
away (Watson, 1899).
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A similar statement appeared in 1969, as the environmental movement was
occurring around North America and the federal and provincial governments were
beginning to action the CDP on the island (Nature PEI, n.d.a). Nature enthusiasts –
noticeably birders going on nature walks – began to meet often enough that they
formed a second Natural History Society, i.e., Nature PEI (Nature PEI, n.d.a; Mallett,
1989). As suggested in the events leading to the formation of the provincial
government’s Fish and Wildlife Division (see subsection 5.2.1), there appears to have
been little resident expertise about wildlife on the island leading up to the 1970s.
Although St. Dunstan’s University offered an undergraduate program in biology (Dodds,
1968), UPEI and Holland College were established in 1969 (the University Act, 1969; the
Holland College Act, 1969). Edward MacDonald (2000) and MacLauchlan (2014) describe
the negotiations that accompanied this change to the system of higher education on the
island, which was enabled through funding associated with the CDP.
In 1974, Nature PEI began to publish a quarterly newsletter that continued,
alongside meetings and nature-oriented public talks, during the time that this research
was carried out (Nature PEI, n.d.b). A few years before Nature PEI’s newsletter started,
the newsletter outreach that the provincial government began with consumptive users
in the early 1970s had communicated that bounties were not effective and had
provided consumptive users with information about different game species
(Government of Prince Edward Island, 1971a; see subsection 5.2.1). Although some
general public education about wildlife had begun in the 1960s (MacIntyre, 2010),
during the 1970s it not only seemed to gain momentum but also seemed to engage the
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public’s interest. The provincial government’s actions to engage with the public about
wildlife seem to have increased in general after the premier under whose leadership the
CDP was launched – Alex Campbell – was re-elected in 1970 (Edward MacDonald, 2000;
Government of Prince Edward Island, 1972, 1978). Organisational shifts within the
provincial government may have influenced this shift to some extent (see subsection
5.7.1). In particular, early in 1971, the Fish and Wildlife Division was housed in the
Department of Tourist Development and, towards the end of the same year, the
Division was shifted to a newly-established Department of Environment and Tourism
(Government of Prince Edward Island, 1971b, 1972). The new Department combined
environmental, land use, and tourism functions (Government of Prince Edward Island,
1972).
Individuals who are known to have had a long-standing interest in and influence
on the natural environment of the island were also likely influencing the provincial
government’s actions at this time. For instance, a present-day federal senator who is
generally associated with stopping large-scale development along the island’s north
shore during the 1980s – Diane Griffin – was a staffer in the Department of Parks and
Conservation in the mid-1970s and also taught biology at UPEI (Curley, 2016a; “The
annual meeting,” 1976). Similarly, a provincial elected official who later won an award
for “the greatest contribution by an elected representative to preserving the
environment in Canada” – Gilbert Clements – was the Minister responsible for various
provincial Departments associated with the natural environment around this time and,
later, also held the position of the Minister of Finance at the same time that he held the
116

position of the Minister under whom the Fish and Wildlife Division was housed
(Government of Prince Edward Island, n.d.c, p.37).
During the 1970s, alongside the education in schools and differently associated
newsletters, the provincial government prepared and publicly distributed hard copy
public education resources such as “Wildlife and the Island,” “Tracks in the Snow,”
“Patterns of the Pond,” and “Familiar Wildlife of PEI”: these were considered popular
enough for an updated version of “Familiar Wildlife of PEI” to be published
(Government of Prince Edward Island, circa 1975, circa 1978, see Figures 16 and 17).

Figure 16. First edition of a provincial
government educational resource.

Figure 17. Second edition of a provincial
government educational resource.
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The following excerpt from the publication shown in Figure 16 – in combination with the
absence of such publicly-oriented materials after funding from the CDP tapered off –
suggests that individual interest and funding together resulted in these provincial
educational resources:
“It is my sincere hope that this booklet will be read and used by as many citizens
as possible.
Gilbert Clements
Minister.” (Government of Prince Edward Island, circa 1975)
The timing of provincially-led public education and the public’s interest in this
outreach together suggest that the conceptualisation of the island’s natural
environment in the 1970s – in a frame of thinking that was more oriented to
conservation than past actions – was influenced by the environmental movement that
then was occurring across North America. Signs of such influence are evident in
governance actions. For instance, the island was included in the International Biological
Plan in the early 1970s, which was an impetus for the identification of various
environmentally significant areas (Environment Canada, 1985; Curley, 2016a). This
inclusion occurred around the time that the federal government was either becoming a
party to or considering joining international treaties relating to wild nonhumans, such as
the 1971 Convention on Wetlands of International Importance Especially as Waterfowl
Habitat, i.e., the Ramsar Convention, and the 1973/1975 Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora, i.e., CITES (Ramsar, n.d.; CITES,
n.d.). Canada also adopted the Wildlife Act (1973) and the United States adopted the
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ESA (1973) around this time. A few years later, the provincial government adopted a
Natural Areas Policy (Government of Prince Edward Island, 1975a) and an
Environmental Protection Act (EPA, 1975). The latter replaced a narrower water
pollution focused law called the Environmental Control Commission Act (1971).
As noted in subsection 5.2.1, the relationship between the federal and provincial
governments likely influenced many provincial government actions during the 1970s
and 1980s when the CDP was in full effect. In particular, the CDP made financial
resources available for a range of provincial functions that included wildlife. For
instance, for the fiscal year of 1970, the Fish and Wildlife Division’s estimated
expenditures were $84,493 (Government of Prince Edward Island, 1970). This was more
than double of the Division’s 1964 expenditures of $38,319.50 (Government of Prince
Edward Island, 1964). The entire Fish and Wildlife Division budget for 1970 was noted as
a “takeover in whole or part by Development Plan” (Government of Prince Edward
Island, 1970, pp.166-167).
This increased expenditure does not imply any fundamental shift in financial
priorities from a consumptive focus to conservation-oriented tasks. For instance, while
the provincial government assigned about $26,000 of the Division’s estimated
expenditures in 1970 to the maintenance of game management areas, in 1975 it
established a Natural Areas Advisory Committee (NAAC) to carry out the steps needed
to establish natural areas. The NAAC was composed of Parks Canada, UPEI, Nature PEI,
and the Department of Tourism, Parks, and Recreation (“Natural areas advisory
committee,” 1975): It came to be acknowledged more than a decade later as an
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optional advisory committee under the NAPA, 1988; Curley 2016a; see subsection 5.51).
The NAAC’s members were volunteers, which affected what they did and how much
they did (Kathy Martin, 1977). For instance, Kathy Martin advised that a “full time
Natural Areas Coordinator” was necessary to carry out various tasks, such as to
inventory possible locations to establish as natural areas, work with stakeholders, assess
priorities, and manage sites (1977, p.11).
Overall, although there was a general action taken by the provincial government
at the peak of the environmental movement – to create a relatively inexpensive
structure to support the conservation of the natural environment through the NAAC –
there were no discernible actions taken to support this structure even as funding from
the CDP was being used for other activities. This implies a general lack of human
resources trained in specific functions and also shows in the way that other functions
were approached. For instance, the provincial government’s wildlife-related decisionmaking appears to involve no history of structured public engagement. In 1980, an
interprovincial review of public participation processes about wildlife stated that, “all
interested groups and individuals are free to contact the Fish and Wildlife Division to
make recommendations or express their opinions on wildlife related issues” (CanadaProvinces-Territories, 1981, p.25). Although in recent years the provincial government
has begun to interface somewhat directly with the general public through electronic
social media (Fish and Wildlife PEI, n.d.), the nuisance species-specific digital factsheets
created by the provincial government and their modeling on Nova Scotia counterparts
suggest that public education has not been a continuous focus in the years following the
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CDP (see subsection 5.3.2). In this historical context, of relatively low provincial
government dedication to financially supporting and sustaining conservation-related
work or public engagement, the print news media publications suggest that, for at least
the past 20 years or so, UPEI and not-for-profit organisations (that tend to receive
funding from the provincial government) have generally been the main interface to
diversify public learning about wild nonhumans on the island.
5.4.2 The City

Charlottetown is not just the location in which the UPEI campus, the main
Holland College campus, and the majority of the provincial government’s offices are
located. It is a capital city that tends to be a relatively-central go-to location to hold
activities and events that are not specific to elsewhere on the island. This affects how
learning at the city-scale occurs.
A discernible and continuing contemporary statement that relates specifically to
learning in Charlottetown is the March of the Crows. In 2009 – a year before the
municipality hosted the public meeting specifically about crows (see subsection 5.3.2) –
a local visual arts festival called Art in the Open began to include a walk that involves
humans dressing up as crows and walking in the same direction that the crows fly to
roost, to the same location (Victoria Park), and at the same time, i.e., in the evening
(Lewis, 2018). This walk typically begins at the Confederation Centre of the Arts (Figure
18). It initially drew about 200 participants and grew to about 600 participants in 2018
(Lewis, 2018). Figure 19 provides a sense of it in downtown Charlottetown in 2019.

121

Figure 18. The March of the Crows, August 2019 (begins on Richmond Street/Victoria Row).

Figure 19. A store window display on Queen Street in Charlottetown, August 2019.
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The March of the Crows was not explicitly envisioned as an anti-establishment
stance or protest at its inception (B.Viau, personal communication, February 28, 2019).
However, one of its organisers noted that its continuation has to do with the divided
feelings about crows in Charlottetown and the ability to express them (Viau in Duong,
2018; Viau in Lewis, 2018). An artist involved in conceptualising the event also later
published a work of fiction and a corresponding documentary, the storyline of which
appears to be inspired by the context of Charlottetown’s crows and Victoria Park
(Duong, 2018; Wagner, 2016).
In contrast with learning about crows, learning about foxes at the city-scale has
been much more expert facilitated. In particular, the UPEI Biology Department began an
Urban Red Fox Research Project in 2012, much of which has used a citizen science
approach to understand fox habitat (Stewart, 2014a; MacKay, 2015). In 2013, this
project used a variety of funding methods, including a crowd-funding approach to be
able to pay an undergraduate student as a researcher and to purchase research
equipment (MacKay, 2013). The need for crowd-funding in particular reflects a general
scarcity of consistent sources of funding for localised urban wildlife research. This
research also occurred after Charlottetown residents were concerned about others
feeding foxes (Kristine Martin, 2015). This is relevant to understanding how the cityscale discourse about helping wild nonhumans survive has formed because the print
news media publications indicate that, over the past 20 years or so, municipal residents’
concerns about getting rid of foxes have been somewhat diffused by municipal
residents’ concerns about other municipal residents feeding foxes (Perry, 1999; Stewart,
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2014b). In other words, it is not the initial, noticeable presence of foxes in the urban
environment that led to research occurring but one particular aspect of ongoing human
interaction with the foxes.
As public interest in urban crows and foxes has become more apparent, the
municipality’s formal portrayal of these two species has changed. The replacement of a
nuisance-oriented factsheet about foxes on the municipal website and the inclusion of a
new factsheet and informational web links introduced about crows during the course of
this research both reinforce that there is a need for the local government and residents
to think collectively about urban wildlife in Charlottetown and that the focus of the
municipality has historically tended to be species that involve either negative humanwildlife interaction or negative human-human interactions about wildlife (City of
Charlottetown, n.d.e; Government of Prince Edward Island – City of Charlottetown –
UPEI, n.d.; see subsection 5.3.2). The type of public interest in crows and foxes at the
city-scale generally suggests that the historic animal control governance approach is too
narrow to accommodate the range of public values about urban wildlife (see subsection
5.3.2).
In particular, the expression of public interest in urban wildlife seems to have
created some obligation for the local government to learn about its possible roles in
relation to urban wildlife. In 2010, the municipality was required to prepare an
Integrated Community Sustainability Plan (ICSP) as a prerequisite to access federal gas
tax funding announced in 2005. This document was actually prepared by a consulting
firm and adopted by the municipal council (Stantec, 2010). It referred to wildlife only in
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passing, noting that residents may value things like “…local parkland for recreational
opportunities, local wildlife, and air quality improvements…,” and stating that, “…but
assigning a monetary value to these characteristics is highly subjective” (Stantec, 2010,
p.4). What is notable is that, in 2017, the municipality updated this ICSP and explicitly
acknowledged in it that the municipality needs to engage with and educate residents
about urban wildlife, that the municipality needs to protect wildlife, and that the
municipality needs to manage wildlife (City of Charlottetown, 2017a; see Appendix B,
B2). The changes between the two ICSPs reflect that institutional learning has occurred
at the city-scale in the past decade. There are limitations to this learning too, which
have to do with limitations relating to the discourse about helping wild nonhumans (see
subsection 5.5.2).

5.5 Humans have to help wild nonhumans survive
5.5.1 The island

Statements about helping wild nonhumans survive are made at organisational as
well as individual levels. Organisational-level statements can relate to the island’s
physical characteristics in a very literal way (e.g., stranded nonhuman individuals along
island shorelines; Figure 20). In some circumstances, such statements seem inseparable
from a long-standing imbalance between economic and environmental considerations in
a small place (e.g., recurring fish kills in the island’s water channels for decades, that
have been attributed to chemicals used by agricultural producers; Government of Prince
Edward Island, 1976; “Overview of fish kills,” 2013). As this subsection elaborates,
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organisational-level statements about helping wild nonhumans survive seem to depend
somewhat on collaboration. In particular, there seems to be a limit to what the
provincial government or what not-for-profit organisations can do in the absence of the
other and a corresponding ability to overcome organisational limits somewhat, through
partnership initiatives. Individual-level statements about helping wild nonhumans
survive tend to be more informal than organisational ones. They often seem to be
responses to either perceived inertia on the part of a government organisation or they
seem to emerge in the context of individual inability to influence the actions of a
government organisation.

Figure 20. A provincial employee rescuing a common golden eye duck (Taweel, 2015, A.5).

One of the earliest statements about helping wild nonhumans survive was made
when, in 1949, a former hunter – Harvey Moore – began to set up a bird sanctuary in
the eastern part of the island. The sanctuary was intended to attract waterfowl and
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Moore gained a reputation for being able to commune with birds (Government of Prince
Edward Island, 1979). Moore’s hunter-turned-conservationist stance affirms that, onisland as well as off-island, statements about using wild nonhumans have long been a
starting point for different types of statements about helping wild nonhumans survive
(Leopold’s “A Sand County Almanac” was also published in 1949; Government of Prince
Edward Island, 1979; Leopold, 1949). The general link between using and helping wild
nonhumans is evident in the use, by sub-national jurisdictions across North America, of
fees paid mostly by consumptive users to fund a range of wildlife management related
things (Jacobson & Decker, 2008; see subsection 5.2.1). Since consumptive users on the
island have been the longest-standing source of information about different species,
their role also has the potential to overlap with that of the expert.
Such financial and knowledge dynamics may lead to synergies, conflicts, and a
need for clarification about the reliability of information about wildlife. For instance,
muskrat trappers at the island-scale have historically, and in the absence of any muskrat
population monitoring, reported a decline in muskrat abundance (Gregory, 2012).
Gregory analysed trapper opinions about such decline alongside an assessment of
muskrat harvest and work that involved tagging them. Amongst other things, he found
that abundance estimates were not necessarily indicative of population sizes because
these estimates were derived from harvest data and this harvest data varied with the
level of effort of trappers (Gregory, 2012, p.134, p.140). Such research shows that a
relatively complex island-scale set of relations affects why, how, and by whom
statements about helping wild nonhumans may be made.
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The continuity of one particular type of statement about helping wild
nonhumans has been affected by whether or not land is considered to be valuable for
purposes other than the protection of the natural environment. One of the earliest
organisational-level statements about dedicating land to help wild nonhumans survive
relates to the work of a Land Development Corporation that was established under the
CDP and that acted as a purchasing agent for agricultural land on behalf of the provincial
government (the Land Development Corporation Act [LDCA], 1969). Alongside this main
function, this Corporation also had the authority to transfer land that was considered
unsuitable for agriculture to other provincial government departments (the LDCA,
1969). By 1975, the Land Development Corporation had transferred over 4,300 acres
(1,740 ha) for the Fish and Wildlife Division to manage (Government of Prince Edward
Island, 1975b). By 1980, this figure had crossed 8,300 acres (3,359 ha; Government of
Prince Edward Island, 1980). By around the time the Corporation was phased out, it had
acquired about 9,300 acres (3,764 ha) of land for the Fish and Wildlife Division
(Government of Prince Edward Island, 1990).
The print news media publications for 2015 refer to various donations of land by
individuals to not-for-profit organisations such as the Island Nature Trust and the Nature
Conservancy of Canada as well as acquisition of land by the latter (Coulter, 2015b;
“Environment,” 2015). The dedication of land by individuals for wildlife-related purposes
over time may be bolstered by the legacy of historical events (e.g., the Land
Development Corporation’s acquisitions) but it has also occurred in relation to general
organisational-level statements made by not-for-profit organisations. Two
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environmental organisations that were already active in other parts of Canada – Ducks
Unlimited and the Nature Conservancy of Canada – began to establish a presence on the
island in the 1970s (Government of Prince Edward Island, 1976; Environment Canada
1985). The Island Nature Trust – which is known to have led various island-wide and
local initiatives about conserving wildlife habitat – was incorporated in 1979: following
about a decade of Nature PEI’s non-consumptive, interest-driven focus on wild
nonhumans (Johnston, 1979). The way in which the Island Nature Trust was formed
suggests that the discourse about learning has shaped the discourse about helping. In
the 1970s, members of Nature PEI contemplated what types of action would be useful
to pursue in the future (Johnston, 1979). The Island Nature Trust emerged through such
discussions and related fundraising to support its foundation: “this new nature group
has been established to fill a void in coordinating the work of local nature and wildlife
organizations” (Johnston, 1979, p.11). Founding organisations such as Nature PEI and
the UPEI Biology Department continue as members of the board of directors of the
Island Nature Trust (Johnston, 1979; “Board of Directors,” n.d.).
Statements about helping wild nonhumans seem to have been shaped by antigovernment sentiment at times and also have been considered at odds with helping
humans: discernibly while the CDP was being implemented (Edward MacDonald, 2000).
For instance, during the implementation of the CDP, residents and not-for-profit
organisations were voicing concerns about speculative land banking and increasing
development – particularly along the coastline – for residential and recreational uses by
non-residents (Curley, 2016a; Edward MacDonald, 2000). Around the same time, buffalo
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from Alberta were transported to the island and kept in one of the provincial parks to
attract tourists (“Buffalo on PEI?”, 1986). In general, the 1970s and 1980s represents a
time period when statements about learning and helping were clearly being made: the
orientation of learning about wild nonhumans may have translated into helping
nonhumans in different ways during this time period, perhaps because people had to
prioritise what they were for and what they were against while various factors were
evidently at play (Edward MacDonald, 2000; MacLauchlan, 2015). For instance, in the
1980s, the provincial government made a law to restrict non-resident land ownership
(the Lands Protection Act, 1982) and a law to allow environmentally-sensitive locations
to be protected, including on the basis of ecosystem and habitat protection (NAPA,
1988). A Forest Management Act (1988) was also adopted around the same time as the
NAPA (1988) and both these laws were preceded by a Conservation Strategy (Curley,
2016a).
Although anti-government stances may have propelled the formation of laws
such as the aforementioned (Curley, 2016a), they also seem to have created some limits
to the discourse about helping. Such limits can be seen in that statements about helping
wild nonhumans seem to serve the purpose of questioning and countering statements
about using wild nonhumans and, in doing so, the discourse about helping reflects a
motion of having to establish its credibility versus acting toward things from a point of
acceptance. For instance, in the 1980s and 1990s, there appears to have been concern
amongst trout fishers about lower yield owing to an increasing population of doublebreasted cormorants (Phalacrocorax auritus; Hogan, 1986). These concerns were
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coupled with proposals to hunt double-breasted cormorants that became law
(EC484/93). Pushback from not-for-profit organisations involved questioning the
credibility of such action by appealing to how logic and conservation considerations
were both missing: “A proposal to shoot cormorants on fresh water and to protect the
trout fishery would be both scientifically unsound and a senseless waste of wildlife”
(Hogan, 1986, p.6).
The continuity of a generally low acceptance of conservation in governance
action shows in the species-specific orientation of statements about helping wild
nonhumans (e.g., the coyote bounty being proposed in 2001, see subsection 5.3.1; the
decision to allow the hunting of double-crested cormorants, EC 484/93). The need for
conservation initiatives to establish credibility, in turn, can limit human and financial
resources. This may necessitate collaboration and compromise in cross-cutting ways.
For instance, a not-for-profit organisation described the preparation of the provincial
government’s Conservation Strategy in the 1980s as follows:
The task of developing the Strategy was “presented” to John McClellan. One half
of John’s time was “loaned” to the Policy Board in order to develop this
Strategy…In order to ensure a co-ordinated effort, 80 per cent of Bruce Smith’s
time was “loaned” by Provincial Parks for 9 months (“Conservation strategy will
be ready soon,” 1987, p.14).
A particular characteristic of the discourse about helping wild nonhumans
survive is that it involves the promise of actions that it is known are unlikely to be
actualised. For instance, the provincial government adopted a Wildlife Policy and the
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WCA (1998) – which replaced the Fish and Game Protection Act (1959) – after the
federal government prepared a Wildlife Policy (Government of Prince Edward Island,
1995a). The federal government’s Wildlife Policy directed provincial governments to
enable various conservation-related actions and encouraged that they pursue these
actions (Wildlife Ministers’ Council of Canada, 1990, see Appendix D1). In this context,
the WCA (1998) differed from predecessor wildlife laws because it created clear
authority for the provincial government to protect wild nonhumans and wildlife habitat
(e.g., through designations and other measures and in relation to degrees of risk).
The fundamental limits to this action show in the replacement of a provision of
the WCA (1998) relating to the responsibility of the provincial government a decade
after this law was passed, by a provision that was vaguer (see Appendix C, C1 and C2). A
similar type of action shows in relation to a requirement in the WCA (1998) for a
wildlife-related report to be prepared periodically (s.6). This provision of the law also
mirrors a general direction to sub-national jurisdictions in the federal Wildlife Policy (see
Appendix D, D2). One iteration of this report was produced in 2007: It very generally
acknowledges that land use conversion and urbanisation affects wildlife and wildlife
habitat (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2007, see Appendix C, C3). Before the
WCA (1998) was passed, an Environmental Advisory Council appointed by the provincial
government under the EPA (1975) had observed that the Fish and Wildlife Division was
unlikely to be able to carry out the work to prepare such a report properly (or to
implement the new law) unless more staff and more resources were made available for
the work (PEI Environmental Advisory Council, 1997). This limit is also suggested in the
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provincial government’s Wildlife Policy, which does not specify how it will be
implemented (Government of Prince Edward Island, 1995a; see Appendix C, C4).
The continuity of the discourse about helping wild nonhumans survive is most
evident in the adjustment of formal procedures to accommodate the not-for-profit
sector as the latter has matured. This also reflects an acknowledgment of the credibility
of some statements about helping wild nonhumans survive. For instance, a Wildlife
Conservation Fund that is provided for in the WCA (1998) culminated through a
combination of lobbying by not-for-profit organisations and previous funding initiatives
such as a wildlife habitat stamp (EC818/66; EC211/99; “Society’s annual report – 1997,”
1998, p.3). In 2005, the administration of this fund shifted from the provincial
government to a committee comprised of the provincial government and various nongovernmental organisation representatives, with the Island Nature Trust performing
day-to-day administrative functions (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2006, 2008).
The revenue that this fund captures has historically been generated through fees levied
by the provincial government on consumptive users (Government of Prince Edward
Island, 2009b). In 2013, the ways of generating revenue for the fund were expanded to
include the sale of wildlife-themed license plates (Government of Prince Edward Island,
2016a). Nature PEI became a part of the fund’s selection committee after it carried out a
survey of 286 people that suggested that two-thirds of vehicles that had bought the
conservation license plates were not hunters, anglers, or trappers and after this not-forprofit organisation lobbied for greater representation from non-consumptive users on
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the committee using this information as the rationale for more representation (Curley,
2016b).
The administration of the Wildlife Conservation Fund by the Island Nature Trust
suggests that the organisations that have lobbied for a move away from treating wild
nonhumans as a resource have shared responsibilities with the provincial government
to effect change (also see subsection 5.6.1). Since conservation-related work tends to
involve accessing funding from federal and regional levels of government and from
larger not-for-profit organisations (Government of Prince Edward Island, 1995b), it
follows that there would be organisational-level awareness that working relationships
between different stakeholders would support various outcomes (e.g., hunting
migratory birds). For instance, there are numerous watershed management groups on
the island that carry out a range of local wildlife habitat-related activities and that,
between 2008 and 2010, increased their networking with each other through the
formation of an island-scale Watershed Alliance (PEI Environmental Advisory Council,
2009; PEI Department of Communities, Land and Environment and the Watershed
Alliance, 2015). When the role of not-for-profit organisations and the orientation of the
formal procedures of the provincial government are considered together (see
subsection 5.2.1), it appears as if voluntary, encouraged, or incented activities are a
well-established approach to conserve wildlife habitat at the island-scale, as opposed to
any government restrictions on human activities. For instance, two provincially-run
programs – the Alternative Land Use Services Program (ALUS) and the Greening Spaces
Program – provide financial support to owners of agricultural land (ALUS) and in-kind
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support to others (Greening Spaces) respectively. ALUS is oriented towards
environmental stewardship on agricultural land (Hager, 2009; Walker, 2018). The
Greening Spaces program is oriented towards interest groups such as schools and notfor-profit organisations (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2010).
In contrast with such programs, the authority in the EPA (1975) and the Planning
Act (1988) to control what humans can do to land seems to have been used reluctantly
and after considerable back and forth about other options. In other words, the use of
any control-humans-to-help-wild-nonhumans governance approach appears to be a
fairly limited statement that has relatively low acceptance and a relatively high burden
of establishing credibility. For instance, during this research, the EPA Watercourse and
Wetland Protection Regulations contained an island-wide requirement that a 15-metre
buffer be maintained from watercourses and wetlands (EC720/08). These regulations
prohibit various activities in such locations and also enable carrying them out if a permit
is obtained (EC720/08). The lead up to this buffer requirement was discernible in the
1990s when the notion of riparian vegetation being a good thing was articulated in
different contexts, including as part of possible approaches to protecting the
characteristic landscape of the island (in relation to tourism). Around this time, the PEI
Environmental Advisory Council noted that the option of restricting development
through law “would be a last resort only and would likely not be a popular alternative”
(1996, p.5). Soon after, a Round Table on Resource Land and Stewardship
recommended that the provincial government require mandatory riparian buffers
adjacent to watercourses, in relation to the effect of market-oriented farming practices
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on water quality (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2009a; “Overview of fish kills,”
2013). In 1999, the EPA (1975) introduced a requirement for a 10-metre buffer to be
maintained from all watercourses (An Act to Amend the Environmental Protection Act,
1999, c.24, ss.11.1). Most recently prior, the former Planning Act Coastal Area
Regulations (EC159/92, {rev} by EC693/00) had required much larger buffers along the
coastline in the 1990s. Before that, the Planning Act Regulations had introduced the
related notion of protecting specific locations from incompatible development by
restricting human activities in them (Royal Gazette, 1977).
The EPA (1975) buffer is a relevant statement in relation to this discourse
because the notion of buffers on the island was not new: the articulation of it as an
appropriate island-wide approach was new. The locations protected under the Planning
Act (1988) also share in common with the EPA (1975) buffer requirements an effort on
behalf of some organisation external to the provincial government to argue that the
natural environment needs protection from human activities. Curley (2016a) discusses
this struggle in relation to the Greenwich Special Planning Area and the Morell River
Conservation Zone, which are two of the present-day locations that continued to be
protected under the Planning Act (1988) at the time of this research (EC693/00). Other
locations have changed over time (EC561/75, EC123/89, EC693/00) as has the
framework that facilitates their protection (EC159/92; EC693/00; see Figure 11).
Within the general governance tilt towards encouraging rather than requiring
the protection of wild nonhumans or their habitat, specific initiatives led by not-forprofit organisations to help wild nonhumans have tended to engage the public over
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time. The clearest instance of continuous engagement is a long running, not-for-profit
initiated, volunteer-dependent effort to stabilise and protect the endangered piping
plover (Charadrius melodus) population on the island’s beaches. This focus seems to
have originated in the late 1970s in the Prince Edward Island National Park. Over the
years, it has included aspects of science (e.g., monitoring the plover population;
MacEachern, 1988), aspects of public engagement (e.g., a colouring book; “Island
Wings,” circa 1988), and aspects of inter-organisational collaboration (e.g., between the
Island Nature Trust and different government organisations; “Species at risk: piping
plover,” n.d., para 6.). The piping plover conservation initiative shows how the
encourage approach has been expanded over time (versus the require approach that
seems to have been characterised by a stop-then-go-then-stop sort of motion).
The data does not provide much insight about whether the general public
interest has shaped the ways in which helping wild nonhuman has occurred on the
island, perhaps because there are few fora through which such interest can be
expressed in a continuous manner. Instead, some of the specific things that
organisations have chosen to do suggest that aspects of the public interest in helping
wild nonhumans survive are yet to be explored. One instance in which the general
public interest is discernible is in that the AVC at UPEI has taken on a relatively more
active role in rehabilitating wild nonhumans in recent years. How and when the AVC’s
role expanded also affirms that there are limits to this discourse. Before 2010, clinicians
and staff responsible for domesticated nonhumans also tended to wild nonhumans (F.
deBie, AVC, personal communication, March 22, 2019). This function became more
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formal when the AVC retained a specialist clinician (F. deBie, AVC, personal
communication, March 22, 2019). In 2014, this individual left the position, which
reduced the ability to continue this work (F. deBie, AVC, personal communication,
March 22, 2019). Around 2015, this service was positioned as the AVC Wildlife Service:
social media outreach and fundraising initiatives to support this service have been
initiated since then (AVC Wildlife Service, n.d.).
5.5.2 The City

