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INTRODUCTION

Purpose: To identify key issues and themes to
improve natural resource management by
understanding how landowners are impacted
by beavers and beaver management.

• Beavers modify their environment by building dams, cutting vegetation, and
digging channels – this is particularly problematic for managers in both British
Columbia and Alberta where human infrastructure and beaver habitat often
overlap, such as drainage ditches and road culverts.1
• Traditional methods of managing beavers, namely beaver and/ or dam removal,
are widespread despite economic and ecological costs.
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Table 1. Demographic information of interview participants (n = 9)

ID#
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Rural/ Farming
Trapping
Age Gender Urban Background Background Education (Highest)
63
M
Both
Y
N
Post-secondary
61
M
Rural
N
N
Post-secondary
71
M
Rural
Y
Y
High School
92
M
Rural
Y
N
Some post-secondary
57
M
Rural
Y
Y
Some High School
68
F
Rural
Y
N
Post-secondary
21
M
Rural
Y
N
Some post-secondary
59
F
Urban
Y
N
Post-secondary
21
F
Rural
Y
N
Some post-secondary

RESULTS
Overall, opinions about the impacts of beaver activity were
polarized. Impacts focused on flooding and cutting of trees by
beavers, but the same activities were seen as positive by some
participants and negative by others.
Positive
Negative
Ecosystem services
Agricultural damage
Create wetlands for wildlife
Infrastructure damage
Cut trees provide firewood
Cutting valued trees
“I resent seeing good farm land wasted because
the beavers are allowed to proliferate”
Fig 1. Location of Beaver County, Alberta (red)

Fig 2. Pond leveling device before installation (top)
and after installation (bottom)

OBJECTIVES
1. Document impacts (positive or negative) caused by beavers.
2. Understand attitudes and perceptions of landowners towards beavers.
3. Understand landowners’ views of current and alternative management.

METHODS
• Study area – Beaver County, Alberta: 3,300 km2 rural municipality in eastcentral Alberta (Fig. 1). Focused on the area that overlaps with the Cooking
Lake Moraine: a knob and kettle landscape on the west end of the County.
• Implement alternative management: Installed 9 pond leveling devices (to
mitigate beaver-caused flooding) over the summer of 2014 (Fig. 2).
• Semi-structured interviews: Conducted 9 interviews with residents as a pilot
study. Used convenience and key stakeholder sampling to select subjects
invested in issue (Table 1).
• Analysis: Qualitative analysis based on grounded theory2. Peer review.

“We value beavers because of the wildlife they attract”

Landowner perceptions about beavers and beaver habitat
were also polarized. Some participants wanted populations to
grow, while others wanted them completely removed.
Positive
Negative
Intrinsically valuable
Not appropriate in human spaces
Live with beavers or leave
Killed if they create problems
“… that’s a fact of living with beavers, you can’t blame them.”
“If there gets to be too many beavers and not enough water it starts to get foul.”

Landowner views of current and alternative management
were often similar regardless of attitudes towards beavers. Out of
9 subjects, 7 were uncertain about the County’s current
management, and 4 were not at all satisfied. Five participants
had a positive view of the use of pond levelers while 2 had a
negative view, but had heard about them from non-County
sources.
“[The County] should talk to everybody before they start shooting beavers.”
“I’ve heard they’re not doing anything – that’s what people are saying.”

DISCUSSION AND MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS
• The same beaver activity has different meaning (and therefore impact) based on
the construction of the problem: cutting down trees is a source of firewood to one,
but an invasion of privacy to another.
• Beaver occupancy was often stated to be incompatible with an agricultural
lifestyle, which may be the legacy of government initiatives to increase farm
productivity by draining and filling wetlands, economic losses caused by
flooded land, and/or the high proportion of farmers interviewed.
• People who have a positive attitude towards beavers tend to care most about