City-scale statements about helping wild nonhumans survive show that spatial
scale and spatially scaled processes can create different ways of managing wildlife
habitat in particular. For instance, some of the former municipalities that became part
of an expanded Charlottetown about 25 years ago used the process of land use planning
to specifically protect either the natural environment or wildlife habitat: without any
obligation to do so having been imposed on them by the provincial government (CAMA,
1994; Community of East Royalty, 1989; York Point-East Wiltshire-Warren Grove C.I.C.,
1978). This protection came about in a general circumstance that involved the provincial
government acknowledging that municipalities were unlikely to be able to do land use
planning in a competent manner without a support structure: “Local government in the
province, especially in rural areas, is relatively weak and inexperienced. Without
considerable assistance in a new area such as planning, the efforts of local groups are
likely to be unnecessarily frustrating and time consuming” (PEI Land Use Commission,
1975, p.15). Funding from the CDP was used to set up a Land Use Service Centre within
the provincial government, that no longer exists (Government of Prince Edward Island,
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1971b). The Centre helped municipalities that chose to do land use planning (including
Charlottetown) to prepare their first-ever Official Plans and the bylaws to implement
these Plans, and to review and update these documents (Government of Prince Edward
Island, 1972; Planning Act, 1988).
Around the mid-1970s, some municipalities in the geographical area that
included and surrounded former Charlottetown formed an inter-municipal committee –
the Charlottetown Area Regional Planning Board (CARPB) – that no longer exists. The
CARPB adopted a regional land use plan under a temporary law in 1978 because its
member municipalities were concerned about possible impacts of the Charlottetown
airport, which was then proposed in their proximity (Miller Associates, 1979). The
Centre supported this former regional organisation in its work (Miller Associates, 1979).
The existence of the CARPB represents a level of coordination about land use issues
between neighbouring local governments and the provincial government that no longer
exists and that facilitated the consideration of wildlife habitat in relation to other
priorities. This work was also facilitated by a Holland College program that certified
planning technicians, and that no longer exists (Atlantic Association of Planning
Technicians, 1999). Students and graduates of this program assisted with municipal land
use planning (Community of Sherbrooke, 1999). The reasons for the closure of the Land
Use Service Centre and the Holland College planning technicians program are not
obviously extricable from the permissive way in which the provincial government has
approached land use planning in general (see section 4.1) which, in turn, relates to the
land question (see subsection 5.3.1).
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The effect of a coordinated system (for land use planning) on helping wild
nonhumans survive shows in that two former municipalities – the Community of East
Royalty and the York Point-East Wiltshire-Warren Grove Community Improvement
Council (much of which were absorbed into Charlottetown in the mid-1990s) – included
protection for the natural environment and wildlife habitat respectively in their planning
documents. For instance, the Community of East Royalty’s boundaries included a
relatively large proportion of green space (Community of East Royalty, 1989). This
municipality’s Official Plan included policies to protect “conservation areas” and
“hazard/stormwater management areas” that had previously been mapped for the
CARPB by staff at the Centre (Community of East Royalty, 1989, pp.7-8). One of these
then-locally protected locations – Royalty Oaks – was designated under the NAPA (1988)
while this research was ongoing (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2019d). Similarly,
the York Point-East Wiltshire-Warren Grove Community Improvement Council (which
used to be the largest former municipality in the geographical area around
Charlottetown) included the following wildlife-specific policies in its Official Plan:
“development in wooded areas will be controlled to maximize the number of trees
maintained and to minimize the destruction to wildlife habitat” and “in those
woodlands important to wildlife and/or wildfowl habitation, development will be
restricted.” (York Point-East Wiltshire-Warren Grove C.I.C., 1978, p.10). These policies
were the basis to create a hazard zone in which land could not be used for various
purposes and in which developers carrying out allowed changes were obliged to remove
the land from this designation (Royal Gazette, 1978).
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In contrast, the content of the City of Charlottetown’s existing Official Plan that
relates to wildlife appears to be aspirational and dated (City of Charlottetown, 2019a).
This Official Plan was adopted in 1999 and continued in 2005 (City of Charlottetown,
2019a). Although updates to different provisions of this Official Plan tend to be made on
a continuous basis, the document has not been updated in any comprehensive way for
the past 22 years: municipalities are legally obliged to review their planning documents
at five-year intervals (Planning Act, 1988, ss.15.1[1]). It follows that the bylaw that
implements this Official Plan does not include any explicit requirements relating to
wildlife or wildlife habitat (City of Charlottetown, 2018b). Charlottetown replaced its
implementing bylaw with a new one in 2018: This creates a circumstance in which it is
likely that the details of making changes to land are more oriented to current conditions
in the municipality than the big picture priorities are.
The datedness of the Official Plan and the content of the bylaw together also
create a circumstance in which more detailed, legally-binding, area-specific secondary
plans are not necessarily guided by any timely, overarching considerations about wild
nonhumans or their habitat. For instance, the Official Plan is oriented to setting out a
general direction for how land can be used in a geographical area that has never before
been governed by one entity. Its content relating to wildlife habitat defers considerably
to collaboration with the provincial government (see Appendix B, B3): which, in turn,
orients governance to the island-scale context in which using wild nonhumans,
protecting large spaces, and the combination of both these activities are more-or-less
the norms (see subsection 5.2.1). Aside from general direction about the natural
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environment in relation to human activity (e.g., green space connectivity), the Official
Plan refers to wildlife habitat directly in an objective that relates to establishing a
sustainable community. It sets out direction to work collaboratively with the provincial
government to address the theme of wildlife habitat: Creating an electronic inventory of
relevant land in partnership with the provincial government is the main method through
which various policies in the Official Plan appear meant to be realised (e.g.,
requirements to protect land or carry out impact assessments, orient development to
natural features, and acquire land; City of Charlottetown, 2019a; see Appendix B, B3).
The Official Plan also includes direction about balancing development with the natural
environment across the municipality (e.g., through protecting and increasing the tree
canopy) and in relation to specific parts of the municipality (e.g., a 25-metre buffer that
includes reference to implementing the provincial government’s former Coastal Area
Policy “where feasible”; City of Charlottetown, 2019a, p.27; see Appendix B, B4).
Overall, the Official Plan communicates that, since Charlottetown’s boundaries
expanded 25 years ago, and in the absence of any discernible technical support from
other organisations (such as that provided by the Land Use Service Centre), the
municipality has neither created the ability nor created an expectation that it will need
to create the ability to identify what qualifies as wildlife habitat within its boundaries
within any particular timeframe. The updated bylaw also suggests that the municipality
has not created or accessed any general expertise relating to how the natural
environment should be considered when changes to land are made. For instance, the
only explicit requirement relating to the natural environment in the bylaw during the
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course of this research was compliance with the EPA (1975; City of Charlottetown,
2018b). Since neither the EPA (1975) nor the various regulations under it contain any
Charlottetown-specific requirements, this bylaw provision explicitly acknowledges that
the EPA Watercourse and Wetland Protection Regulations also apply within municipal
boundaries in relevant locations in the municipality where a 25-metre buffer is not
required (EC720/08): these requirements apply across the island so their inclusion
reiterates that provincial law applies within municipal boundaries.
The relatively generic treatment of wildlife habitat in the Official Plan and its
implementing bylaw echoes in other documented municipal actions that relate to big,
long-term changes to different parts of Charlottetown. For instance, a Comprehensive
Waterfront Master Plan report (prepared by a consultant) appears to refer to trees
entirely as a scenic consideration (Ekistics Planning and Design, 2002). In contrast, a
Master Plan report (also prepared by a consultant) for the eastern portion of the
downtown advises that wildlife habitat should be integrated into changes to the
waterfront in that specific area through a naturalised landscape (Urban Strategies, BDA
Landscape Architects, and Stantec, 2011). Concurrently, municipal documents that
relate specifically to green space (and that do not tie into the legally binding land use
planning framework) suggest that there is a need to better link municipal actions to
their impacts on wild nonhumans and wildlife habitat. For instance, a Parks Master Plan
report (prepared by a consultant) recommends (in relation to public input) that more
engagement be solicited from wildlife groups (Environmental Design and Management
Limited, 2007). A Master Plan for Victoria Park (prepared by a consultant) refers to
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wildlife in relation only to how dead or dying trees would support wildlife habitat, and in
relation to how a predecessor plan for the Park recommended an open approach to
wildlife (Ekistics Planning and Design, 2013).
Such private sector reports suggest that the consideration of wild nonhumans in
relation to land use or other formal municipal actions has been a result of
happenstance: in other words, the orientation and knowledge of the individuals
involved in a particular initiative may or may not create an acknowledgement of or focus
on wildlife. The situation that arises is one in which the reactions of municipal elected
and appointed officials to any wildlife-related advice (each time any may be received)
would determine any outcomes about the same. In the absence of more specific
obligations in legally-binding documents such as the Official Plan and its implementing
bylaw and in the absence of links between these and other initiatives, decisions relating
to any potential advice about wildlife would depend on the discretion of individuals with
different orientations and knowledges within the municipal organisation. In contrast
with the contemporary planning documents of the City of Charlottetown, the relative
specificity of the counterpart documents of the former Town of East Royalty and the
former York Point-East Wiltshire-Warren Grove Community Improvement Committee
(discussed earlier in this section) suggest that formal priorities are as, if not more,
important than any level of implicit knowledge or assumed action. In the absence of
articulating specific priorities, approaches to realising them can only be generic. Such
vagueness makes for a difficult process to even gather relevant information in a focused
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way: it also creates circumstances that make it conducive for any information gathered
to tend towards being generic.
Although the Official Plan and implementing bylaw do not detail wildlife-specific
priorities or designate wildlife habitat, they do designate “Environmental Open Spaces”
and “Open Space” respectively (City of Charlottetown, 2019a, p.27; 2018b, p.182).
There is no indication in the data that the actual or potential ability of such spaces to
function as wildlife habitat is considered in their identification (e.g., for any particular
species). The designation of such spaces creates a situation in which a public process
needs to be followed for these spaces to be changed to allow other land uses to occur
on them (the Planning Act, 1988, s.18-19). This is a relevant mechanism to consider in
the view that land within the municipal boundaries is prone to the loss of such spaces.
This shows generally in the decisions, over time, of the municipal and provincial
governments to designate four specific locations under two provincial laws: Royalty
Oaks, Beach Grove, and Upton Farms were designated under the NAPA (1988) at the
time this research was competed (B. Hoar, City of Charlottetown, personal
communication, February 1, 2019). Much of the Ellen’s Creek-Brighton Shore Wildlife
Management Area – designated under the WCA (1998) – was also located within the
municipal boundaries at this time (EC171/09; also see subsection 5.2.2). No firearms can
be used within the boundaries of this Wildlife Management Area but the trapping of
furbearing nonhumans and fishing are allowed within it. Not-for-profit organisations –
the Ellen’s Creek watershed group and the Upton Farms Trust – are also active in two of
these locations (B. Hoar, City of Charlottetown, personal communication, February 1,
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2019). What results in each of these four locations (as opposed to elsewhere in the
municipality) is a dual layer of legal protection, i.e., since formal procedures expressed
in provincial and municipal laws about nature and wildlife apply to these locations,
retracting the land use protection that these locations receive would involve elected
representatives at both the provincial and municipal levels having to decide explicitly to
retract the protection while following formal procedures such as notifying the public
(EC54/89; Planning Act 1988, s.18-19).
The fact that the municipality’s governance approach relating to wildlife is
inadequate is generally suggested in the ICSP (City of Charlottetown, 2017a). As
subsection 5.4.2 notes, Charlottetown’s first ICSP was created as part of a process to
access federal funding and the municipality updated the document while this research
was ongoing. The updated ICSP suggests that the municipality is actively addressing the
governance of wildlife: in particular, it proposes actions to educate residents about how
to interact with wild nonhumans and how to participate in urban conservation (City of
Charlottetown, 2017a, see Appendix B, B2). This ICSP is silent about land use planning
and, since it is not required under any law, it does not automatically intersect with land
use planning (City of Charlottetown, 2017a).
As a municipal governance document that was prepared relatively recently
through a public process, the updated ICSP suggests that the residents of Charlottetown
have a critical role to play in shaping governance priorities. In particular, it suggests that
residents who took the initiative to participate in the process of its preparation consider
it important to help wild nonhumans and to protect biodiversity but that they do not
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know how to do so and that they are asking the municipality to do more than it has
done in the past (City of Charlottetown, 2017a). The timing of the ICSP update in
relation to public conversations about crows and foxes is relevant to this municipal
statement about urban wildlife. For instance, UPEI’s research about urban foxes began
and continued in the years immediately preceding this ICSP, which would possibly have
oriented the municipality to the level of resident interest in at least foxes and to the
diversity of resident views about this particular species (Stewart, 2014a; MacKay, 2015).
One of the components of this UPEI work found, through a survey, that some
Charlottetown residents consider foxes to be in need of assistance from humans
because they believe that humans have destroyed the natural habitat of foxes (Kristine
Martin, 2015, pp.45-46, pp.50-51). Around the same time, the print news media
publications indicate that the municipality considered asking the provincial government
to make a law prohibiting people from feeding foxes (Walker, 2015; Stewart, 2014b) and
that the municipality also considered making a bylaw to prohibit people from feeding
foxes. Some residents reacted strongly and negatively to such direction: “Today,
members if Charlottetown city council are fixated on stopping members of the public
from feeding foxes, as if it’s some major crime” (“Council targets friendly red fox,” 2014,
p.A.12). Following such public feedback, the municipality decided to pursue an entirely
educational approach to encourage residents not to feed foxes (Stewart, 2014a;
Stewart, 2014c).
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Figure 21. A signboard for an activity walk that
features Ringo the Fox, downtown Charlottetown.

Figure 22. A sculpture of a crow at the
intersection of Queen and Grafton
Streets, downtown Charlottetown.

As Figures 21 and 22 show, public art that is supported by the municipality
suggests a general appreciation of wild nonhumans by the local government. The
preceding discussion about foxes, however, suggests that species-specific municipal
actions have been reactive to communication from different members of the public. The
municipal governance documents suggest that such actions have occurred in the
absence of any particular formal municipal position that is followed towards wild
nonhumans. The combination of these factors could well be considered confusing, be
received critically by, or elicit further reactions from, residents (regardless of how
residents may regard or behave towards wild nonhumans). An outbreak of sarcoptic
mange that occurred amongst the red foxes in Charlottetown and the surrounding area
in 2018 suggests this has occurred. Critical individual reactions to the provincial
government’s social media communication (which advised residents to leave red foxes
alone) were followed by collective action on behalf of some residents – Fox Aid P.E.I. –
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to administer medication to foxes (Kingdon, 2019; Fish and Wildlife PEI, 2018; see
Appendix C, C5 for the initial provincial government social media communication to
residents). Prior to the provincial government’s social media communication, in July
2016, an educational brochure produced by the Canadian Wildlife Health Cooperative
(CWHC) about foxes and mange (that was published on social media by the provincial
government) included qualifiers about how things may be different on islands:
Mange is a wide spread disease and is endemic in many wild populations where
it has little significant effect on the species as a whole. However, when S. scabiei
is introduced to isolated, naïve populations (e.g. those found in island
ecosystems), the impact on the population may be devastating with up to 80 to
90% mortality [emphasis my own]. This is particularly significant in isolated
populations of endangered species. (Canadian Wildlife Health Cooperative, n.d.)
In the situation relating to managing human reactions and interactions about
mange in urban foxes, the disclaimer about islands in the CWHC communication, the
deference of the provincial government to this communication, and the deference of
the municipality to the provincial government, together suggest that the resident
reaction – to literally help the foxes survive – is a disagreement with how all levels of
government decided to help. When this situation is considered in the view that the ICSP
is the only recent instance of a relevant municipal governance document that allowed
for public input about wildlife to be gathered in any extended way, the resident reaction
to foxes affected by mange also suggests that the city-scale discourse about helping wild
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nonhumans survive is shaped by opportunities for residents to participate in decisionmaking (or the lack thereof).

5.6 Humans have to behave humanely towards wild nonhumans
5.6.1 The Island

The discourse about behaving humanely towards wild nonhumans at the islandscale can be understood very generally as related to the discourse about helping wild
nonhumans (section 5.5) but it is not simply an offshoot of the latter. It also relates
specifically to the discourse about using wild nonhumans because some statements
about being humane to wild nonhumans are responses to statements about using them.
Statements about being humane to wild nonhumans appeared in provincial law before
international treaties came into effect, i.e., before they obviously influenced these laws.
For instance, the Game Act of 1906 made it an offence to hunt, wound, kill, or destroy
non-game birds (clause 5[a]) and it preceded the Migratory Bird Treaty (1916) signed
between Canada and the United States by about a decade. This Game Act (1906)
communicates that humane behaviour is an option: one that depends on the
combination of how humans regard different species and how much behaving humanely
towards other species may inconvenience humans. Not only does the Game Act (1906)
explicitly exclude certain avian species from a provision to kill nongame avian species, it
also creates a general exception to its provision not to kill for research purposes (the
Game Act, 1906, s.22; see subsection 5.2.1). This distinction between humans and wild
nonhumans is a statement about speciesism. For instance, it is only over time that being
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humane to domesticated species has become a norm. In 1926, a Prince Edward Island
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals was incorporated (An Act to Incorporate
the Prince Edward Island Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, 1926), around
the same time that a rabies incident amongst dogs in Charlottetown occurred (see
subsection 5.3.2). This Society was critical of the way in which the municipality killed the
dogs and it formally requested that they be killed more humanely (City of
Charlottetown, 1926a).
In 1938, another Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals was formed,
presumably because the first one was defunct (An Act to Incorporate the Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, 1938). This second Society is known to be the origin of
the existing not-for-profit organisation known as the Prince Edward Island Humane
Society, which focuses on rescuing and rehabilitating domesticated nonhumans (PEI
Humane Society, n.d.). This Society also administers the provincial Dog Act (1974). As in
the case of the Island Nature Trust (see subsection 5.5.1), the arrangement between the
provincial government and a not-for-profit organisation – for the latter to administer a
law – signals that service-delivery structures at the island-scale can tend to rely on
collaboration in circumstances where an arms-length approach may be one way of
managing potentially conflicting values or differing levels of priority about nonhumans.
Concurrently, the AVC’s recent activities in relation to helping wild nonhumans survive
(see subsection 5.5.1) suggests that organisations that do not have general orientation
to and a skills base in a subject area may experience different barriers to action than
those organisations that do.
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Conflicting values about wild nonhumans are evident in how this discourse is
articulated generally. For instance, the Animal Welfare Act (AWA, 2016) does not apply
to the nonhumans to which the WCA (1998) applies, i.e., to nonhumans that are freeranging (s.2). Instead, its framework and processes apply only to nonhumans that are
somehow physically confined by humans, such as those domesticated species that are
regarded as companions to humans (e.g., nonhumans reared as pets) and those
domesticated species that are held in captivity for commercial purposes (e.g.,
nonhumans reared as livestock or furbearers and nonhumans kept in a circus;
EC194/17; EC195/17). In this context, statements about using wild nonhumans show
that the continuity and progression of statements about being humane is about their
acceptance of or their disruption of the former. For instance, the EPA (1975)
Watercourse and Wetland Protection Regulations that establish what an intensive
livestock operation is (in terms of density standards, i.e., number of individuals per acre)
include foxes and mink (Schedule D, EC720/08). “Adult foxes” and “adult mink” are
listed at the end of a table after “horses,” “dairy cows,” “beef cows,” “beef feeders,”
“dairy heifers,” “adult sheep,” “feeder lambs,” “adult goats,” “feeder goats,” “swine,”
“laying hens,” “broilers,” and “turkeys” (Schedule D, EC720/08). More than 280 adult
foxes (per acre of living space) and more than 560 adult mink (per acre of living space)
are legally considered to be an intensive livestock operation, and, just for these two
species, “Offspring are not to be included until they are market size” (Schedule D,
EC720/08).
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In contrast, regulations under the WCA (1998) include requirements for the
provincial government to provide an educational program to trappers, which originated
in the 1980s (EC445/87). The provincial government’s Wildlife Policy refers to humane
scientific use, captive conditions, and exhibit conditions, using language such as the
following: “or be humanely destroyed,” “must not require inhumane restriction,” and
“humane and appropriate care (Government of Prince Edward Island, 1995a, p.13).
What humane means in such governance frames of reference is unclear because, as the
interdisciplinary literature suggests, there is active discord at individual and disciplinary
levels about how wild nonhumans are valued (see Chapter 2). The process to arrive at
the content of governance documents also shapes meaning: statements about behaving
humanely have been influenced by federal actions in at least the past 20 years or so. In
particular, ever since Canada ratified the Agreement on International Humane Trapping
Standards in 1999, trapping standards established under the regulations under the WCA
(1998) have been updated periodically (EC663/04).
The data suggest that localised statements about behaving humanely also relate
to experiential learning: humans have witnessed or have become aware of practices or
events involving wild nonhumans that have elicited personal discomfort. People have
voiced opinions in the print news media over the past 20 years or so about islandspecific events that include subjects such as the mass clubbing of seals, the snaring of
foxes on private property, the trapping of a skunk, the death of a domesticated dog in a
trap, the realisation of fur farming being a current practice, and fur farming in general
(Baglole, 2003; Hunter, 2002; Noakes, 2014; Ruge, 2010; Watts, 1998; Willis, 1998). Such
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opinion pieces (see excerpts below) suggest that resident concerns about humane
behaviour towards wild nonhumans are about formal practises that other residents may
support and/or that those residents voicing the opinions have previously not been
particularly attentive to the same:
“But the image will not leave Dave's mind. The little thing was covering its eyes
with its front paws to keep out the strong sunlight” (Hunter, 2002, A7).
“When I asked if this was the only mink farm on the Island I was absolutely
shocked when I was told this latest permit is number 13 – yes, we on this little island
have 13 mink farms in operation” (Ruge, 2010, A.10).
“Why can’t civilized governments make effective measures to stop this horror?”
(Noakes, 2014, A.6).
There are limits to the discourse about behaving humanely that also seem to
assist in expanding it. For instance, in 1998, two foxes in eastern Prince Edward Island
were caught in snares on the property of an inn and restaurant (Willis, 1998). Two foxes
were also found shot in the eastern Town of Souris around the same time (Willis, 1998).
This raised attention in the news media that the Trespass to Property Act (TPA, 1984)
then allowed hunting, trapping, and snaring to occur on private property. In particular,
this law referred to the definition of hunting in the Fish and Game Protection Act (1959)
which included trapping (clause 1[m]). It allowed hunting on private land that fit a
particular description (see Appendix C, C6) unless a notice was posted on the land
prohibiting entry.
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A change was made to the TPA (1984) a few years after the media attention
about this provincial law (An Act to Amend the Trespass to Property Act, 2004, c.21, s.7).
This change explicitly made trapping and snaring on private property an offense for
which a person could be prosecuted although, at the time this research was completed,
this provincial law continued to allow hunting on private property that fit a particular
description (see Appendix C, C7) unless a notice was posted on the land prohibiting
entry. As the TPA (1984) instance suggests, the formal procedures that apply to how
humans can act towards wild nonhumans can be embedded in language and documents
that the general public may not come across. The default allowance to hunt wild
nonhumans on the private property of others at the island-scale also cannot be viewed
without considering that about 88% of the island is privately owned or without
considering the discourse about using wild nonhumans (see sections 3.1 and 5.2).
Although the discourse about being humane does not exist solely in relation to that
about using wild nonhumans, the incident of animal rights activists breaking into a fox
farm in 2002 (see subsection 5.2.1) shows that this discourse can be discerned by how it
seeks to disrupt certain statements that have to do with how and why humans use wild
nonhumans. Statements about behaving humanely towards wild nonhumans also show
generally in food culture. For instance, in September 2016, at least 16 restaurants from
across the island participated in a (continuing) vegan festival – Veg It Up – that was
organised by a not-for-profit organisation – Veg PEI – “…in response to other food
events on the Island – Burger Love, Porktober Fest, the Shellfish Festival – which are
meat-based and left some vegans feeling excluded” (Yarr, 2016).
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5.6.2 The City

Somewhat similar to what the Game Act (1906) communicates, the
original law that established Charlottetown suggests that behaving humanely towards
nonhumans has historically been an option that depends on how humane the municipal
council has decided to be (The Act to Incorporate the Town of Charlottetown, 1855). As
mentioned in subsection 5.2.2, this Charlottetown-specific law allowed the council to
make bylaws “to prevent the excessive beating or cruel of inhuman treatment of
animals” (The Act to Incorporate the Town of Charlottetown, 1855, XXXV, Fourthly). As
generally discussed in subsection 5.3.2, there was a focus on keeping things orderly in
Charlottetown in the late 1800s and early-to-mid 1900s. Behaving humanely towards
other species would likely have been a lesser concern when solutions to human
overcrowding and infectious diseases were being identified for the first time and
without local precedent. For instance, there were cesspools and dumps to clean up,
outhouses to move in, and slaughterhouses, pig farms, and fox ranches existed within
the municipal boundaries (City of Charlottetown, 1908, 1912, 1914, 1922, 1925-26,
1927a, 1929, 1931-1936, 1938, 1941, 1945-63). In this broader historical context, in
1873, the provincial government vested the land that is Victoria Park in the municipal
government “for the sole purpose of a Park and Pleasure Ground for the use of the
citizens, the inhabitants of this Island, and all her majesty’s subjects” (City of
Charlottetown, Victoria Park and Promenade Bylaw, n.d., p.11). In contrast with its nowcentral location in the downtown waterfront area, Victoria Park would have functioned
as a large green space on the then-outskirts of a relatively crowded human settlement
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with visible sanitation problems. This historical context about Victoria Park is relevant
because, at the time of this research, this park was the only geographical location in the
municipality where wild nonhumans are protected under a bylaw (City of Charlottetown
Victoria Park and Promenade Bylaw, n.d., see Appendix B, B1).
Statements about behaving humanely at the city-scale would likely have been
made if and when concerns about the ways in which humans treated nonhumans – wild
or otherwise – were raised and recognised. For instance, by the early 1900s, the
municipal council had made a bylaw enabling a pound for domesticated nonhumans, a
bylaw that made it an offense to treat domesticated nonhumans cruelly and to hold
fights between domesticated or wild nonhumans, and a bylaw to tax owners of dogs
(City of Charlottetown, 1906). Since the legal protection for wild nonhumans in Victoria
Park appears in this context of consideration being given to mostly domesticated
nonhumans in Charlottetown’s bylaws over time, it likely that the age of, and the
association that long-term residents have with Victoria Park, led to provisions about
behaving humanely to wild nonhumans in the park. For instance, there is no indication
that the municipality’s attempts to get rid of crows around the park (see subsection
5.2.2) were made after considering the health or well-being of any wild nonhuman
species.

5.7 Other factors that influence the discourses
The discourses outlined in this chapter are only identifiable as distinct because
they have continued and intersected over time. The scope of this research does not
extend to tracing their linkages to all that surrounds them (e.g., public conversations
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and governance frameworks that relate to the passage of recent provincial laws such as
the Water Act [2017] and the Climate Leadership Act [2019] or Charlottetown’s
declaration of a climate emergency [City of Charlottetown, 2019b]). There is also a
practical surrounding context that affects the discourses in different ways: it relates
directly to islandness, and data relating to it were evident in my peripheral vision during
the analytic process. This practical context has to do with the structures of governance,
the role of the expert in wildlife-related initiatives, and the level of trust in governments
on the island. As is described generally in the remainder of this section, the influence of
such contextual aspects on the discourses can be cross-cutting.
5.7.1 Organisational shifts

The governance documents indicate that some wildlife-related functions that the
provincial government has performed over time would have changed in orientation
when different political parties formed the provincial government. Table 5 lists relevant
changes in the provincial government’s organisational structure that were obvious in
the governance documents, i.e., they may not be comprehensive. They relate to the
bigger organisational unit that included the former Fish and Wildlife Division: which
became the “Forests, Fish and Wildlife Division” in 2006 (Government of Prince Edward
Island, 2007). When such changes are considered in relation to the timing of provincial
elections, they generally suggest that different views about wild nonhumans have
influenced the ways in which they have been regarded and treated through the formal
procedures of the provincial government over time (Elections PEI, n.d.a).
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Table 5
Provincial department of which the Fish and Wildlife Division has been a part
Industry and Natural Resources
Tourist Development
Environment and Tourism
Environment
Community Affairs
Community and Cultural Affairs
Environmental Resources
Technology and Environment
Fisheries and Environment
Fisheries, Aquaculture and Environment
Environment, Energy and Forestry
Environment
Environment and Energy
Agriculture and Forestry
Communities, Land and Environment
Environment, Water and Climate Change
Note. Compiled from Canada-Provinces-Territories, 1980; Government of PEI, 1971a, 1971b, 1972,
1976, 1994, 2000, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2013, 2015a, 2019c, PEI Environmental Advisory Council, 1999;
and MacKinnon, 1951.

Although it is beyond the scope of this research to explore the effect of political
change on organisational structure and governance function, the names of the different
departments over time reflect that there would be some interconnections (see Table 5).
Practically, these organisational shifts over time mean that at least 16 stop-then-start
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moments occurred over the past 70 years or so. This, in turn, implies that ongoing
activities may or may not have remained the same following each of these moments.
Twenty provincial general elections occurred during the same time period (Elections PEI,
n.d.a). The changing department names in Table 5 seem to corroborate, at a very
general level, what Mizzi (who studied the effect of politics on infrastructure policy in
four Prince Edward Island municipalities) found in her research: that politicians may
make decisions about what is important and that their constituents may have no direct
role in determining priorities (2008).
More specifically, the combination of the Forestry function of the provincial
government with the Fish and Wildlife function in 2006 provides some indication of how
different structural arrangements could affect ongoing wildlife-related governance
(Government of Prince Edward Island, 2007). Historically, the forestry function of the
provincial government has often been grouped with the agriculture function, perhaps
because agriculture and forests have both been long-standing sources of economic
activity on the island (MacIntyre, 2010). The Forests, Fish and Wildlife Division seems to
have been established before an election occurred in 2007 (Elections PEI, n.d.a), at
which time a different political party formed the provincial government. A standalone
Forestry arrangement and standalone Fish and Wildlife arrangement implies different
day-to-day efficiencies with different impacts on wild nonhumans and wildlife habitat
than a Forests, Fish and Wildlife arrangement. In contrast with such provincial
organisational structures, city-scale organisational structures appear to have no
functions dedicated solely to wildlife (see subsection 5.7.2; City of Charlottetown, n.d.f).
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5.7.2

The role of the expert

The discourses at the island-scale suggest that, since the provincial government
employed Bartlett in 1963, there have been few roles associated with some level of
expertise relating to wildlife, and only a few individuals available to fill these roles over
time. There is no indication in the governance data or in the other datasets that
professionals trained specifically in specialisations such as restoration ecology or the
management of human-wildlife conflicts have been employed by or have provided
formal advice to the provincial or the municipal governments. If such absences actually
exist, they can create situations in which those experts that do exist fill in for those that
do not. This is known to happen on islands:
As soon as an individual develops even a modest edge in an area of skill, study or
research, that person may encounter proclamation as an expert and ascription
with authoritative standing in that area by others. This expertise can be achieved
almost by default. Presumptuousness may also pay dividends because, frankly
there may not be anyone around locally to challenge one’s bluff or fragile claim
to authority. In the land of the blind, the one-eyed is king, goes a popular
proverb. The diversification of knowledge and functions that the small territory
needs to accommodate implies that one person (or even parts thereof) equal the
small-scale society’s total sum requirement of expertise in a particular field.
(Baldacchino, 1997, p.75)
As the following excerpt from a not-for-profit organisation’s newsletter generally
suggests, this circumstance may be perpetuated by some assumption on behalf of the
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general public about expertise about the natural environment being necessary and
somehow consequently available:
The Natural History Society only exists because of the level of interest of its
members. It is not an entity in and of itself… I view this Society much like a
cooperative. Buying a membership does not automatically entitle you to have
your needs “served”, to be entertained once a month and to passively receive
your newsletter in your mailbox every couple of months. It is easy to forget that
the Society does not have a staff or people to see to booking rooms, getting
newsletters from the printers, or whatever else needs doing. (Stephenson, 1990,
p.6)
At the island-scale, the effect of hiring one wildlife biologist in 1963 was
substantial enough for the practice of bounties to be ended and for the law to be
changed substantially (see subsections 5.2.1 and 5.3.1). In 2019, about 10 individuals
employed by the provincial government were directly associated with the fish and
wildlife function, and they included five to six biologists with different orientations as
well as two technicians (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2019e). As UPEI
established on the island in the 1970s, its wildlife-related faculty, i.e., experts, became
involved in the provincial government’s activities and the activities of not-for-profit
organisations. For instance, UPEI-affiliated biologists were involved in establishing the
Island Nature Trust (see subsection 5.5.1). They were also involved in identifying
environmentally significant areas at the island-scale (Curley, 2016a). The latter initiative
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resulted in a Significant Environmental Areas Plan (SEAP) that the provincial government
approved in 1991 and has used over time (Government of Prince Edward Island, 1995b).
During the course of this research, the expenditures estimated to be associated
with the provincial government’s fish and wildlife function were in the broad range of
about $1.2 million, although this did not account for various expenses such as delivering
various funding programs, enforcing the WCA (1998), or managing the Forests, Fish and
Wildlife Division (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2019f, 2018e, 2017c, 2016b,
2015b). For instance, the last of these was associated with an expenditure estimated at
a range of roughly from $6 to $8 million. Similarly, an entirely separate department
managed the enforcement functions under various laws including the WCA (1998;
Government of Prince Edward Island, 2019f, 2018e, 2017c, 2016b, 2015b).
When the changes to the wildlife law in the 1960s are viewed in the context that
this law was revamped next in a substantial way in the late 1990s (see subsection 5.5.1),
the changes that occurred in the 1960s raise the question of whether there was a
novelty value to expertise at the time. The WCA (1998) enables the provincial
government to protect species and habitat. Neither action has occurred through these
mechanisms for over 20 years. In fact, the provincial government’s legal obligations to
protect, manage, and conserve wildlife and wildlife habitat were made vaguer in 2008
(see subsection 5.5.1 and Appendix C, C1 and C2). Together, this suggests that there are
limits to not just what can be done but and also to what can be said will be done in
relation to humans helping wild nonhumans survive through formal procedures. These
limits appear to have held in the past, regardless of any increase or diversification in
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expertise over time, regardless of whether this expertise is associated with
governments, academic organisations, or not-for-profit organisations, and regardless of
the status of experts within or across the settings in which they contribute their
expertise. The range of expertise is not clearly particularly diverse: this raises the
question of whether these limits may be influenced by limits to the expertise. At the
island-scale, the AWA (2016) and the intensive livestock operation standards of the EPA
(1975) Watercourse and Wetland Protection Regulations (Schedule D of EC720/08, see
subsection 5.6.1) suggest that these limits also have to do with tension between using
wild nonhumans and helping and behaving humanely towards them.
At the city-scale and during the course of this research, Charlottetown appeared
to experience an organisational shift relating to wildlife functions: from a department
named Beautification and Forestry to a department named Sustainability. Other
relevant departments did not change: such as Parks and Recreation and Planning and
Heritage (City of Charlottetown, 2014, 2015b). Since sustainability is an allencompassing umbrella term, it could be understood to connote that wildlife is a
municipal priority. However, the Sustainability Department appeared to include a
sustainability officer (who began working with the municipality as a sustainability
outreach coordinator in 2016), a manager (who was previously a sustainability officer), a
forest and environmental officer (a biologist who retired in 2019 and was previously in
the position of a parkland conservationist with the municipal Parks and Recreation
department), and a utility projects officer. These roles do not suggest any direct focus
on wildlife and the municipal governance documents suggest that there are few other
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avenues for wildlife-related concerns to be prioritised (see subsection 5.5.2). For
instance, there were four professional planner positions at the Planning and Heritage
department in 2019, none of which appeared to relate directly to any specific wildlifeoriented policy or land use direction (City of Charlottetown, n.d.f). Between 2014 and
2018, expenditure for the Parks and Recreation department ranged between an
estimated $2 million and $5 million, the Planning and Heritage department expenditure
ranged between an estimated $1.2 million and $225,000, and the Sustainability
department expenditure was projected at an estimated $187,000 in 2017 (City of
Charlottetown, 2014, 2015b, 2017b, 2018c).
In particular, when these municipal functions are considered in relation to the
Official Plan’s indication that the municipality can rely on the provincial government to
attend to city-scale concerns (see subsection 5.5.2), it appears that relevant expertise
may not be in place. In other words, how the use of land impacts wild nonhumans and
wildlife habitat in the city needs to be understood specifically for more than generic
direction to result in formal governance documents. Concurrently, the scholarly,
scientific documents show that scientific research at UPEI has generally relied on
cooperation from both residents and consumptive users to gather data, i.e., there seem
to be limits to who knows what within local institutions. A paucity of appropriate
expertise in relation to urban wildlife management or conservation is also suggested in
the media data: the sequence of events that has occurred in relation to crows and foxes
at the city-scale in recent years suggests that the municipality turns to the provincial
government for expertise in situations where getting rid of a species is not appropriate
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or easy. Since the municipality does not follow any formal policy or procedure relating
to wildlife (that is not specific to a certain location or species), the need for access to
relevant expertise is also not a default given in ongoing local governance processes.
5.7.3

The level of trust

The data discussed in relation to the discourses about getting rid of wild
nonhumans (see section 5.3) and behaving humanely towards them (see section 5.6)
suggest that public trust in the formal procedures of governments at both the islandscale and the city-scale is, at best, compromised. Not-for-profit organisations may also
have low levels of trust in the formal procedures of the provincial government, as is
suggested in the instances of some of them administering provincial laws (see
subsections 5.5.1 and 5.6.1). Environmental organisations on the island are generally
known to perform a watchdog role, as can be seen in a not-for-profit organisation’s
commentary about news articles about fish kills: “You will notice with every news
release, there will be mention of heavy rains” (“Overview of fish kills, 2013, p.7).
There is no precedent for trust in formal government procedures on the island
because the civil service on the island has historically been associated with partisan
politics:
Civil service reform has been an important and encouraging feature of the
government of Prince Edward Island in recent years, but it is still very slow. It will
continue to be slow as long as the recruitment of civil servants is seriously
affected by political patronage, inadequate organization, and low salaries.
(MacKinnon, 1951, pp.200-201)
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Although the professionalisation of the provincial government began in the early 1960s,
Albert MacDonald who studied corruption on the island about 20 years after that
posited that the size of the island indirectly affected the types of corruption relating to
its provincial government, noting that:
The dominance within the political system of a rational and internally
responsible bureaucracy is a concept only beginning to mature on P.E.I…the
“professional” civil service is a creation of the last two decades and there are still
questions as to how “internally responsible” it is. There can be little doubt
though, that the professionalisation of the civil service is having its effects. By
removing the control of the spoils, patronage is and will have to be more subtle
if its practise is to continue (1979, p.59).
At the city-scale, it is mainly the media data that suggest that residents of
Charlottetown have taken an interest in how the municipality approaches the presence
of wild nonhumans. Overall, resident concerns about wild nonhumans appear to be
more diverse than the animal control approach that appears to, over time, have
dominated the municipality’s actions towards wild nonhumans.
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Chapter 6.0

Denver

6.1 Focus of mainland parallel
As sections 1.5 and 3.1 note, the intent of this mainland parallel is to identify any
obvious effects of islandness on wildlife conservation and management, not to
understand how wildlife conservation and management in Colorado or Denver work in
their entirety. Chapter 5 suggests that the direction set by higher levels of government
for Prince Edward Island over time has influenced the orientation of wildlife governance
in Charlottetown. Although the amount of mainland data collected was not insubstantial
(see sections 3.3 to 3.5), access to a relatively broad range of data was meant to enable
focusing in on how much the Colorado-scale and Denver-scale approaches resemble or
differ from their island-scale and Charlottetown-scale counterparts. Overall, the
discussion that follows is meant to complement the island analysis by providing an
additional frame of reference to help answer the research questions and test the
research hypotheses.
Since the theoretical thematic approach used to interpret the mainland data is
entirely comparative (see section 3.2), the discussion begins by introducing the general
state-scale context for wildlife governance in Colorado. This part of the discussion
highlights aspects of the mainland governance framework that help to accentuate the
island circumstance, such as: the role of the public in decision-making, the effect of
cooperation between local governments, the impact of organisational structures on the
ability to perform functions, and the ways in which relevant information about wild
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nonhumans is produced and intersects with governance. The city-scale discussion is
restricted to a contemporary understanding of how the municipality of the City and
County of Denver acts towards wild nonhumans in relation to land use planning and in
relation to the notion of wild nonhumans being a nuisance. As subsections 5.5.2 and
5.3.2 respectively describe, these two aspects of local governance on the island
represent a substantial gap and a substantial tilt in municipal functions relating to wild
nonhumans. This makes it valuable to understand them in some depth.

6.2 State-scale context
The following Colorado-specific themes suggest that different groups of humans
in that sub-national jurisdiction have reacted to the presence of wild nonhumans in a
manner similar to island residents:
• A legal framework to enable hunting exists and has been in effect since at least the
1800s (Murray, 1987);
• The federal and state governments have used a variety of methods such as poisoning,
trapping, and bounties in an attempt to exterminate certain species that have been
regarded as predators (e.g., grizzly bears [Ursus arctos]) or pests (e.g., various prairie
dog species, Murray, 1987);
• There is a view that celebrates hunting as part of place-based human tradition
(Willoughby, 2015a; Neal, 2015);
• There is a concerted governance effort to encourage humans to use wild nonhumans
(Colorado Wildlife Council, n.d.);
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• Practices associated with using wild nonhumans are not considered acceptable by
humans who have more biocentric views or who consider wild nonhumans to have
intrinsic value (Roy, 2015; Willoughby, 2015b); and
• Certain species are the focus of conflict with humans and human-wildlife conflict is
driven by both natural events and human behaviour (Mitchell & Nicholson, 2015;
Associated Press, 2015a).
The following Colorado-specific themes show that there are also differences between
the island and mainland locations that have to do with how the governance of wildlife
has been approached:
• The state government has identified a need to increase public trust with respect to
how the state approaches wildlife governance (Government of Colorado, 2015a);
• Relatively formal and direct public input has shaped various aspects of both state and
local government approaches to governing wildlife and the natural environment
(Ballotpedia, n.d.a; Ballotpedia, n.d.b; Government of Colorado, 2015b; City and
County of Denver 2019a, City and County of Denver 2019b);
• State government laws orient the purpose of governing wildlife towards the
conservation of wildlife and of wildlife habitat (Colorado Revised Statutes, 2016, 33-1101, 33-2-102);
• State government laws clarify that local governments have the explicit power to
conserve wildlife habitat and to protect wild species (Colorado Revised Statutes, 2016,
29-20-104; see Appendix E, E1);
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• The media data include negative public opinion about the use of domesticated
species, such as the practice of horse racing (Davidson, 2015; Miller, 2015); and
• The state government has reintroduced extirpated species through a legal framework
and continues to pursue this approach (Cada, 2015; Associated Press, 2015b; Colorado
Revised Statutes, 2016, 33-2-105.5, 33-2-105.6).
6.2.1

Public consultation
Unlike on Prince Edward Island, relatively clear state government laws and

specific state government functions to protect nongame species have been in effect in
Colorado since 1972 (Murray, 1987; Rennicke, 1996). This mandate was preceded by a
combination of federal and state-led initiatives to exterminate wild nonhumans that led
to pushback from the professional community (Murray, 1987; Nie, 2004). For instance,
although the State of Colorado designates grizzly bears as state endangered, this species
is commonly thought to have been extirpated from Colorado sometime by the 20th
century (Murray, 1987; Borden, 2019). Similarly, the documented black footed-ferret
population was once reduced to less than 12 individuals after relatively successful
government initiatives to eliminate the prairie dog species that comprise the main
sources of food and shelter for the black-footed ferret (Murray, 1987; Canadian Wildlife
Federation, n.d.). Gray wolves were extirpated from Colorado by 1940 (Government of
Colorado, n.d.a). During the course of this research, the State of Colorado initiated a
ballot question timed to be asked in late 2020, about whether to reintroduce gray
wolves to Colorado (Ballotpedia n.d.c).
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Leading up to and after the notion of nongame conservation, professional
biologists working with the state government were challenging it to re-evaluate its goals
relating to wildlife governance and to make evidence-based decisions (Murray, 1987):
Facts have rarely resolved contentious issues and alone offer small respite from
havoc and despair. As students of philosophy and value have been sent to dark
corners, we have failed to address the larger landscape of human interaction
with the land. The splitting of wildland managers into specialist groups (fisheries,
forestry, range, wildlife, water) has inhibited the development of an
encompassing land ethic while promoting the development of servant groups to
vested interests. In the pursuit of knowledge, we have forsaken wisdom. (Beck,
1998, p.23)
Although a grizzly bear inventory would be fun, make good press, and mislead
the public into thinking that we are doing something about grizzlies in the state,
it should be given very low funding priority. Furthermore, it would be
professionally irresponsible for DOW to endorse an outside agency wasting
money on this type of wild goose chase. (Langlois in Murray, 1987, p.142).
It is within this general context that the state government began to use
processes that either involved asking the public directly what to do in relation to wild
nonhumans (e.g., ballot initiatives) or that involve giving the public an obvious chance to
support wildlife conservation through other wide-reaching methods (e.g., a check-off on
state income tax return forms; Rennicke, 1996).
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Ballot initiatives have historically been a relatively common tool used to solicit
public opinion about wildlife governance in the United States (Jacobson & Decker,
2008). They have come about as a solution to perceptions of corruption in state
governments (Beck, 1998; Nie, 2004). One of the clearest instances of how far-reaching
their effects on wildlife-related governance have been in Colorado is evident in a 1992
referendum that was carried out by the state government and supported by about 58%
of Colorado voters, that asked:
Shall there be an amendment to the Colorado Constitution to create the Great
Outdoors Colorado Program; to provide for the permanent dedication of net
proceeds from every state-supervised lottery game for the program after
payment of certain existing obligations; to specify that the program provide for
the preservation, protection, enhancement, and management of the state’s
wildlife, park, river, trail, and open space heritage; to establish a board as an
independent political subdivision of the state to oversee the program and to
create a trust fund for the program? (Ballotpedia, n.d.a)
The Front Range was experiencing fairly extensive population growth and
corresponding development during the decades following the Second World War, which
would have created a general awareness that there was a need to protect the natural
environment leading up to this referendum (Hair, 1990; Weinman, 2017; see Metro
Vision initiative in subsection 6.2.2). The changes that resulted from the referendum
have led to the long-term use of revenue generated annually for public sector work
relating to habitat restoration, land conservation, and environmental planning (Great
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Outdoors Colorado, n.d.; also see section 6.1.2).Other referenda related to wildlife have
also occurred, such as one that resulted in the prohibition - with various exceptions - of
specific methods of killing wild nonhumans across Colorado, such as leg hold traps,
instant kill body-gripping design traps, snares, or poison (Ballotpedia n.d.b ; Brook, 1996;
Coolahan & Snider, 1998; Nie, 2004).
These wildlife-related ballot initiatives show the actual link between a
government communicating its intent to hold wildlife in the public trust and between
that government checking in formally and directly with the people whom it represents
to translate that intent into practice, i.e., to establish or change how different aspects of
conservation and management are governed. Prince Edward Island’s most recent
experience with ballot initiatives has included subjects such as the electoral system in
2019, 2016, and 2005 and the fixed link to mainland Canada in 1988 (Elections PEI,
n.d.b, n.d.c, n.d.d, n.d.e). In relation to such contrasting priorities on the island, a
thought with which a former Director of the State of Colorado’s Division of Wildlife
introduced a book by a naturalist (about species that were known to be struggling to
survive in Colorado) in 1987 is relevant:
…I fear that not enough people in Colorado care enough to do what needs to be
done, to convince the majority of the citizens, and the legislature and the public
and private land and water owners of the importance of the investment that
John Murray rightly recognises must be made. (Ruch in Murray, 1987, p.x)
Colorado’s shift away from a heavily consumptive use and animal control wildlife
management approach towards an expanded conservation focus has not occurred
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without a relatively open and direct public conversation about how much of a priority
wildlife is, or without public knowledge being created and made generally accessible by
organisations and individuals (see subsection 6.2.4). Although this research scope does
not trace the details of how these changes occurred, it does identify that people who
would typically be considered experts have been amongst those who articulated their
concerns and offered solutions (Beck, 1998; Gill, 1996; Murray, 1987). In the island’s
past, similar motions can be seen in relation to location-specific initiatives but, more
often than not, island-scale initiatives have tended to blur the distinction between the
natural environment and wild nonhumans (see subsection 5.5). On the island, this has
created a situation wherein there has been next to no direct governance attention
focused on the needs of wild nonhumans or on the priorities of humans in relation to
such needs (see subsections 5.3 and 5.4).
6.2.2

Land and its governance
Similar to what occurred indirectly on Prince Edward Island in the latter half of

the 1900s (see subsection 5.5.2), the state government in Colorado has, in the past,
considered and abandoned the possibility of the state government itself creating and
administering a system of land use planning for the entire land area of Colorado. This
occurred around the same time that the public was responding negatively to a state-led
initiative to increase tourism in Colorado, through an Olympic venue bid that was
successful and later withdrawn because of public pressure (Weinman, 2017). Similarities
between the island and mainland locations can also be seen in relation to how measures
to protect the natural environment came about during the environmental movement
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that began in the 1960s, alongside location-specific growth initiatives such as the CDP
on the island and the Olympic venue bid on the mainland. For instance, like Prince
Edward Island in the context of Canada:
•

Colorado was one of the first sub-national jurisdictions in the United States to
focus on conservation (Murray, 1987); and

•

Like Gilbert Clements on the island, during the 1970s, a state governor – Richard
Lamm – came to be known for providing strong environmental leadership in
Colorado (Colorado Wildlife Heritage Foundation, n.d.; Weinman, 2017).
Within this context of not regulating land use too specifically and of creating a

relatively early focus on protecting the natural environment, the state government laws
in Colorado explicitly enable municipalities to work towards protecting wildlife and
habitat from human activity (Colorado Revised Statutes, 2016, 29-20-104). In contrast
with Prince Edward Island, this results in relative clarity that - regardless of what the
state government does or does not do - municipalities have their own role to perform in
relation to wildlife conservation (see section 4.1). Simultaneous to this legal framework,
the outcome of the 1992 referendum – the Great Outdoors Colorado program – creates
a situation in which dedicated funding in the millions of dollars has been made available
annually, to support related municipal work. The Great Outdoors Colorado program has
been used to carry out environmental conservation work on more than a million acres,
i.e., more than 400,000 hectares, of land since its inception (Finley, 2015a; Holliday,
1998; Great Outdoors Colorado, n.d.).
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Over the past 65 years, a collaborative local government initiative for regional
planning – the Denver Regional Council for Governments (DRCOG) – has also been
created and refined by (now) about 50 municipalities in the geographic area including
and surrounding the City and County of Denver (DRCOG, n.d.). This initiative began in
1955 when a few local governments were first trying to resolve the growth
management concerns that affected their individual jurisdictions (Weinman, 2017). Its
present-day iteration is a non-mandatory, non-binding regional land use plan - Metro
Vision – and a binding contract that implements this plan (DRCOG, n.d.). Since these
inter-municipal documents consider the variety of land use issues in the geographic
region including and surrounding Denver, they reflect a coordinated, if somewhat
general, local government response to environmental protection in a relatively densely
populated human settlement (DRCOG, 2019). Metro Vision’s existence is relevant to the
island situation because the former CARPB also adopted a regional land use plan in the
late 1970s (see section 5.5.2). The context that existed for that regional vision to be
prepared included not only technical human resources (through the Land Use Service
Centre) but also a spatially-contained federally-proposed development (the airport) to
which surrounding municipalities were reacting (see section 5.5.2). Although the DRCOG
and the CARPB’s formation each reflects individual local governments identifying that
they share a common concern that relates to land use (and collaborating to alleviate
that concern through a regional land use vision), the concern identified in the island
instance was narrower and financial and technical support were not apparent barriers at
the time (Miller Associates, 1979). The discussion about Charlottetown’s land use
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planning documents (subsection 5.5.2) suggests that contemporary technical expertise
that has been accessed by the municipality is lacking to the point that there has been no
knowledge generated over the past two decades about where and how wildlife habitat
needs to have been protected from other land uses in the municipality. Unless such
organizational-level deficiencies are recognised formally as deficiencies and
communicated by the municipality to other organisations or to the public as part of
actions to resolve them, it seems unlikely that any municipally-initiated regional land
use collaborations could garner the support necessary to create the resources and
outcomes necessary for conservation-oriented regional initiatives.
6.2.3

Organisational structure and stability
Unlike Prince Edward Island and in a manner similar to other United States, a

Wildlife Commission (an appointed board that represents various interests that are
specified in the state government’s laws) is required in Colorado (Colorado Revised
Statutes, 2016, 33-1-104, 33-9-101, 33-9-102, 33-9-104). This Wildlife Commission is
tasked with the responsibility of upholding what the state government’s laws say about
wildlife and for making regulations under those state government laws in concert with
the government division responsible for wildlife: the Parks and Wildlife Division of the
Department of Natural Resources. Although considered flawed in many respects, this
public service delivery model creates relatively more informed representation for
general decision-making about wildlife than exists on the island (Colorado Revised
Statutes, 2016, 33-9-104; Nie, 2004). On the island, the expansion of interests from
consumptive users to non-consumptive users (in relation to formal decision-making
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structures) is not evident except in relation to the Wildlife Conservation Fund (see
section 5.5.1).
In contrast with Prince Edward Island, the state government in Colorado has also
recognised that financial resources continue to be inadequate for wildlife-related
functions and that these need to be provided to achieve Colorado-wide goals. In
particular, the state government functions relating to parks and wildlife were merged in
2011 so as to allow - amongst other things - for more financial resources to be dedicated
to supporting the overarching mandate relating to wildlife that is expressed in Colorado
law and that implicitly encompasses urban wildlife (Government of Colorado, 2014;
Colorado Revised Statutes, 2016, Title 33, Articles 1 to 9; see section 4.1 for why this is
implicit; see Appendix E for instances of general legislative direction). This organisational
restructuring in 2011 is also recognised by the state government to have disrupted some
of the day-to-day delivery of ongoing wildlife functions because of the need to integrate
the activities of parks and wildlife (Government of Colorado, 2014, 2017). The disruptive
effect of re-organisation is relevant to consider in view of the multiple re-organisation
events relating to the wildlife function of the provincial government on Prince Edward
Island that have occurred over the past 70 years (see section 5.7.1). In relation to the
island, the mainland parallel suggests that there is no logic to assuming that any
effective structure has existed to implement the provincial government’s wildlife
functions during a time that at least 16 departmental changes have occurred (see
subsection 5.7.1). Although this research scope is too limited to explore how things
actually function within any government structure, the relatively broad role of and
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relatively broad representation on the Wildlife Commission in Colorado would, in
theory, facilitate the continuation of many general ongoing functions, such as making
regulations, even if organisational changes occurred within the state government. On
the island, such functionality can be seen most clearly in the delivery of some nonconsumptive functions by not-for-profit organisations and some consumptive functions
by the provincial government (see sections 5.5.1 and 5.2.1 respectively). In contrast,
such functionality on the island is less obvious in various environmental advisory
committees to the provincial government, few of which are set out in law (i.e., their
functions and membership characteristics are more prone to change) and not all of
which are known to have a stable existence. Overall, the combination of the specific
obligations relating to wildlife functions and the structure to implement them in
Colorado suggests that there is a need for any level of government to police itself
through a publicly-known way if it is to hold wildlife in the public trust.
6.2.4

Knowledge production and dissemination
Unlike Prince Edward Island, Colorado’s state government laws require that the

state government educate the public about wildlife and that this function of the state be
funded (Colorado Revised Statutes, 2016, 33-1-112, 33-4-120). Similar to Prince Edward
Island, the level of knowledge that exists to support this function depends (at least to
some extent) on how different levels of government and local educational institutions
work together. For instance, at the Colorado-scale, the former group tends to share
relevant unpublished data and institutional knowledge with the latter group or to fund
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the research carried out by the latter group (Magle et al., 2014; Morse et al., 2012;
Poessel et al., 2015; Poessel et al., 2012).
Unlike on Prince Edward Island, the Colorado state government seems to have
recognised a need to increase public awareness about urban wildlife around the 1970s
and onwards (Rennicke, 1996; Government of Colorado, 1991). For instance, in 1991,
the state government produced a booklet that was oriented to communicating that
urban residents should appreciate the wild nonhumans they noticed in their
surroundings (Figure 23; Government of Colorado, 1991).

Figure 23. An image from a Colorado Division of Wildlife booklet about urban wildlife. Retrieved from
Government of Colorado, 1991.

This state government-initiated support for urban wildlife education also
occurred in the general context that residents in and around Denver took an interest in
urban wildlife, as is communicated in a 1988 resident initiative to photograph the wild
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nonhumans living in the Front Range (Hair, 1990). More recently, and as section 6.3
discusses, the City and County of Denver has also produced material oriented towards
urban wildlife education in Denver (in addition to the state government’s more
generally-oriented material). This suggests that when widespread urbanisation was a
relatively new phenomenon in the Front Range and humans were beginning to notice
that wild nonhumans continued to live in and use urban areas, the state government
performed in the capacity of an authority that validated that urban wildlife was not a
surprising or unnatural phenomenon and that, over time, it has not been the only
organisation that has needed to reiterate this message. Contemporary public education
by the state government includes a range of digital publications oriented to avoiding
conflicts in human-wildlife interactions, avoiding conflicts between domesticated
nonhumans and wild nonhumans, and providing information for organisations and
individuals about how to conserve habitat (Government of Colorado, n.d.b). Although
some of this information is oriented towards species with which human conflicts are
common (e.g., black bears, moose [Alces alces], Canada geese [Branta canadensis]) in
rural, urban or suburban areas, much of this information is also general. Similarities on
the island (in terms of municipal reliance on the provincial government) can be seen in
Charlottetown’s move away from using only provincially-prepared factsheets: towards
preparing and using more general material that does not conceptualise wild nonhumans
as a nuisance (see subsection 5.3.2). More recently, the state government’s role in
managing knowledge about wild nonhumans in Colorado shows in that it has retained
staff to deal specifically with the human dimensions of wildlife, i.e., to focus on
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managing humans (personal communication with D. Eisenhart, November 16, 2015). As
can be seen in the case of the provincial government on Prince Edward Island (see
subsection 5.4.1), social media outreach is part of the public communication in both
locations. This reflects a need realised over time for the level of government that is
explicitly responsible for wildlife (see section 4.1) to communicate with more than
specific interest groups (personal communication with D. Eisenhart, November 16,
2015).
The scholarly, scientific documents reveal how influential the scientific
community has generally been in enabling public education in Colorado. In particular,
Colorado State University houses an almost century-old Department of Human
Dimensions of Natural Resources (Colorado State University, n.d.a). Although this is a
relatively rare educational focus in the broader scheme of wildlife-related scholarship
(see Chapter 2), it is also not surprisingly located given the legacy of appreciation for
exploring and adjusting to the wilderness in the western United States (Stegner, 1992).
Much of the work of this Department is concerned with human-wildlife conflict and
interaction, not just at the Colorado-scale but also through research and training
functions nationally and internationally (Colorado State University, n.d.b). The possible
influence of the orientation of local scientific research on wildlife-related governance in
Colorado is suggested by the fact that Colorado State University was associated with
most of the 43 scholarly, scientific documents included in the data, although some other
local educational institutions were also supporting relevant research (Hayes & Adams,
2014; Kearns & Oliveras, 2009; Morse et al., 2012; Poessel et al., 2015; Vaske &
183

Needham, 2007). Overall, this affiliation in the data suggests that the ways that exist to
create knowledge about wild nonhumans or the relationships that exist to transfer it
influence what sort of conservation or management occurs in a specific location.
Although the scholarly, scientific documents reviewed for Colorado were mainly about
urban wildlife (see subsection 3.4), it is also relevant to think about any particularly
oriented knowledge while considering that multiple (and not necessarily congruous or
related) knowledge sets exist alongside each other (see Chapter 2). For instance, like the
provincial government on the island, the state government in Colorado also encourages
consumptive uses of wild nonhumans - such as through general, women-focused, and
youth-focused hunting programs - and wildlife habitat conservation on privately owned
land (Government of Colorado, n.d.b, n.d.c).
The federal government also facilitates public education in Colorado but
indirectly. The State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) is a requirement for the state
government to access federal funding for wildlife conservation (Government of
Colorado, 2015c). The SWAP documents, in some detail, what species are being affected
by different land uses in Colorado and it makes this information publicly available
(Government of Colorado, 2015c). The knowledge created to prepare the SWAP is
uniquely valuable because entities such as local governments and not-for-profit
organisations do not, by default, have the mandate or the orientation to access or to
gather the information needed to generate knowledge about what is happening to wild
nonhumans in or around the locations with which they are concerned. Such information
can help focus any related work that they do. Although there is a general counterpart to
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the SWAP on Prince Edward Island, i.e., the State of Wildlife Report required in the WCA
(1998), it is dissimilar from the SWAP in that it is not required or funded by the federal
government, the one version of it that was prepared in 2007 did not include any
discernible analytic information about the urban situation, and prior to the WCA (1998)
being passed a question was raised about how the work required to prepare its content
would be accomplished (see subsection 5.5.1).
6.2.5

State-scale influence
Over time and through a relatively soft approach, the state government for

Colorado has created direction about what wildlife conservation and management at
the local government level is supposed to be about. It has also made available some
financial resources to encourage local governments to work towards conservation. If
these things had not happened, municipalities in Colorado would be in a different
circumstance. For instance, if state government laws had not explicitly communicated
that the state government is required to do various things and that it is obliged to do
them for certain reasons, it may also not necessarily have stated legally that local
governments have the power to perform a direct role in achieving this general purpose
too (Colorado Revised Statutes, 2016; see Appendix E). Although it is not within the
scope of this research to predict how this may have played out, it is possible to imagine
that Colorado municipalities may have had more vague authority relating to wildlife
conservation or management and that this may have affected their practices towards
wild nonhumans. This is relevant to the island circumstance wherein no laws actually
oblige any level of government to act with any specific thought to guide them about
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wild nonhumans in a non-consumptive situation at the same time as a fairly dated
document, i.e., the 1995 Wildlife Policy expresses a general formal position (of the
provincial government) about balancing various priorities (Government of Prince
Edward Island, 1995a; see subsection 5.5.1).
Alongside these general messages about its priorities to local governments in
Colorado, the state government has also designated endangered species, threatened
species, and species of special concern and has released and monitored extirpated
species through the processes set out in state laws (Murray, 1987; Colorado Revised
Statutes, 2016, Title 33, Article 2; Government of Colorado, n.d.d). These protectionoriented actions are relevant to the island situation because Colorado’s approach to
protecting designated species is oriented to a situation that, like Prince Edward Island,
involves significant privately-owned land. In the early stages of this research, the state
government had collaborated with its neighbouring counterparts to formally oppose the
federal government’s proposed listing of the Gunnison Sage Grouse (Centrocerus
minimus) as threatened under the federal ESA (1973). The state government considered
it more useful to continue a collaborative approach to encourage habitat conservation
by private landowners (Carroll, 2015; Finley, 2015b, 2015c, 2015d, 2015e; “Suing the
federal government…,” 2015).
The state government’s past production of urban wildlife-related educational
material (see subsection 6.2.4), in particular, shows a diversification by the state
government beyond the historic focus on consumptive uses of wild nonhumans.
Although the provincial government on Prince Edward Island also notably diversified its
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educational orientation in the past, this past material was not oriented to urban
conditions (which are discussed in subsections 5.2.2, 5.3.2, 5.4.2, 5.5.2, and 5.6.2) and
the more contemporary digital material published by the provincial government appears
to be oriented heavily towards encouraging humans to deter wild nonhumans
(Government of Prince Edward Island 2019c; see subsection 5.4.1). For instance, as a
government action, the 1991 state government publication about urban wildlife in
Colorado communicates formally to local governments and to residents that spatial
conditions create distinct situations for conservation or management efforts.
Contemporary digital communication material in Colorado suggests that this distinction
has been made by the state government on a continuous basis (see subsection 6.2.4).
Concurrently, the scholarly, scientific documents suggest that wildlife conservation in
Denver is complex: the effects of humans on wild nonhumans are only beginning to be
understood in bits and pieces in relation to Denver’s socio-spatial dynamics and urban
locations are often not being altered once and for all but continuously (Magle et al.,
2014).

6.3

City-scale context
The scope of the mainland parallel is too limited to understand how present-day

Denver’s wild nonhumans residents are perceived or treated within a historical context.
Given this limit and since the City and County of Denver’s stance and approach about
wildlife conservation and management is, like Charlottetown, embedded in governance
documents and actions, the city-scale analysis focuses on two themes that the
Charlottetown analysis clearly suggests need more governance attention: the treatment
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of wild nonhumans in the municipality’s land use planning approach and the treatment
of wild nonhumans as a nuisance. The discussion that follows does not elaborate on
how different Charlottetown and Denver are in terms of scale because this is somewhat
evident. For instance, Denver has a permanent wildlife hotline while Charlottetown
does not (City and County of Denver, n.d.). Similarly, there are no dedicated wildlife
rehabilitation facilities on Prince Edward Island: the AVC collaborates with off-island
facilities as needed to assist injured wild nonhumans that cannot be housed
permanently by the AVC (Yarr, 2020). Nor are there any zoos on the island. The
presence of such facilities in and around Denver may lend themselves to entirely
different conversations about wild nonhumans in Colorado and Denver that, in turn,
may have their own influence on how humans perceive and behave towards certain wild
species (Associated Press, 2015c; Denver Post, 2015; Hernandez, 2015; Nicholson, 2015;
Paul, 2015a). For instance, in 2016, the State of Colorado closed a not-for-profit wildlife
rescue center on the outskirts of Denver that was being operated on the same premises
as a swingers club (Kenney, 2016; Sallinger, 2016).
6.3.1

General priorities for land use
Of the various documents that reflect the City and County of Denver’s land use

planning approach, only the most relevant ones to wildlife-related issues were reviewed
in detail. For instance, Blueprint Denver is a land use planning document that is formally
adopted by the municipality but its focus is the link between land and transportation.
For the purpose of this research, Blueprint Denver is not a directly related governance
document (City and County of Denver, 2019c). In contrast, Denver’s Game Plan - which
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specifically sets out the municipality’s approach to greenspace - is so directly related
that I discuss it separately in section 6.3.2 (City and County of Denver, 2019b).
Some of the local governance documents that contain the overarching direction
for how land is intended to be used in Denver were last updated in 2019, as this
research was ongoing (City and County of Denver, 2019a, 2019b, 2019c). I reviewed
both the immediately preceding and the current versions of Denver’s Comprehensive
Plan, which is the counterpart to Charlottetown’s Official Plan (City and County of
Denver, 2000, 2019a). Somewhat similar to Charlottetown’s Official Plan, the current
document - Comprehensive Plan 2040 - states land use priorities for Denver and affects
wildlife indirectly but in cross-cutting ways. For instance, it speaks to wildlife-related
issues through the inclusion of concepts such as environmental resilience and green
infrastructure and through supporting policy documents that are oriented towards
protecting greenspace, including the Game Plan (City and County of Denver, 2019a,
2019b).
The differences between Denver’s immediately preceding and current
Comprehensive Plan show how peripheral wildlife-related concerns can be in relation to
other land use priorities and in a context where local governments are allowed to
generally consider wild nonhumans instead of being obligated to do so in specific ways.
For instance, the old document set out priorities to preserve streams and corridors as
wildlife habitat and to consider wildlife habitat in relation to new development (City and
County of Denver, 2000). It also acknowledged the importance of reliable funding, notfor-profit organisations, and collaboration with the state and other local governments in
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rehabilitating and maintaining greenspace (City and County of Denver, 2000). The
current document is more generalised in relation to wildlife (City and County of Denver,
2019a). Although this may be because some content shifts occurred from the
Comprehensive Plan to the Game Plan (see section 6.3.2), it is also relevant to consider
the change from specific to general in the view that the current document was prepared
through a process that involved public consultation with thousands of residents over
three years (City and County of Denver, 2019a). This suggests that wild nonhumans and
their needs are not guaranteed a spot on the list of competing human priorities for land
in dense human settlements, let alone being guaranteed a spot of any importance or
urgency in a practical sense. Since Charlottetown’s Official Plan has not been revised
fully for over two decades, an exact comparison is not possible but, in view of Denver’s
Comprehensive Plan content, the content of the existing Charlottetown counterpart
(see subsection 5.5.2) underlines that any wildlife-related land use initiatives at the
municipal level will likely involve collaborative work. It follows that the specificity of
what is intended to be achieved and the specificity of how it is intended to be achieved
are appropriate aspects of content for municipalities to discuss and refine through
public engagement if wildlife is to be held in the public trust.
Some of the media documents and the scholarly, scientific documents relating to
Denver also show that local governments can be acting in ways that actually deter
wildlife conservation (Magle et al., 2010; Rubino, 2015). For instance, a 5-year study of
384 black-tailed prairie dog habitat fragments in Denver included instances of the
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prairie dog colonies being extirpated by both development and poisoning (Magle et al.,
2010).
One of the main tools to implement Denver’s Comprehensive Plan is the Denver
Zoning Code, i.e., the counterpart of the bylaw that implements Charlottetown’s Official
Plan. This Code includes a relatively strong foundation for the protection of the natural
environment in that it assigns, by default, a temporary “open space conservation
district” status to any land that is found to be designation-less for any reason (City and
County of Denver, 2010, p.1.3-3). The Code also creates a relatively detailed process for
development that is related to land designated as any sort of “open space” in the event
that this type of land use is being changed or created (City and County of Denver, 2010,
p.9.3-1, p.9.3-2, p.12.4-36, p.12.4-39). The Code reflects the priorities of the preceding
Comprehensive Plan because it has not yet been updated in relation to the current
version (City and County of Denver, 2010). It follows that, as the Code is updated, its
content would shift to some interpretation of the current Comprehensive Plan.
6.3.2

Game Plan
Denver’s Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code are formally supported by a

greenspace-specific Game Plan (City and County of Denver, 2019b). Unlike
Charlottetown’s Parks Master Plan report (see subsection 5.5.2), the Game Plan is a
long-standing governance document that was updated in 2019 through a process that similar to and occurring alongside the update to the Comprehensive Plan - involved
considerable public consultation (City and County of Denver, 2019b). Its link to the
Comprehensive Plan and its continued existence indicates that there has been a
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relatively strong recognition on the part of the local government over time about how
the natural environment in Denver is an important aspect of land use. For instance, the
Game Plan identifies subject matter that requires further policy and regulatory work and
identifies lead departments and supporting departments for various actions (City and
County of Denver, 2019b).
The general context for the existence of the Game Plan is that Denver has
branded itself as a City in a Park over time (City and County of Denver, 2003, 2019b).
The municipality actually owns about 14,000 acres of land in various mountain parks
outside of its boundaries (City and County of Denver, 2019b). The municipality’s
acquisition and provision of access to these mountain parks date back to the early 1900s
when, like Charlottetown but not quite, Denver was a differently crowded (industriallyoriented) human settlement. The conservation, operation, and maintenance of these
mountain parks has been a continued focus for the municipality (Rex-Atzet, 2011; City
and County of Denver, 2019b). In a very general sense, Denver’s mountain parks are
reminiscent of Charlottetown’s Victoria Park, which was set aside as parkland by the
provincial government at a time when greenspace was limited within the city proper
(see section 5.6.2). For instance, the Game Plan communicates that the mountain parks
are a part of Denver’s open space legacy and Victoria Park is the only location in
Charlottetown where the notion of being humane to wild nonhumans is legally
required. In each of these instances, the municipalities are generally communicating
that they are treating a somewhat special location with some additional level of
attention or care than other locations.
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Within broader objectives of adapting to climate change and providing humans
with more greenspace and better access to it, the Game Plan includes a specific goal to
“protect and restore healthy wildlife habitats and functional ecosystems” (City and
County of Denver, 2019b, p.16). It includes various actions about improving wildlife
habitat in the context of the health of the natural environment, such as through the
identification and improvement of natural habitat along water bodies in a specified
manner (City and County of Denver, 2019b). Somewhat reminiscent of Charlottetown’s
ICSP (see subsection 5.5.2), it also seeks to “research and implement best practices to
address threats of invasive and nuisance species” (City and County of Denver, 2019b,
p.79). As discussed next in subsection 6.3.3, Canada Geese are a relatively prominent
contemporary focus of the conversation about wild nonhumans as a nuisance in Denver.
In this view, the Game Plan’s provision respecting best practices communicates
generally that there are multiple and conflicting human values about how the
municipality should respond to the presence of certain species.
The immediately preceding version of the Game Plan was more basic in its
direction (City and County of Denver, 2003). In view of Charlottetown’s governance
documents and organisational setup (see subsections 5.5.2 and 5.7.2 respectively), both
the current and immediately preceding versions of the Game Plan suggest that local
governments are not inherently well-prepared to deal with specialised aspects of the
natural environment. Early consultation with municipal staff in Denver during the data
collection stage of this research indicated that, similar to Charlottetown, in 2015 one
full-time wildlife ecologist and one part-time natural resources technician were
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responsible for identifying how the municipality should deal with human-wildlife
interaction and for creating the educational material for public reference that is
discussed next in subsection 6.3.3 (personal communication with V. Vargas-Madrid and
A. Naugle, November 17, 2015).
6.3.3

Non-humans as a nuisance
As generally true of Charlottetown, the mainland data suggest that the ways in

which humans interact with different wild nonhuman species in Denver vary with the
specifics of circumstance and with how humans perceive a particular species. When this
research began, and for climate-related reasons that resulted in a shortage of food,
black bears were being noticed in different human settlements across Colorado and
conflicts were occurring between humans and black bears (Associated Press, 2015d;
Kuta, 2015; Paul, 2015b; Willoughby, 2015b). In addition to the killing of bears that
resulted in some of these encounters, there were instances of humans feeding bears
and some instances of bears accessing human food uninvited (Bunch, 2015; Paul, 2015c;
Nusbaum, 2015). In this context, some of the scholarly, scientific documents focused on
how to manage interactions between humans and black bears in a more considered way
than viewing the black bears as a nuisance and the state government also increased its
public communication about the ways in which conflict between humans and black
bears could and should be reduced (Government of Colorado, 2015d; Johnson et al.,
2018; Lischka et al., 2018).
At the city-scale and in the early stages of this research, Canada Geese were
being considered enough of a nuisance in Denver’s public parks that the municipality
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was oiling their eggs as part of a multi-year effort to reduce their abundance. Soon after,
it began to use a sound device to deter the geese (“Sick of geese droppings…,” 2017;
City and County of Denver, 2019d; United States Department of Agriculture [USDA],
circa 2019). In 2019, towards the end of this research, the municipality had transitioned
to killing the Canada Geese directly and to donating their bodies to charity as food (City
and County of Denver, 2019d; USDA, circa 2019). The scope of the mainland comparison
is too limited to be able to assess the impacts of these municipal actions or the range of
reactions to them in any detail. Unlike the treatment of crows in Charlottetown (see
subsection 5.3.2), the 2019 Canada geese cull involved joint action by the federal and
municipal governments (federal rules apply to Canada geese) but, like the treatment of
crows in Charlottetown, the municipality has attempted to reduce the abundance of
Canada geese for well over a decade (USDA, circa 2019). What is relevant is that, in both
locations, local government actions oriented towards animal control are not separable
from residents actively asking or having previously asked local governments to get rid of
certain species. That such actions have also been regarded very critically by some
residents of Denver speaks to conflicting values about wild nonhumans that exist
simultaneous to such requests (Forani, 2019).
During the course of this research, the City and County of Denver also signed up
for the National Wildlife Federation’s Community Wildlife Habitat Certification Program
and the Nature Conservancy’s City Nature Challenge (City and County of Denver, n.d.).
Public information material that was being prepared by the municipality in the early
stages of this research was also expanded while this research was ongoing: from a
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general factsheet published on the municipal website about all urban wildlife to
accompanying information or factsheets about beavers, Canada geese, coyotes, foxes,
and prairie dogs (City and County of Denver, n.d.). Somewhat like the historical material
about urban wildlife that was prepared by the state government, this material is
oriented to explaining to residents why wild nonhumans are welcome in the
municipality, what the rules - if any - surrounding the presence of those wild
nonhumans are, and how humans should and should not interact with different species
(City and County of Denver, n.d.). Although these actions and the land use planning
documents together suggest that the municipality recognises that its actions affect the
health and habitat of wild nonhumans, they also reveal how much the implementation
of many urban wildlife management or conservation practices could depend on whether
voluntary human interest and action occur.
Around the time leading up to the municipality’s recent conservation-oriented
actions that seek to involve the public, some scholarly, scientific documents indicated
that conflict between humans and wild nonhumans in Denver occurs in ways that are
somewhat predictable and that may need to be managed in multiple and concurrent
ways (Poessel et al., 2012). For instance, Denver resident views of prairie dogs appear to
vary with factors such as proximity to prairie dog colonies, individual experience,
information levels about prairie dog behaviour, and gender (Morse et al., 2012). As in
the case of Charlottetown’s revisions to fox-related educational material after UPEI’s
urban fox research project began, the inclusion of educational material about different
species on the City and County of Denver’s website suggests that government action
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may be spurred by locally-grounded scientific research in general but that the extent of
the municipal role in making relevant new information about wildlife available to the
public will vary with at least priorities and resources (City and County of Denver, n.d.).
6.4

Obvious local government challenges
In general, the mainland parallel suggests that the City of Charlottetown and the

City and County of Denver have both acted to address concerns that they have no
explicit obligation to react to in any particular way, that relate to subject areas that have
historically not been within their realm of function or expertise, and that they are
responsible for indirectly (because of their management of resident concerns and of
local land use). It also shows that the City of Charlottetown is not alone in having had to
update educational material in the past five years and or in having to orient its
communication to a public that regards wild nonhumans in different ways than just a
nuisance. Although the City and County of Denver’s human resources dedicated to this
function were not notably more extensive than those of the City of Charlottetown
during this research, the fact that each municipality seemed to have one permanent
staff directly related to wildlife governance when the research began suggests that
stable and continuous relationships with higher levels of government and the scientific
community are necessary to support local governments if they are to act in any crosscutting ways to retain or increase biodiversity (e.g., in relation to making information
available, such as through the SWAP; see subsection 6.2.4) or to reduce conflict
between humans and wild nonhumans (e.g., in relation to black bears, see subsection
6.3.3). The city-scale mainland analysis generally suggests that, since a local government
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may or may not have focused on or sustained efforts relating to different aspects of
wildlife conservation or management, the direction and resources provided or required
by higher levels of government can determine if wildlife conservation and management
is a real, stable, or continued function in urban areas (e.g., in relation to what laws state;
see Appendix E).
Magle et al. found in Denver that, “the mechanisms that underlie the
relationships between urban predators, prey, and human-wildlife conflict remain
unclear and may be biological, sociological, or a combination of both” (2014, p.152). In
relation to such a finding and the island analysis, how and how expeditiously local
governments move beyond a combination of animal control towards some species and
education about others in urban locations will affect conservation. To an extent, how
extensive or coordinated formal management or conservation actions relating to urban
wildlife in any location will be will depend on the interplay between the level of interest
that the public and non-governmental organisations take in urban wildlife and the level
of orientation, support, and resources that local governments have access to in relation
to urban wildlife.
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Chapter 7.0

Discussion

7.1 Context for discussion
This research generally suggests that various publics at the island and city scales
on Prince Edward Island are disenfranchised in relation to certain aspects of wildlife
conservation and management and that this disenfranchisement contributes to their
disenchantment with the provincial and municipal governments (see Chapter 5). The
experience of disenchantment with governments is hardly novel to residents of Prince
Edward Island (see section 3.3). However, it is not logical to reduce disenfranchisement
that is about how wildlife is governed on Prince Edward Island to a general
dissatisfaction: “…if anything can be learned from a study on islands from any viewpoint,
it is the need to beware of hasty generalizations” (Biagini, 1999, p.17). Taking Biagini’s
advice, this section presents somewhat qualified responses to the four research
questions. The remainder of the chapter first discusses what this research suggests in
relation to the two hypotheses and then what it suggests more generally.
7.1.1 Research question 1
What do past and present records about the relationship between humans and

nonhumans on Prince Edward Island reveal about the manner in which humans perceive
and interact with wild nonhumans?
Although the island case study provides some minor insight into the relationship
between humans and some domesticated nonhuman species at the city-scale (see
subsection 5.3.2), it falls short of answering this research question in an ideal way – i.e.,
of revealing how humans have perceived and interacted with nonhumans on the island
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and of contextualizing the focus on wild nonhumans fully in this context. Data do exist
that may have helped to sharpen the focus on wild nonhumans (e.g., references to
horses in island and mainland media data). However, I did not analyse them for the
following reasons: wild nonhumans were the focus of the research, the analytic process
revealed a need to refer to much more archival material than initially identified in
relation to wild nonhumans, and I considered it more useful to keep the research as
contemporary as practical than to keep the scope as broad as possible (see sections 3.4
and 3.5).
Within the limitations outlined above, Chapter 5 traces how Foucauldian
statements about helping, learning about, and being humane towards wild nonhumans
have appeared and disappeared on Prince Edward Island and, in some circumstances, in
Charlottetown, in the first part of the 20th century. It also describes how statements
about using and getting rid of wild nonhumans seem to have continued since the late
1700s. Each of the discourses that these statements comprise reveals an interactive and
fluid layer of the way in which humans have collectively behaved towards wild
nonhumans on the island. However, they do not constitute the full field of behaviours
towards wild nonhumans on the island and they do not apply to all species, i.e., they are
representative of a spectrum and do not hold true in each instance. The full field of
behaviours may be better understood through different data collection methods, such
as a combination of first-person accounts of human-wildlife interactions, observational
studies of the same, and surveys of humans that consider relevant characteristics (e.g.,
age, gender, income, education, etc.).
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The five discourses, in their collective movement as interacting layers of thought
and action over time, suggest that there is no consistent, orderly, series of events that
characterises an island-wide or city-specific relationship between humans and
nonhumans. For instance, the discourses about using and getting rid of wild nonhumans
have been somewhat tempered by the discourses about helping, learning about, and
being humane towards wild nonhumans (e.g., the coyote bounty proposed in 2002, see
subsection 5.3.1; the updates to trapping standards in provincial laws over time, see
subsection 5.6.1).
One of the more striking aspects of the research is how the rules about wild
nonhumans at the island-scale are preoccupied with the when and the how of humans
killing wild nonhumans and the fact that this preoccupation has survived various
versions of the wildlife laws. The reason this preoccupation is striking is because it can
communicate that there is no need to use the other conservation-oriented powers of
the WCA (1998) even though there has been scarce island-specific research about the
need to conserve any wild nonhuman species or about the anthropogenic influences on
their habitat (see section 4.3). This aspect of wildlife governance is – by sheer virtue of
how long it has existed and been honed (about 250 years) – sophisticated in comparison
with more recent conservation-centric governance practices (which seem to exist in bits
and pieces).
This is a problematic governance situation because, as Gill notes in a Colorado
context, it subverts the public interest and the credibility of the public servants (e.g.,
experts) whose role is perceived to be that of upholding the public trust (1996, p.63).
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This subversion is highlighted by the fact that there has been sustained interest by
individuals and non-governmental organisations in conserving the natural environment
at the island-scale over time (e.g., the Humane Society, the Island Nature Trust, the AVC
Wildlife Service; see subsections 5.4.2 and 5.5.2). Although the volunteer nature of
much of this work has served to promote and expand public conversations about
learning, helping, and being humane to wild nonhumans, it is also critical to consider
that the volunteer nature of such work can detract from how much is done relative to
how much could be done. For instance, the volunteer-led effort to protect piping plovers
that has occurred for about 50 years is about building awareness about one charismatic
species (see subsection 5.4.2). The notion of biodiversity when considered in relation to
the amount of time that organisations and individuals would have spent on plover
conservation suggest that there is a paucity of ways of expressing conservation-oriented
concern and action on Prince Edward Island.
To some extent, means of expression relating to conservation appear to be
limited because there is an aspect of antagonism to certain relationships and
camaraderie to others that, together, appear to limit what can be done: it is as if there is
a constant motion to explore well-known paths of doing things and a desire to not
venture off them. For instance, the mainland parallel underlines that the refinement of
the governance framework for killing wild nonhumans on Prince Edward Island
represents a maturing relationship between the elected and appointed officials of the
provincial government and an interest group that promises the provincial government a
continued source of revenue (see subsection 5.2.1; Gill, 1996). In contrast, the data
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exhibit no clear signs of similarly stable cooperative relationships about wild nonhumans
being built between the elected and appointed officials of the provincial government
and non-consumptive publics. Rather, the data show signs of opposition to the status
quo at different points in time and in relation to different stakeholders (e.g., local
governments calling for an island-wide ban on snaring, see subsection 5.6.1; academics
calling for natural area protection, see subsection 5.7.2; animal rights activists calling for
fur farming to end, see subsection 5.2.1). In general, there is a relatively high
commitment of volunteer effort to relatively basic conversations about conservation at
the island-scale and this commitment continues to be made within a continental,
national, and sub-national governance framework that is formally associated with an
expectation of conservation and within a geographical situation known for
anthropogenic change and biodiversity loss (see sections 2.3 and 4.3).
The continued existence of not-for-profit organisations also cannot be extricated
from the fact that island-scale consumptive and control-oriented approaches are so
specific that they showcase an absence of something. And although non-consumptive,
non-control-oriented points of view have loosened the hold of consumptive and controloriented approaches to thinking about and acting towards wildlife to some extent, the
interaction between the different discourses suggests that there could also be entirely
new conversations that occur about wild nonhumans in the future. This is because the
discourses about helping, learning about, and being humane towards wild nonhumans
are relatively new on the island and, by the very act of existing, these discourses create
room for other thoughts that relate to them (see Chapter 5). The extent to which these
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discourses (or others relating to them) may transform will depend on the things in
relation to which they derive their legitimacy. At the time of this research, they seem to
derive their legitimacy from performing the role of interjectors and interrupters of a
fuller field of thinking about wild nonhumans in which space has tended to be devoted
to the articulation of thoughts about how to use and control wild nonhumans.
7.1.2 Research question 2
Do past and recent records about the relationship between humans and

nonhumans on Prince Edward Island reveal fundamental differences between island and
mainland with respect to the interaction between humans and wild nonhumans in
Charlottetown?
The research suggests that there are some important similarities between the
mainland and island locations studied and also some subtle differences. Since Prince
Edward Island and Colorado are places in different countries and with very different
geographical features, the similarities at the sub-national scale are relevant to keep in
mind when considering what the influences are on the similarities or differences
between Charlottetown and Denver. There have been decades-long initiatives to get rid
of terrestrial wild nonhumans in Prince Edward Island and Colorado that are connected
with the times at which large-scale permanent human settlement was occurring and
that have, at the very least, exacerbated the extirpation or near-extirpation of multiple
species (Curley et al., 2019; Murray, 1987). At the urban scale, and during the course of
this research, the municipalities of Charlottetown and Denver have shown signs that
they are experiencing a need to explain the urban presence of wild nonhumans to their
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human residents. This need to explain suggests that there is some disorientation or
discomfort in both locations about wild nonhumans being natural and that these
municipalities are in first responder communication positions about concepts such as
ecocentric ethics and ecosystem resilience in urban areas even as a mass extinction is
ongoing (see subsection 2.1; Ceballos, 2015). Overall, such similarities suggest that the
ways in which wildlife is governed by different levels of jurisdiction in North America are
not necessarily oriented to the geographical features of the places in which the
governance is occurring or to the sensibilities of the humans or the needs of the wild
nonhumans who live in them.
However, the mainland parallel shows that, unlike the island, wildlife governance
in Colorado formally includes the why of what needs to be done (see Appendix E) and
(relative to the island) the minutiae of how the things to achieve that what are to be
done (e.g., the composition of the Wildlife Commission, see subsection 6.2.3). This
clarifies whether the public trust doctrine is a part of the governance framework or not
(see subsection 2.1) and it elevates the importance of how a thing is to be done to the
status of a legal obligation. The latter is an important subtlety because it also elevates
the importance of the theme to which the how and the thing relate (e.g., habitat,
recovery, trapping, bounties). It is a subtlety that is relevant to a discussion about
islandness in the context of urban wildlife because it shows that the power dynamics
relating to how wildlife governance occurs on Prince Edward Island and in Colorado are
different. On the island, public trust in certain aspects of wildlife conservation appears
to be more invested in non-governmental entities than in the provincial government
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and the urban condition is a relatively unacknowledged one by either type of entity in
terms of their traceable work foci over time. In contrast with Colorado, on Prince
Edward Island the combination of these factors, i.e., what is said about what, by whom
and to whom and how creates a situation is which less is known by any entity about the
steps to do anything in particular about wild nonhumans in urban locations or from
what perspective anything should be done at all.
Public conversations about crows and foxes in Charlottetown over the past few
years showcase that the ways in which humans and wild nonhumans may be
encouraged or required to interact can be determined through processes of decisionmaking that are so bereft of structure that the views of a few elected or appointed
individuals could determine what is encouraged or required (see subsections 5.3.2 and
5.5.2). Socially-sanctioned actions that relate to wild nonhumans in Charlottetown (e.g.,
the March of the Crows, see subsection 5.4.2; Fox Aid P.E.I, see subsection 5.5.1) are
responses to what is likely to be a very different governance dynamic than the type of
opposition that may have been spurred by the culling of Canada geese in Denver (see
subsection 6.3.3). These socially-sanctioned actions and the governance dynamics could
each be considered expressions of islandness. They show that Charlottetown’s residents
– human and wild nonhuman – are in a very different situation from Denver because,
unlike the mainland parallel, there is no legacy of nongame conservation (see subsection
6.2.1) or knowledge dissemination about urban wildlife (see subsection 6.2.4) on Prince
Edward Island. This results in a situation wherein the municipal government is, in the
day-to-day function of having to respond to Charlottetown residents about urban
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wildlife, starting from scratch in comparison with Denver. Concurrently, the provincial
government’s legal framework for wildlife governance appears to be adapted to a
somewhat hypothetical situation (see subsection 5.5.1 and the deleted provision in the
WCA [1998] in Appendix C, C1). The most functional pieces of this framework seem to
relate to the consumptive uses of wild nonhumans that have been part of actual
economic practices on the island (see subsection 5.2.1).
More importantly, the island-mainland contrast shows that any inherent
limitations to respond to urban wildlife governance challenges on Prince Edward Island
are exacerbated by a reliance on practices from off-island. Prussia’s forestry sector
management philosophy in the 1800s was the model for the wildlife management
profession that was created in the United States in the early 1900s (Gill, 1996). Gill, a
wildlife biologist who worked with the state government in Colorado, discusses why the
public was a non-factor in this wildlife governance model across the United States. He
describes how a “troika” of universities, professional organisations, and government
agencies was sullied by the nature of its relationship with hunters and anglers (Gill,
1996, p.63). He also discusses how the often-rural background of wildlife professionals
and their consequent work in rural environments and within political systems that
prioritise agriculture over wildlife can result in a situation where the public interest is
countered by a “cultural fortress of professional walls” (Gill, 1996, p.64). This research
cannot fairly assess the extent to which these specific observations made by Gill are
relevant to the island situation – he was speaking from within a profession and about it
and this research does not analyse educational offerings or professional affiliations –
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except to observe that the island case study shows no sign of any direct and specific
public engagement about how wildlife per se should be governed and that the structure
of governance does not appear to be particularly stable (see subsection 5.7.1). In this
context, the lack of governance direction about urban wildlife in Charlottetown
concurrent to the rural tilt in the provincial government’s wildlife governance
framework suggests that there is a problem. The problem has to do with borrowing
ways of doing things about wild nonhumans from other locations in the absence of
articulating governance processes that are intentionally oriented to the factors that
influence wildlife governance on the island and in the absence of intentionally designing
processes to withstand organisational changes.
In view of the challenges to wildlife governance at the island and city scales
outlined above, the day-to-day management of the Wildlife Conservation Fund and the
Dog Act (1974) by not-for-profit organisations suggests that, at the island-scale, the
credibility of the public trust manager (Decker et al., 2015, see section 4.1) can be
associated with not being the provincial government. At the city-scale, although the
print news media publications suggest there is a mistrust of municipal government, no
obvious active trust managers can be observed. Concurrently, the not-for-profit sector’s
specialisation in encouraging the retention and protection of natural space (see
subsection 5.4.1) creates a situation in which there is a need for not-for-profit
organisations to recognise that there are no other organisations that are advocating for
conservation in the context of urbanisation. The deliberate inclusion of this thought, i.e.,
of urban locations, in ongoing advocacy efforts generally represents the potential for
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urban wildlife governance to benefit from the scope of knowledge, experience, and
credibility of a decades-old, island-specific, conservation-oriented movement as
urbanisation continues on the island.
The need for identifiable trust management at the city-scale is highlighted by the
aspects of the research that show that, unlike Denver, the process of land use planning
in Charlottetown is not oriented to wild nonhumans in any meaningful way (see
subsections 5.5.2, 6.3.1, and 6.3.2). For instance, the absence of any relevant priorities
(e.g., about how changes to land are intended to consider wild nonhumans and their
habitat) in the Official Plan creates a situation in which area-specific planning involving
the land-water interface has occurred in not particularly coordinated ways in central
and eastern parts of downtown Charlottetown. The central part has not considered wild
nonhumans in any way and the eastern part has not considered connections to the
central part in relation to wildlife (see subsection 5.5.2). Such land use planning suggests
that urban wildlife conservation needs in places of high human activity and use are
being overlooked. The human-wildlife management implications of overlooking these
needs are unknown. Such land use planning suggests a general incapacity on the part of
the municipality to engage with residents about wild nonhumans as part of existing
processes. This precludes any understanding of what stakeholder and public
engagement could reveal and any ability to work, with the results of such engagement,
towards meeting wildlife conservation or management needs in locally-suitable ways.
The relative absence of engagement with the public in relation to wild
nonhumans in any respect at the city-scale itself lends some legitimacy to the views of
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those who are excluded from decision-making, by sheer virtue of their exclusion. This is
problematic because it may or may not legitimise views and actions that impact
biodiversity with different effects, including in circumstances where these effects may
not be known as they occur. For instance, Kristine Martin studied attitudes towards red
foxes in Charlottetown after it was generally known that feeding foxes was a prevalent
social practice (2015). The impacts of humans feeding foxes on other species remain
unstudied, unknown, and unspoken about in any local scientific or governance data that
was accessed for this research. The mainland parallel suggests that, in the absence of
research about local interspecies dynamics being prioritised in urban locations,
decisions about urban wildlife management are likely to be uninformed about the needs
and behaviours of wild nonhumans in urban locations. For instance, it is illogical to
assume that the population cycles of snowshoe hares at the island-scale and city-scale
are similar to each other or to population cycles in locations where the Canada lynx
have not been extirpated (Krebs et al., 2017). When Magle et al. studied the relationship
between human-coyote conflict and the distribution of prairie dog colonies in and
around Denver, they found that prairie dogs may serve as a food source for coyotes and
that this may reduce conflicts with humans and domesticated wild nonhumans (2014).
The absence of such research on the island results in a situation wherein elected and
appointed officials and the public have no way of accessing knowledge about the role of
wild nonhumans in local ecological processes before making decisions and wherein
individuals with different opinions about those decisions are equally unable to inform
themselves. For instance, Magle et al.’s research implies that interspecies dynamics
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between smaller and larger terrestrial mammals in Charlottetown could, if studied,
provide information that urban residents may consider (e.g., to ascertain how tolerant
or appreciative they are towards local fauna) and that different levels of government
should consider in relevant actions, such as any focal species approach to wildlife
conservation or any attempts to reduce the relative abundance of a particular species
(2014).
Overall, the mainland parallel shows that the interaction between humans and
wild nonhumans in Charlottetown is moderated by the absence of any meaningful
legally binding (federal or provincial) framework about conservation or management in
the context of human settlements. This lack of articulation means that, unlike Colorado,
no default considerations guide the actions of municipal elected and appointed officials
in local decision-making about urban wildlife. Even if such articulation occurs, the
mainland parallel also suggests that overarching considerations created by higher levels
of government do not preclude the existence of conflicting or polarised human values
about wild nonhumans in urban locations that are managed by municipalities (e.g., the
culling of Canada geese in Denver in 2019; see subsection 6.3.3).
7.1.3 Research question 3
What implications, if any, does this case study hold for the conservation and

management of urban wildlife on Prince Edward Island?
The mainland parallel highlights that the encourage approach towards wildlife
conservation on the island is not bolstered by direct resident input, long term funding
commitments, or legal obligations on the part of the provincial government about intent
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or process. It also highlights that the absence of a require approach coupled with the
absence of the sort of bolsters referred to above creates a situation in which urban
wildlife conservation and management is an optional aspect of governance for the notfor-profit sector to lobby for or for the provincial and municipal governments to attend
to. The time and effort that the range of these organisations have devoted to the
encourage approach over time implies that any require approach would need to play
catch-up if it were to be used effectively. This is particularly true of the conservation and
management needs in urban locations because they are inextricable from the extent
and pace of changes that municipalities already allow to be made to land. The general
need is similar to the need that led to the provincial government creating a Land Use
Service Centre about 50 years ago. The difference is that there is no education related
to land use planning on the island any longer and the work that is involved in
understanding urban wildlife conservation needs is likely to be more complex given the
changes to land that have been made over time (see subsection 5.5.2). These gaps in the
capacity to do something are inextricable from gaps in the vision about the something.
The absence of a clear vision and the absence of a require approach appear to be
related because both raise the question of whether the public is aware that it owns
wildlife – urban or otherwise – and that this ownership is meant to be enforceable (see
section 4.1). The mainland parallel shows that any actions of different levels of
government in Colorado can be considered by any entity in relation to some general
direction about what wildlife governance is meant to achieve (see Appendix D). In the
absence of any such direction on Prince Edward Island and in Charlottetown, decisions
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about wild nonhumans will likely continue to have the appearance of being
discretionary because they cannot be linked to any specific intent. As the mainland
parallel shows, the possible motion of the provincial government encouraging or
requiring municipalities such as Charlottetown to take a particular approach towards
the presence of wild nonhumans implies that the provincial government would itself
take a similar approach towards wild nonhumans. The absence of any legal protection
for any wild nonhuman species at an island-scale ever since the ability to provide such
protection was created in the WCA (1998) implies that the provincial government may
find it difficult to direct municipalities to protect particular wild nonhuman species
because it has no experience in doing the same.
Regardless of the organisations that may initiate a require approach, the require
approach is a start-from-scratch approach and one that is unlikely to work without
technical expertise being involved. For instance, Greenaway et al. in 2019 released a
guide about ecological modelling in relation to municipal land use planning that pointed
out that municipalities in Alberta may be able to legally use process tools such as
conservation easements, the transfer of development credits, land swaps, conservation
reserves, and environmental reserves. The ability to use, create, or identify the
appropriateness of such tools on the island is not necessarily the same as in Alberta or
elsewhere and, as Greenaway et al. observe, local governments tend to lack the human
resources needed to apply such tools (2019, p.30). Amongst other things, Greenaway et
al. provide a resource library catalogue, sample setback guidelines to assist
municipalities in land use planning that is oriented towards conservation priorities, and
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suggest that municipalities could use a committee of trained experts to create the tools
that they need (Greenaway et al., 2019). Such applied research literature generally
implies that wildlife conservation and management governance in Charlottetown and
other parts of the island that are urban or urbanising will only become more complex
and costly as urbanisation continues. In other words, untrained human resources cannot
reasonably be expected to apply suites of technical tools that tend to be created and
used by trained resources (unless they receive adequate training and support). For
instance, Greenaway has a graduate degree in environmental design and works with a
not-for-profit environmental research institute that is affiliated with Mount Royal
University (Miistakis Institute, n.d.).
Together, the island case study and mainland parallel also suggest that only
some interest groups will continue to influence decision-making to different degrees at
the island or city scales unless there is a transition to a more open and more
participatory approach that involves more stakeholders. Leong et al. define a
stakeholder as “any person who significantly affects or is significantly affected by wildlife
management” (2012, p.28). As Decker et al. point out, “a desire to govern well in the
public interest conveys a fundamental purpose for gaining insights about the human
dimensions of wildlife management” (2012, p.4). Various countries in the European
Union are using an explicit co-management approach towards wildlife, often in
recognition that non-governmental organisations – local or otherwise – may have an
interest in conservation and may be able to contribute to overcoming institutional
limitations in different ways (Rudolph et al., 2012). Intentional co-management
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represents a starting point to manage conflicts between humans about wild nonhumans
in Charlottetown and, as a result, to allow for more effective processes relating to the
conservation and management of wild nonhumans. The discourses about learning about
and helping wild nonhumans at the island-scale describe how organisations working
towards the conservation or management of the natural environment seem to have
created some inter-organisational linkages and to have carried out actions that at least
implicitly include wild nonhumans and have some public support (see subsections 5.4.1
and 5.4.2). Their involvement, whether voluntarily or solicited by any level of
government, is the most obvious route to creating and using appropriate process tools
and accessing technical tools to better conserve and manage wild nonhumans and their
habitat in urban and urbanising parts of the island.
7.1.4 Research question 4
What lessons, if any, does this case study hold for the conservation and

management of urban wildlife on other islands and on mainland locations?
There is no across-the-board approach that is appropriate to borrow between
locations. If anything, the distortion of a management model for trees in Prussia that
was transferred indirectly to Prince Edward Island and re-applied to wild nonhumans
shows that there are risks associated with the wholesale borrowing of approaches as
they have been applied elsewhere without understanding the broader context in the
location to which they are being considered being transferred for use (Gill, 1996). This is
reinforced by the island case study which suggests that the top-down approach used to
implement the CDP was so unsuited to the social dynamics of the island that its
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experience seems to have carried the reluctance of exploring any require approach at
the island-scale into the 21st century too (see subsection 5.5.1). One general lesson of
this research – to determine how much adaptation is needed if an approach from
elsewhere is considered – is particularly pertinent to islands because it is also
corroborated by nissological scholarship that cautions against applying large-scale
approaches to islands (Doumenge, 1987 in Nunn & Kumar, 2018; Starc, 2006). However,
the research does not reveal anything in particular that pertains specifically to mainland
locations.
In relation to Charlottetown and Denver, the research does show that neither
the needs and behaviours of wild nonhumans nor the values and behaviours of humans
in urban locations are well understood. The provincial government for Prince Edward
Island, the state government for Colorado, and the local governments for Charlottetown
and Denver have each, at some point in time, had to explain to urban residents what
they suggest and advise residents do in relation to wild nonhumans. The relative lack of
relevant localised research or analysis in Charlottetown suggests that there is a need for
particularly thoughtful, considered solutions to human-wildlife interactions that have
negative implications, especially considering that the literature corroborates that
knowledge gaps are commonplace in the intersection of urban wildlife and local
governance (see sections 2.2 and 2.3).
In particular, the research suggests that the level of role clarity that a local
government has about its own role in wildlife conservation or management is important
in any location because the local government tends to work as a first point of contact
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with residents and, in at least a North American context, tends to take day-to-day land
use decisions more or less independently (see section 4.1). In Charlottetown, the
municipality’s historic focus on animal control coupled with low role clarity seems to
have detracted from the municipality’s ability to explore multi-species conservation,
biophilic planning, or an ecosystem orientation.
Public knowledge about the roles of different levels of government is also an
important aspect of wildlife governance (Jacobson et al., 2010). Where there is low
clarity at the organisational or public levels, the unknowns become greater. For
instance, Denver’s participation in programs created by the National Wildlife Federation
and the Nature Conservancy shows a municipality communicating its general stance
about wild nonhumans to its residents (see subsection 6.3.3). This sort of self-led role
clarification may also serve as a first step in identifying the financial and human
resources necessary to support relevant conservation and management activities. The
Biophilic Cities Network is an expression of how low these resources can be in any local
jurisdiction and this Network underlines the need for some type of role clarity as a step
towards collaboration. In March 2020, the Network included 20 partners from Australia,
Canada, Costa Rica, New Zealand, Panama, Singapore, Spain, the United Kingdom, and
the United States (Biophilic Cities, n.d.). This research also suggests that the barriers to
urban wildlife conservation and management on Prince Edward Island and in
Charlottetown have to do with how communication occurs (or does not occur) between
stakeholders who may have a relationship history. This is a particularly relevant
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consideration on islands and in small-scale social settings (Baldacchino, 2000;
Baldacchino & Veenendaal, 2018).

7.2 Hypothesis 1
The physical features that distinguish island and mainland locations may result in
a need for island-specific solutions to wildlife conservation and management.
Information gaps on the island make it impossible to verify or refute this
hypothesis in any deterministic way. No information about the characteristics of
urbanisation occurring on the island and no meaningful data about the impact of any
aspect of urbanisation on wild nonhumans at any scale was available during this
research. These gaps seem to have to do with analytic functions not being carried out at
provincial and municipal levels of government (see section 5.5). As subsection 7.1.2
suggests, such knowledge gaps could possibly be tied to the under resourcing of human
resources that tend to have subsets of wildlife-related knowledge, and that could
possibly be more accessible by the provincial and municipal government in locations
with a different history of technical research (see subsection 6.2.4). This, in turn, creates
a situation in which the concepts of urban wildlife and urban area conservation and
management are relatively unexplored on Prince Edward Island. These concepts can
only be explored superficially in the absence of location-specific information (e.g.,
research about species richness and succession in urban and urbanising parts of the
island) being carried out and communicated to stakeholders.
In contrast, in Colorado, the state government identifies residential and
commercial development as the biggest threat to wildlife habitat through a process that
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involves analysis of development patterns in different locations with different natural
characteristics (Government of Colorado, 2015c). This, in turn, makes it possible for any
entity to consider the likely implications of land use change on wild nonhumans and also
makes it easier to work intentionally towards orienting land use processes to
conservation in differing circumstances. Amongst other things, the performance of
these functions in Colorado involves a much more elaborate legal structure for how
things are done, a different orientation to what is done, and a federal government
process that provides funding tied to deliverables (see sections 4.1 and 6.2). As
subsection 7.1.4 discusses, these differences also relate to lower and higher levels of
role clarity for municipalities on Prince Edward Island and in Colorado respectively.
Despite the general inability to verify or refute this hypothesis, the print news
media publications and the municipal governance documents for the island show that
land use planning documents relating to the waterfront are not particularly oriented to
considering the shoreline in the absence of city-scale direction about the natural
environment, wildlife habitat, or the potential for interaction between humans and wild
nonhumans (see subsections 5.5.2 and 7.1.2). An obvious observation that follows is
that any approach to land use planning in Charlottetown or in other locations with
shorelines should deliberately be sensitive to the ecological characteristics of the landwater interface (e.g., in terms of human activities and the use and landscaping of land).
Although this research did not involve any focus on marine species, it also follows that
any approach to managing human-wildlife interactions in coastal urban jurisdictions
should be oriented to the presence of both land and marine based species in a
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fragmented spatial setting. In general, the research shows that, in both island and
mainland locations, there is a need for continued research that is intended to
understand how different urban typologies can support biodiversity (and a need for that
research to link into ongoing practices such as land use planning).

7.3 Hypothesis 2
The socio-economic dynamics that distinguish island and mainland locations may
represent untapped potential for creative solutions to wildlife conservation and
management.
The research generally supports this hypothesis and points towards interorganisational collaboration as a path to identify and explore any appropriate solutions.
The island-scale analysis shows that processes that have come about to help, learn
about, and be humane towards wild nonhumans seem to have been brought about in
ways that do not disturb the status quo of using and controlling wild nonhumans very
much. For instance, the AWA (2016) does not apply to the wild nonhumans that the
WCA does (1998) and the EPA Watercourse and Wetland Protection Regulations’
intensive livestock standards (Schedule D, EC720/08) are explicit that infant foxes and
mink are not to be considered in space standards. Although there is island-scale
precedent for non-governmental organisations to manage the logistics of defined
conservation-oriented aspects of wildlife governance (see subsection 5.5.1), there is
little indication in the data that stakeholders (Leong et al., 2012) are involved in making,
understanding, implementing, and evaluating wildlife-related governance decisions
(Lauber et al., 2014). Some of Colorado’s wildlife-related governance decisions have also
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been criticised for being biased in favour of consumptive users (Lauber et al., 2014) but
these decisions exist alongside other decision-making processes such as ballot
initiatives: this results in a very different basic level of ability to adapt any status quo
(see subsection 6.2.1).
The aspects of wildlife governance referred to above suggest that advocacy for
conservation is the forte of those taking an oppositional stance to the provincial
government at the island-scale but that there is also a hesitation to go too far in
opposing authority. In this context, creative solutions seem more likely to emerge from
collaborations between informal managers of the public trust, i.e., from the
combination of educational institutions and not-for-profit organisations, than from
formal authority figures such as elected and appointed officials. There are also no clear
public trust managers at the full city-scale. This creates a situation in which
improvements to urban wildlife conservation and management practices may continue
to be shelved or undermined. The most obvious solutions lie in the motion of public
trust managers at the island-scale encouraging and, if necessary, initiating the
communications required to create a support structure for wildlife conservation and
management in an urban context. Overall, there is a need for some entity to initiate a
continuous conversation between stakeholders about urban wildlife and biodiversity in
the context that site-specific conservation in pristine settings is the exception and not
the norm in urban areas and from the view that the wild nonhumans that urban
residents encounter are unlikely to be vagrant species.
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7.4 Summary
Smith views the public trust manager’s role as one that includes ensuring that
trustees (elected and appointed officials) have comprehensive information about public
values and that also includes avoiding any efforts to affect things based on personal
values (2011). In their broadest sense, public trust managers are individuals who liaise
between trustees and beneficiaries (Smith, 2011). Gill identifies a need for universities
to train both “expert specialists” and “expert generalists” and a need for governments
to better understand and connect with multiple publics (1996, p.65). Although Gill does
not explicitly define these generalists and specialists, Nielsen and Knuth observe that
university curricula are increasingly being adapted in the context that wildlife-related
professionals may need to be “well-versed in the human component of the systems in
which wildlife are managed” (2012, p.24; see section 2.3). Shanahan et al. discuss that
there are some very different publics to consider: those entirely unaware of wildlife,
those somewhat aware of wildlife, and those active in relation to wildlife (2012).
The literature and the mainland parallel together communicate that shortages in
resources and knowledge relating to wild nonhumans and urban areas have the
potential to aggravate similar shortages that already exist on islands. The island case
study showcases these shortages on Prince Edward Island. In particular, it shows that
the orientation of wildlife governance over time has led to the emergence of informal
trust managers. The involvement of existing public trust managers – whether formal or
informal – in identifying how to reduce challenges in the future is important. As the
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global Local Governments for Sustainability network and its partners noted more than
20 years ago:
The process of building partnerships among stakeholders must be facilitated by
some institution that is seen to be legitimate by diverse community interests.
Sometimes this institution is the local authority. In other cases, new institutions
must be created to serve as an acceptable intermediary among these interests
(ICLEI, IDRC, & UNEP, 1996, p.14).
The island is experiencing unprecedented population growth and the
combination of permanent human settlement, agricultural use, urbanisation, and
islands is not, in and of itself, likely to be a conducive one for biodiversity conservation
(see Chapter 1 and sections 2.2 and 2.3). The governance of wild nonhumans in urban
parts of the island such as Charlottetown has been approached in a discretionary
manner over at least the past century (see section 4.1 and subsections 5.2.2, 5.3.2,
5.4.2, 5.5.2, and 5.6.2). This past suggests that there is very real possibility that the
orientation of the wildlife profession will not be towards urban conditions, unless what
Gill called for 24 years ago in the United States occurs: “a full-scale cultural revolution”
(1996, p.64). It is also a very real possibility, considering the global data gaps in relation
to biodiversity loss in urban locations and on continental islands, that the impacts of
such ongoing anthropocentric processes on the natural world in Charlottetown will be
negative and may only be identified in retrospect, if they are identified at all.
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Chapter 8.0

Conclusion

8.1 Thematic limitations
This research creates a contemporary understanding about how some formal
and informal human-made systems on Prince Edward Island can affect wild nonhumans
in Charlottetown. Although it attempts to provide insight about why these systems
facilitate some ways of thinking about and acting towards wild nonhumans instead of
others, it is a qualitative study that involves specific data and it is oriented to help
identify big picture considerations relating to urban wildlife conservation and
management in Charlottetown. It does not purport to be comprehensive. The
combination of subjectivity and orientation creates big limitations relating to the
research observations. My academic and practical training in land use and
environmental planning likely helped me to understand some of the governance and
scholarly, scientific documents but other researchers with different values and
backgrounds may have identified different discourses.
The mainland parallel helps show such limitations. For instance, if the analysis
had included an investigation about the influence of zoos and the history of wildlife
rehabilitation centres in Colorado, different research observations about the island may
have emerged. Similarly, if the history of the Confederation Trail on the island had been
considered from a habitat perspective, the research observations may have focused on
habitat-related issues. Finer-scale research could possibly investigate such subtleties.
For instance, I often wondered during the research process what an individual who has
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formally studied the human dimensions of wildlife would observe if investigating
whether island residents with different backgrounds and arrival histories distinguish
between wild nonhumans based on whether they are native or from away.

8.2 Methodological challenges and limitations
I initially found Foucauldian discourse analysis somewhat daunting to carry out
because of the disagreement amongst academics in different disciplines about how to
use this analytic method (see section 3.2). It was an appropriate qualitative research
method to use in relation to the research scope because it is oriented to let a researcher
consider substantial amounts of qualitative data and to interpret them meaningfully
(Willig, 2013). My challenge in applying the method was that I had trouble deciding
when the analysis was complete (Foucault, 1972; Stevenson, 2004). Through a lot of
back and forth with the data, I accepted that this challenge was part of the analytic
process and that, even if I undertook multiple concurrent pieces of in-depth research, I
may continue to find more data that is relevant to analyse. Researchers sometimes tend
to shy away from using Foucault’s analytic methods for such reasons. As Lynch explains
below:
Foucault’s ‘statement’ is not the sort of statement that a logician would
compose or unpack, nor is it a linguist’s analytical object or a conversation
analyst’s utterance. Though careful not to confuse discourse with ideology,
Foucault allows it to fill the space vacated by ideology. It is not a perfect fit.
Discourse spills over that space, and spills into others, and no longer becomes
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analytically distinct from built environments and the bodies that inhabit them.
(2007, p.500)
If I had known that these analytic challenges would arise during the research
process before I commenced it, I would likely still have used the Foucauldian approach
because it was suited to piece together a big picture understanding of a particular
situation, i.e., of urban wildlife conservation and management, in the context of
relevant surrounding influences (e.g., islandness and governance). However, I would
likely have carried out a much broader sweep of information at the start of the process
rather than later (see section 3.5), considered requesting access to peripheral but
relevant contextual information that was not easily available (e.g., the provincial
government’s SEAP; see subsection 5.7.2), and may have done more archival research
about public opinions about wild nonhumans (e.g., to understand if the public
engagement aspect of the preparation of Charlottetown’s Official Plan in the 1990s
included any discussion about wildlife habitat). I believe that such a broader dataset
would have created a more nuanced research product. I doubt that such work would
have changed the indication in this research that collaboration beyond comfort levels is
necessary to improve urban wildlife management practices and to effect wildlife
conservation in urban and urbanising parts of Prince Edward Island.
If I had also known that this document would be written over a few years, I
would likely have included an aspect of communication about ongoing events with
various stakeholders during the course of the research. Although I considered some
major and obvious changes to directly-related governance documents and some events
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that occurred as I came across them, the research design was not created with a view to
events that may occur during the research process. For instance, contact with people
was limited to mostly government staff at the start of the process and to fact-check
information relating to publicly available documents during the process. Many events
not directly related to the discussion were not considered and do not inform the overall
analysis (e.g., the implications of political changes in the United States on the
governance of wild nonhumans in Colorado). At the same time, some of the things that
happened in Charlottetown during the research process related directly to showing the
continuity of the discourses. It was not obvious where I had to draw the line about what
to include and what to omit. For instance, in March 2020, students in Charlottetown
held a walk called Rally for a Caws in response to the shooting and consequent
euthanasia of three crows in Charlottetown in February 2020 (Daniel Brown, 2020). I
referred briefly to the shooting and euthanasia in the island case study since it helped to
show the continuity of a discourse and because I was finalising the content of this
document at the time (see subsection 5.3.2). However, I did not include the student
reaction because I had already finalised the earlier content and because I thought that
the island case study already made it clear that there are conflicting views about crows
in Charlottetown (see subsections 5.4.2).
The mainland parallel was also challenging to include from a distance because I
was able to observe and confirm circumstances in Charlottetown (e.g., the March of the
Crows) but had no experiential exposure to or understanding of events in Denver (e.g.,
the culling of Canada geese). Since the mainland parallel was considered only from a
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narrow, theoretical perspective, it was still valuable to think about Charlottetown in
relation to a relatively large municipality in North America and for that municipality to
be one located outside Canada. In particular, the contrast between the island case study
and the mainland parallel shows that the division of responsibilities between different
levels of government can create similarities despite differences in nation, location,
population, and land area.
In retrospect, I would have designed at least the mainland component of the
research to include interviews with relevant stakeholders and to include an
observational component in some way. For instance, it would likely have been relevant
for me to have understood how and why the State of Colorado began to license wildlife
rehabilitators and whether the Urban Wildlife Rescue and the Greenwood Rehabilitation
Centre (not-for-profit organisations in the Denver and Front Range areas respectively)
had any local insights about the notions of helping, being humane to, and getting rid of
wild nonhumans. It would also have been useful to have had a better sense of the level
of public participation in updates to the Comprehensive Plan and the Game Plan. If I
were to carry out further study in this thematic area, I would likely focus on the internal
structures of governance (e.g., decision-making processes, division of responsibilities,
organisational structures, staff composition) and include a contrasting mix of North
American municipalities located on islands and those municipalities that are part of the
Biophilic Cities Network. I would likely have considered this sort of focus too narrow
before going through this research process. As the thought of studying multiple local
governments above suggests, my understanding is that both the island case study and
228

the mainland parallel were helpful for the purpose of this research but, alone or
together, these two locations are insufficient to make any sweeping observations about
what factors affect urban wildlife conservation and management on islands or in
mainland locations. It is in this view that both aspects of this research could have
benefited from the inclusion of human perspectives that may have revealed subtleties
that the documentation did not necessarily capture. Realistically, such an inclusion
would only have been manageable through a research project that involved multiple
researchers or a greater amount of time and resources.

8.3 Contributions
Together, the island case study and the mainland parallel show that the
orientation of sub-national governance (towards using wild nonhumans) that is evident
on Prince Edward Island has been problematic in Colorado and been re-oriented to
generally be more cognisant of the diversity of human values about wild nonhumans.
This is a theoretical contribution because of the locations studied: it contributes to any
discussion about the application of the public trust doctrine in geographies with a rural
history or present. This contribution shows in that the specific observations in the
research lead up to an aggregate thought that is similar to Gill’s about Colorado in the
1990s: that “unprecedented collaboration amongst professional societies, universities,
and wildlife agencies” is needed (1996, p.64).
Another contribution of this research is the analytical approaches used because
they have helped identify specific problems over time that are not necessarily locationspecific, though the problems themselves may manifest in location-specific ways. In
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particular, the Foucauldian approach allowed me to use the data to reveal “the
complexities of policy making in ways that other approaches do not” (Sharp &
Richardson, 2001, p.207). If such complexities are not explored then problem definition
is vaguer and solutions are possibly more difficult to arrive at (Whittaker & FernandezPalacios, 2007; Starc, 2006).
Finally, this research expands the scarce perspectives about wildlife governance
on Prince Edward Island and, through the description of the discourses, offers multiple
starting points for further research about the human dimensions of wildlife
conservation and management on Prince Edward Island and in other locations. It also
provides a contemporary (but not exhaustive) overview of how wild nonhumans have
been governed in Charlottetown till 2020. In doing so, it shows that distinctions
between managing people and managing wild nonhumans are relevant for wildliferelated researchers and practitioners to consider, if their work on Prince Edward Island
is to support the resilience of nature in any urban situation.

8.4 Reflexivity
The research process made me somewhat despondent. I was reminded
throughout it that solutions may be contingent on people with enough orientation to
pinpoint a problem. I do not know if this can occur on an island where I have personally
experienced that role diffusion can affect professional and personal spheres of existence
(Baldacchino & Veenendaal, 2018). During the research process, I accepted that
solutions may never be achieved even if they are theoretically possible. One of the
things that made me think in this way was the sheer amount of time and effort that
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showed through in Nature PEI’s newsletters versus the type of gaps that the research
shows remain unaddressed (Nature PEI, 1974-2019). I do not believe that humans have
the luxury of decades to incrementally work their way up to acknowledging the
presence of the natural world in practical ways. I ended up changing personally during
the research too. For instance, I turned vegan twice.

8.5 Directions for practice
This research suggests that the philosophical decisions of governments show in
the ways in which decisions are made. The research does not show decisions about
wildlife governance on the island being made in a clearly collective way. The individual
philosophical stance taken by formal and informal public trust managers – and the
extent to which and fora in which these trust managers articulate that stance – is the
obvious path to any collective decision making. The mainland parallel shows that
professionally trained wildlife management practitioners have articulated their stances
in Colorado over time (Beck, 1998; Gill, 1996; Murray, 1987).
The issues about which public trust managers articulate a stance will be
important because they will carry with them the weight of the credibility of the trust
managers. The most important issue that this research highlights is whether or not wild
nonhumans are being held in the public trust on Prince Edward Island. It suggests that
more open and inclusive public and stakeholder engagement processes should be at the
core of clarifying how the public trust doctrine is satisfied in relation to different
ongoing aspects of wildlife governance and in relation to related governance such as
land use processes. As Beck notes, there are many ways to approach wildlife governance
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“including wildlife commissions, legislatures, governors or presidents, agency
regulations, and citizen initiatives” (1998, p.25). Various resources exist that can be used
to create engagement processes that are appropriate to a particular situation or context
(Decker et al., 2012; de la Peña et al., 2017).

8.6 Directions for research
This research suggests that more collaborative practices are likely to be useful to
bridge existing gaps in knowledge, knowledge application, and knowledge dissemination
about urban wildlife on Prince Edward Island. Such action research should be regarded
as capacity-building in and of itself and should ideally involve a full range of stakeholders
and relevant practitioners working towards land and wildlife conservation and
management on the island. For instance, publicly-disseminated multi-species and
ecosystem research that identifies local built environment features requiring
conservation-oriented design could provide organisations and individuals with relevant
information to participate meaningfully in land use planning processes.
The research also suggests that there is a general need for governance
processes, including but not limited to land use, to be further elaborated and improved.
Such processes do not appear to have been studied in more than a general way or in
recent years. The absence of relevant in-depth contemporary research blocks the ability
to investigate the implications of institutional challenges relating to professional
capacity in relation to the governance of wildlife. The most recent relevant research that
I found were an academic thesis about corruption that is more than 40 years old and an
academic publication that implies that the provincial civil service cannot possibly be
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expected to work in the same way as a mainland location and that is about 15 years old
(Albert MacDonald, 1979; Buker, 2005).
Starting points for interconnected social and natural sciences research that could
help to alleviate limitations relating to the issues outlined above include the following
themes:
•

the range of wildlife-related subject matter expertise and deficiencies on
the island, its organisational distribution, and the impacts on the ongoing
functions of government and not-for-profit organisations;

•

the stakeholder engagement processes that have been used by different
levels of government on the island, the extent to which they facilitate the
inclusion of different publics, and the most appropriate ways of opening
them up in consideration of the dynamics and logistics of
communication;

•

the potential to apply the precautionary principle in the absence of
human and financial resources, with a view to attitudes, behaviours, and
values in government and non-government organisations (Wood, 2000);
and

•

barriers to translating the outcomes of research and engagement into
decision-making (Ring, 2009).

Action research represents the most obvious way of attempting to resolve the issues
that this research identifies (Greenwood & Levin, 2007). Legally-required governance
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documents represent the most obvious points of application for such participatory
research.
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Appendix A: Excerpt from a description of a Foucauldian statement
So let us take once again the example of those signs made or drawn in a defined
materiality, and grouped in a particular way, which may or may not be arbitrary,
but which, in any case, is not grammatical: the keyboard of a typewriter, or a
handful of printer’s characters. All that is required is that the signs be given, that
I copy them on to a sheet of paper (in the same order in which they appear, but
without producing a word) for a statement to emerge: the statement of the
letters of the alphabet in an order that makes the typing of them easier, and the
statement of a random group of letters. What has happened then, that a
statement should have been made? What can the second group possess that is
not possessed by the first? Reduplication, the fact that it is a copy? Certainly not,
since the keyboards of typewriters all copy a certain model and are not, by that
very fact, statements. The intervention of a subject? This answer is inadequate
for two reasons: it is not enough that the reiteration of a series be due to the
initiative of an individual for it to be transformed, by that very fact, into a
statement; and, in any case, the problem does not lie in the cause or origin of
the reduplication, but in the special relation between two identical series. The
second series is not a statement because and only because a bi-unequivocal
relation can be established between each of its elements in the first series (this
relation characterizes either the fact of duplication if it is simply a copy, or the
exactitude of the statement if one has in fact crossed the threshold of
enunciation; but it does not allow us to define this threshold and the very fact of
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the statement). A series of signs will become a statement on condition that it
possesses ‘something else’ (which may be strangely similar to it, and almost
identical as in the example chosen), a specific relation that concerns itself – and
not its cause, or its elements. (Foucault, 1972, pp.88-89)
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Appendix B: Excerpts from Charlottetown’s governance direction
B1. Victoria Park and Promenade bylaw provision relating to wildlife
No person shall:
(a) trap, molest or injure any bird or animal within the confines of the park; or
(b) do anything as a result of which a bird or animal within the confines of the
park may injure itself. (City of Charlottetown Victoria Park and Promenade
Bylaw, n.d., 5.16)

B2. ICSP content relating to wildlife
“The City works to protect urban wildlife, promote biodiversity of flora and fauna, and
care for the City’s urban forest” (City of Charlottetown, 2017a, p.36).
Excerpt from goals and actions:
•

Continue providing community engagement activities related to City flora and
fauna.

•

Deliver an educational program celebrating and providing information about
urban wildlife and how to co-exist with it.

•

Deliver workshops on how to manage urban wildlife habitat on residential
properties – what wildlife to promote and what to deter, how to provide habitat
and promote conservation efforts for City flora and fauna.

•

Build on partnerships to strengthen the protection and management of the City
flora and fauna. (City of Charlottetown, 2017a, p.37)
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B3. Official Plan provisions relating to wildlife
Excerpt of context for wildlife-specific policies, wildlife-related policies, and wildliferelated actions:
3.8 Establishing a Sustainable Community
Starting Point
Charlottetown could and should be more sustainable than it presently is. That
means the residents of Charlottetown should all be working together to create a
safe, productive environment while not compromising social and economic
benefits, nor development prospects for future generations. The City must begin
to address how it can best utilize all community resources in order to contribute
to long-term community viability and resident quality of life, now and for the
future. This is a roadmap which leads to sustainable community development ...
a means by which the residents of Charlottetown can work together as equals
towards more effectively using collective resources (personal, physical, and
financial) to achieve common purposes.
It is very likely that before long, the fortunes of all municipalities will, to some
degree, be determined by how environmentally stable they are. Those that take
steps now to become more sustainable will be in a much more competitive
position. The communities which will ultimately prosper are those that have
sufficient foresight to protect water quality and to ensure its adequate supply;
those that manage their waste effectively, by reducing its generation and
knowing where and how it should be properly disposed of; those that reduce
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energy consumption and know how to use it efficiently; and those that ensure,
as much as anyone community can, that the air they breathe is clear and fresh.
“Quality of life” is becoming a more significant factor in determining people’s
satisfaction with where they live. It is therefore important for Charlottetown to
take a leadership position in laying the groundwork now to protect and enhance
the quality of life for its residents, and to create a welcoming environment which
attracts new residents and businesses.
The process of becoming a sustainable community will be a long one. It does not
occur overnight and it does not occur without effort and some sacrifice. The
policies articulated in this sub- section of the CHARLOTTETOWN PLAN begin this
process of change. These policies address the need to educate residents and
business people about human impact on the environment and how attitudes and
actions must change; the opportunities which can be created by saving water
and energy, and ensuring that air quality is maintained; and the need to respect
and protect natural areas.
In 1987, Prince Edward Island was the first Canadian province to adopt a
Conservation Strategy. Now, as Charlottetown approaches the 21st century, it is
important to ensure that the leadership demonstrated then is continued by
current and future generations of residents who would like their City to become
a sustainable community. (City of Charlottetown, 2019a, pp.39-40)
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Content of wildlife-specific policies and wildlife-related policies:
3. Our objective is to work with the province to review, identify, and protect all
natural areas and wildlife habitats considered to be of aesthetic, biological,
ecological, or geological importance for the benefit and enjoyment of present
and future generations.
•

Our policy shall be to require that sites considered by Council to be of
aesthetic, biological, ecological, or geological importance be designated
and protected as Natural Areas in accordance with the Provincial Natural
Areas Protection Act or with a private Stewardship Agreement.

•

Our policy shall be to require that any proposed development adjacent to
a designated Natural Area should respect and endeavour to incorporate
natural elements into its design and construction, and to maintain the
property in a manner sympathetic to its environment.

•

Our policy shall be to examine the large tracts of rural land within City
boundaries to determine if there are areas which should be acquired to
preserve and protect them in their natural state.

•

Our policy shall be to require the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for any new development which, in the City’s judgment,
could have a significant environmental impact on the land, water, or air
(including noise). (City of Charlottetown, 2019a, pp.40-41)
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Content of wildlife-related actions:
Proposed Action

Responsibility

Time Frame

Develop guidelines for the sustainable

City & Province

mid-term

City

mid-term

City & Province

mid-term

City & Province

mid-term

design of buildings and subdivisions
Establish an environmental accounting
system
Develop a GIS inventory of natural areas
and rural lands considered to be of
importance to the City’s future
Prepare necessary documentation for
introducing an Environmental Impact
Program for Charlottetown

(City of Charlottetown, 2019a, p.42)

B4. Official Plan provisions relating to buffer and outdated provincial policy
Proposed Action

Responsibility Time-frame

Ensure environmental protection in the 25 metre-wide

City &

band along the shoreline from the Upton Farm to the

Province

on-going

northern City boundary on the York River, and from
the Queen Elizabeth Hospital property to the eastern
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City boundary on the Hillsborough River and to apply
the Province’s Coastal Area policy where feasible
(City of Charlottetown, 2019a, p.27)
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Appendix C: Excerpts from the Island’s governance direction
C1. WCA (1998) provision relating to purpose of the law
“The Minister is responsible for the protection, management and conservation of
wildlife and wildlife habitat in the province” (1998, ss.3[1]).

C2. WCA (1998) amended provision relating to the purpose of the law
“The Minister is responsible for the administration of this Act” (2008, c.64).

C3. State of Wildlife report content relating to urbanisation
“Undoubtedly, there was and continues to be a pattern of wetland drainage and infilling
for agriculture, urbanization and development” (Government of Prince Edward Island,
2007, p.3).
Population density and related land use – urbanization, agriculture, tourism and
development – place enormous stresses on PEI wildlife and habitat. Habitat may
be changed from one type to another (benefiting some species and harming
others) or it may be replaced altogether. Our use of the land allows us to live on
PEI. Unfortunately, it can also cause forest conversion to agriculture and other
human developments, loss of other habitat and species, fish kills and water
quality problems. (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2007, p.35)
“As our population continues to urbanize, there is less connection between people and
the environment” (Government of Prince Edward Island, 2007, p.39).

C4. Wildlife Policy content relating to implementation
10. IMPLEMENTING THE WILDLIFE POLICY
CONSIDERATIONS
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This policy is a comprehensive statement of overall directions to achieve healthy
wildlife populations in sustained ecosystems, so that people can realize
sustained benefits from them.
The Wildlife Policy for Prince Edward Island will be implemented through
different avenues over time, applying to many different situations. In some cases
specific policies, programs and actions will need to be developed to supplement
the Wildlife Policy.
The policy does not set schedules or priorities among the many different
activities it applies to and that are needed to realize the goals. That is done, as
always, by those who manage the activities, in light of current issues, needs, and
available resources.
The Policy is government-wide and province-wide. In most cases it is clear which
agency has the lead for implementing government actions under the Policy.
Some tasks and responsibilities will be assigned in consultation among
government agencies, and with non-government organizations.
Those responsible for implementing the Policy will account for it in regular public
reports coordinated by the Department of Environmental Resources. The
Wildlife Policy itself should be reviewed and updated 5 years from when it is
adopted.
POLICY IMPLEMENTATION GOALS
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10.1 Prince Edward Island will focus its wildlife management programs and
resources on the priorities that will most effectively achieve the goals of the
Wildlife Policy in the long term and in response to current issues and needs.
10.2 Prince Edward Island will keep government laws and regulations effective
in support of the policy.
10.3 Prince Edward Island's programs and directions affecting wildlife
management will be kept coherent and mutually supportive in light of this
policy.
10.4 Prince Edward Island will report annually on progress in achieving and
maintaining the goals of this policy. (Government of Prince Edward Island,
1995a, p.18)

C5. Provincial government social media communication about mange
Sarcoptic mange is a wildlife disease that is likely always present in the fox
population at low levels. The very high density of foxes in the Charlottetown area
is a condition which has allowed for mange to spread, as it depends on
interactions between animals. Diseases such as mange function as a natural
population control measure when densities approach or exceed what their local
environment can support. Mange can be debilitating and images of foxes in
advanced stages of the disease are disturbing. While the local population will
suffer some mortality, there is little concern for the red fox population either in
the Charlottetown area or on PEI as a whole.
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While mange can be treated in individual animals, control at the population level
is not feasible. Animals treated and released will become re-infected, prolonging
the problem. The treatment is toxic to some domestic and wild animals, and so
distribution of medicated bait is not recommended.
Fish and Wildlife has been in frequent communication with the Canadian Wildlife
Health Cooperative as we track the current increase in mange occurrence. In
cases where infected foxes are severely debilitated and suffering, Fish and
Wildlife has acted in an attempt to capture and humanely euthanize the animal.
We will continue to monitor the situation and intervene as circumstances
permit. The public is encouraged to report sightings of foxes with mange,
especially if they occur outside of the Charlottetown area. The public is also
reminded that feeding foxes is discouraged, as it can result in artificially high
densities which are susceptible to outbreaks of mange and other diseases. (Fish
and Wildlife PEI, 2018)

C6. TPA (1984) provision describing land for hunting unless sign prohibits hunting
a wooded area, forest stand, tract covered by underbrush, barren ground, marsh
or bog, but does not include
(a) an area which is apparently a tree plantation area or a Christmas tree
management area;
(b) a special forestry study area;
(c) the immediate area where any activity is apparently being carried out on
woodlands for the purpose of harvesting a forest product;
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(d) a commercial berry growing area. (TPA, 1984, s.13)

C7. TPA (1984) amended provision relating to locations for hunting
(i) any land, excluding the cleared land immediately adjacent to an occupied
building, on which living or dead trees are the tallest type of vegetation,
(ii) any land on which tree seedlings exist or have been planted and are retained
for the purposes of producing forest products, or
(iii) any land which is being manipulated by tree harvesting, site preparation,
tree planting, and or other techniques that promote the establishment of tree
seedlings; (TPA, 1984, s.13)
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Appendix D: Excerpts from Canada’s governance direction
D1. Wildlife Policy provision relating to enabling conservation
First, in order to give governments a clear mandate to take conservation actions
on any wild species or ecosystem, wildlife should mean all wild life: wild
mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fishes, invertebrates, fungi, algae,
bacteria, and other wild organisms.
Second, specific provision should be made for conservation of biodiversity by
ensuring that: (a) resource policies and legislation cover conservation of all wild
species, within-species genetic diversity, and ecosystem diversity; and (b)
decisions that have an impact on the environment consider the effects on
biodiversity.
Third, management of wildlife must include conservation of habitat. Wildlife and
its habitat are inseparable. Loss or degradation of habitat means loss of wildlife,
and the future of wildlife cannot be guaranteed unless the future of habitat is
also ensured.
1.1 Governments should broaden their definition of wildlife to include any
species of wild organism.
1.2 Governments should provide specifically for conservation of biodiversity
in policies and legislation on resources and the environment.
1.3 Governments should ensure that the concept of wildlife in all policies and
legislation includes wildlife habitat. (Wildlife Ministers’ Council of
Canada, 1990, p.10)
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D2. Wildlife Policy provision relating to reporting about wildlife
“2.7 All governments should prepare and publish “state of the environment” reports”
(Wildlife Ministers’ Council of Canada, 1990, p.12).
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Appendix E: Excerpts from Colorado’s governance direction
E1. State direction to local governments about wildlife
Except as expressly provided in section 29-20-104.5, the power and authority
granted by this section shall not limit any power or authority presently exercised
or previously granted. Each local government within its respective jurisdiction
has the authority to plan for and regulate the use of land by: …
… (b) Protecting lands from activities which would cause immediate or
foreseeable material danger to significant wildlife habitat and would endanger a
wildlife species; …
… (h) Otherwise planning for and regulating the use of land so as to provide
planned and orderly use of land and protection of the environment in a manner
consistent with constitutional rights. (Colorado Rev.Stat.29-20-104, 2016)

E2. General state direction
33-1-101. Legislative declaration. (1) It is the policy of the state of Colorado that
the wildlife and their environment are to be protected, preserved, enhanced,
and managed for the use, benefit, and enjoyment of the people of this state and
its visitors. It is further declared to be the policy of this state that there shall be
provided a comprehensive program designed to offer the greatest possible
variety of wildlife-related recreational opportunity to the people of this state and
its visitors and that, to carry out such program and policy, there shall be a
continuous operation of planning, acquisition, and development of wildlife
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habitats and facilities for wildlife-related opportunities. (Colorado Rev.Stat.33-1101, 2016)

E3. State direction relating to nongame and endangered species conservation
33-2-102. Legislative declaration. The general assembly finds and declares that it
is the policy of this state to manage all nongame wildlife, recognizing the private
property rights of individual property owners, for human enjoyment and
welfare, for scientific purposes, and to ensure their perpetuation as members of
ecosystems; that species or subspecies of wildlife indigenous to this state which
may be found to be endangered or threatened within the state should be
accorded protection in order to maintain and enhance their numbers to the
extent possible; that this state should assist in the protection of species or
subspecies of wildlife which are deemed to be endangered or threatened
elsewhere; and that adequate funding be made available to the division annually
by appropriations from the general fund. (Colorado Rev.Stat.33-2-102, 2016)

E4. State direction relating to landowner preferences for hunting licenses
33-4-103. Landowner preference for hunting license - legislative declaration rules. (1) Legislative declaration. (a) The general assembly hereby finds,
determines, and declares that the wildlife resources of the state are in danger of
decline from increasing population pressures and the loss of wildlife habitat. In
order to encourage private landowners to provide habitat that increases wildlife
populations for the benefit of all hunters, discourage the harboring of game
animals on private lands during public hunting seasons, and relieve hunting
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pressure on public lands by increasing game hunting on private lands, the
general assembly finds that it is necessary to provide an incentive-based system
to landowners to provide habitat for wildlife through a hunting license allocation
program that allows hunters access to the state's wildlife under the cooperative
control of the private landowner. (Colorado Rev.Stat.33-4-103, 2016)

E5. State direction relating to protection for fishing streams
33-5-101. Legislative declaration. It is declared to be the policy of this state that
its fish and wildlife resources, and particularly the fishing waters within the state,
are to be protected and preserved from the actions of any state agency to the
end that they be available for all time and without change in their natural
existing state, except as may be necessary and appropriate after due
consideration of all factors involved. (Colorado Rev.Stat.33-5-101, 2016)

E6. State direction relating to traps, poisons, and snares
33-6-201. Legislative declaration - scope and purpose of part. (1) The general
assembly finds, determines, and declares that:
(a) The purpose of this part 2 is to implement section 12b of article XVIII of the
state constitution, adopted by the people at the 1996 general election.
(b) The provisions of this part 2 are intended to honor the expressed desire of
the people of Colorado to promote humane methods of animal control and
discourage the use of inhumane methods while preserving the ability to protect
human life, health, safety, and property by taking wildlife when there is no
practical alternative.
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(c) Whenever possible, this part 2 should be read in conjunction and harmony
with the other provisions of this title and with sections 35-40-101 and 35-40-102,
C.R.S.; except that, in case of conflict, the provisions of this part 2 shall prevail.
(Colorado Rev.Stat.33-6-201, 2016)
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Glossary1
Abiotic: “Pertaining to physical and inorganic components of the environment; nonliving.”
Abundance: “The density of individuals within a local area. The terms rare and common
(or abundant) describe extremes of abundance.”
Anthropocentric: “Any human-orientated perspective of the environment regarding
humans as central.”
Anthropogenic: Influenced by humans.
Biocentric: “A view that argues for the value of all individuals. It suggests that all wild
plants and animals are worthy of moral consideration and that humans have an ethical
obligation towards them.”
Biodiversity: “Number, relative abundance, and genetic diversity of organisms from all
habitats, including terrestrial, marine and other aquatic systems, and the ecological
complexes and processes of which they are a part. This includes diversity within species,
between species, and of ecosystems.”
Bioindicator species: “A species that responds to environmental changes.”
Biophilia: “The innate tendency to focus on life and lifelike processes”2 with the
connotation that there is a genetic basis for humans to respond to nature positively and

1

Unless otherwise noted, the source for definitions within quotation marks is
Lindenmayer & Bergman, 2005.
2
From Wilson, 1984, p.1.
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that “to the degree that we come to understand other organisms, we will place greater
value on them, and on ourselves.”3
Biota: “The total of all organisms that inhabit a given region, that is, its fauna plus its
flora.”4
Biotic: “Pertaining to living organisms, and usually applied to the biological aspects of an
organism’s environment (i.e., the influences of other organisms).”
Carrying capacity: “The number of species, or the biomass, or the highest population
level of a species, that can be supported by a given area of a particular habitat or
environment.”5
Community: “An assemblage of different species that live together in a particular
habitat and interact with one another.”6
Conservation: As with the term “management,” the understanding of “conservation”
has varied and continues to change based on the interests and inclinations of different
disciplines. In this research, the word “conservation” refers to the wildlife aspect of
“nature conservation” that Alexander, in 2008 described as “developing or enabling the
development of, populations, habitats and ecosystems that are resilient and robust
enough to survive environmental change, whatever the reason for that change.”7 In
contrast, Krausman and Leopold, in 2013 defined conservation as “maintaining

3

From McVay, 1993, p.4.
From Cox et al., 2016, p.676.
5
From Cox et al., 2016, p.677.
6
From Cox et al., 2016, p.679
7
From Alexander, 2008, p.39.
4
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sustainable natural resources for the well-being of the earth and its peoples”8: this
definition is less oriented to the types of conservation needs that are being identified by
scholars in urban areas.
Continental or land bridge islands: “Emergent fragments of the continental shelf,
separated from the continents by narrow, shallow waters. This separation is often
recent, as a result of the postglacial rise of sea level, which isolated the species on the
island from conspecific mainland populations.”9
Corridor: “A dispersal route of favourable habitat type, which permits the direct spread
of species from one region or habitat fragment to another.”10
Disturbance: “Any relatively discrete event in time that removes organisms and opens
up space which can be colonized by individuals of the same or different species.”11
Ecocentric ethic: “A point of view whereby the object of concern is the biotic
community as a whole.”
Ecological footprint: “A method used to estimate the impacts of humans based on the
amount of land required to provide the energy and natural resources to support a
person.”
Ecosystem: “The biotic community plus its abiotic environment act within a space-time
unit of any magnitude.”12

8

From Krausman & Leopold, 2013, p.ix.
From Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007, p.343.
10
From Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007, p.343.
11
From Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007, p.344.
12
From van Andel, 2006, p.45.
9
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Ecosystem services: “The ecological services to human societies provided by
ecosystems, for example provision of clean water and air, and pollination of crop
plants.”
Endemic: “A taxon restricted to a given area, whether a mountain top, island,
archipelago, continent, or zoogeographic region.”13
Extinction: The global loss of a species.
Extinction debt: “The anticipated eventual species loss from an area of fragmented
habitat following fragmentation.”14 This connotes a “time lag between the extinction of
a species and habitat loss or some other kind of human disturbance. This translates to a
difference between the current number of species in an area and the expected lower
number of species that will occur at equilibrium.”
Extirpation: “The loss of a local (insular) population, not implying the global loss of the
species.”15
Flagship species: “A charismatic species that attracts public attention, financial
resources or additional conservation efforts to promote the protection of an area (e.g.,
a nature reserve or national park) or the protection of a suite of other associated (less
charismatic) taxa.”
Focal species: “The loss of species from a patch of habitat following patch isolation.”
Focal species approach: “A method used to guide landscape restoration efforts by
identifying the species most at risk from a given threatening process. Remediation

13

From Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007, p.344.
From Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007, p.345.
15
From Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007, p.345.
14
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programs are then focused on that species under the assumption that other less
threatened species will also be conserved by the remediation action.”
Generalist species: “A species that uses a relatively large proportion, or in extreme
cases all, of the available resource types.”16
Habitat: “The subset of physical environmental factors that permit an organism to
survive and reproduce. Implicitly these factors are associated with a geographic
location.”
Habitat fragmentation: “Anthropogenic process by which a large, continuous habitat is
diminished in area and divided into numerous isolated habitat fragments.”17
Habitat island: “Discrete patch of a particular habitat type surrounded by a matrix of
strongly contrasting habitat(s).”18
Intrinsic values: (biocentric and ecocentric values) “Ethical positions that place value on
species and communities, independent of people.”
Introduction: “The accidental or deliberate movement of an organism to an area
previously unoccupied by that organism.”
Island: “Any area of land smaller than a continent and entirely surrounded by water.”19
Keystone species: “Those species which, if removed, precipitate important changes in
ecosystem structure and function.”

16

From Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007, p.345.
From Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007, p.345.
18
From Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007, p.345.
19
From Baldacchino (2015) in Grydehøj & Swaminathan, 2017, p.312.
17
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Local extinction: “The loss of all individuals in a population inhabiting a relatively
isolated patch of habitat.”
Management: The understanding of wildlife management has varied with the
disciplinary backgrounds of researchers and how disciplinary understandings are
changing. In this research, the word “management” is used to include that range of
differences and the uncertainty associated with the variations in the practices of wildlife
management that result. Krausman and Leopold, in 2013, defined wildlife management
as “any active or passive action that addresses an animal’s reproduction or survival.”20
In 2009, Decker et al. defined wildlife management as “the set of processes and actions
necessary to enable coexistence of humans and wildlife on a sustainable basis.”21 In
2012, Decker at al. defined wildlife management as “the guidance of decision-making
processes and implementation of practices to influence interactions among and
between people, wildlife, and habitats to achieve impacts valued by stakeholders.”22 In
1979, Giles defined wildlife management as “the science and art of making decisions
and taking actions to change the structure, dynamics, and interactions of habitats, wild
animal populations, and people to achieve specific human goals by means of the wildlife
resource.”23
Mass extinction: “Substantial biodiversity losses that are global in extent, taxonomically
broad, and rapid relative to the average duration of the taxa involved.”

20

From Krausman & Leopold, 2013, p.ix.
From Decker at al, 2009, p.324.
22
From Decker et al., 2012, p.263.
23
From Giles, R.H. Jr. (1978) in R.D. Teague & E. Decker (Eds.) Wildlife conservation:
principles and practices (pp.219-224).
21
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Naturalised: “Refers to exotic species that are able to persist and subsequently
reproduce in the wild.” Exotic means not native to the place in which they naturalise.
Range: “The spatial distribution of a species. The terms restricted (or local) and
widespread describe extremes of spatial distribution.”
Rare: “Generally refers to species that have low abundance, limited distribution, or
both.”
Recovery indicator species: “Species that reflect the extent of recovery of an ecosystem
following disturbance.”
Relative abundance: “The number of individual specimens of an organism seen over a
certain period of time in a certain place.”
Rescue effect: “The tendency for extinction rates to be relatively low on less-isolated
islands because their relatively high immigration rate tends to supplement declining
populations before they suffer extinction.”24 In an urban area this refers to “the
recolonisation of habitat patches by immigrants; the maintenance of a population by
migration from other, partially isolated, populations.”
Resilience: “Hardiness, in which a species or ecosystem can rapidly return to its original
state following a disturbance.”25
Rural area: In Canada, an urban area is defined as all territory outside an urban area.26

24

From Lomolino et al., 2010, p.780.
From Cox et al., 2016, p.697.
26
From Statistics Canada, 2016h.
25
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Specialist species: “A species that uses a relatively small proportion of the available
resource types.”27
Species: “The fundamental unit of the taxonomic system, which can be defined in a
variety of ways. Using the biological species concept, the species is a group of natural
populations whose members can all breed together to produce offspring that are fully
fertile, but that in the wild do not do so with other such groups. Using the ecological
species concept, the species is a group of natural populations whose members possess a
set of characteristics (morphological, behavioural, physiological, etc.) that adapt it to a
particular ecological niche.”28
Species diversity: “Variability (richness and abundance) of biota in an area; an index of
community diversity that takes into account both species richness and the relative
abundance of species.”
Speciesism: “The notion of speciesism could actually be used to describe any form of
discrimination based on species.”29
Species richness: “The number of species present within an ecosystem.”30
Succession: “Process of replacement over time of one ecological community by
another.”
Synanthropic species: “Synanthropic species obtain critical resources from humans and
are common inhabitants of human settlements.”31

27

From Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007, p.349.
From Cox et al., 2016, p.699.
29
From Cavalieri, 2004, p.70.
30
From Cox et al., 2016, p.699.
31
From Marzluff, 2005, p.162.
28
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Taxon, plural taxa: “Any unit in the system of naming and classifying organisms, e.g.,
species…”32
Theory of island biogeography: “A theory that suggests that the changing, and
interrelated, rates of colonization and extinction of organisms on oceanic islands
eventually lead to an equilibrium between these two processes. The rate of
replacement of species, or turnover rate, then becomes approximately constant, as
does the number of species on the island. The theory also suggests that there is a strong
correlation between the area of the island and the number of species that it contains at
equilibrium.”33
Trophic cascade: “The chain of knock-on extinctions following the loss of one or a few
species that play a critical role (e.g. as a pollinator) in ecosystem functioning.”34
Umbrella species: “A species whose protection would automatically also provide
protection for other species or even an entire community.”
Urbanisation: The phenomenon of more and more people living in urban areas, usually
indicated by a visible difference in the spatial form of urban areas and their transition
into rural areas and by the clustering, in the urban area, of a mix of development types
that accommodate and support more people.
Urban area: In Canada, an urban area is defined as having a population of at least 1,000
and a density of 400 or more people per square kilometer.35

32

From Cox et al., 2016, p.700.
From Cox et al., 2016, p.701.
34
From Whittaker & Fernandez-Palacios, 2007, p.349.
35
From Statistics Canada, 2016h.
33
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Vagrant species: “Species that are found within an area but are not permanent
members of the assemblage of species at that point, or species that do not breed and
do not have self-sustaining populations within the area of interest.”
Wildlife: “Any free ranging vertebrate or invertebrate organism.”36

36

From Krausman & Leopold, 2013, p.ix.
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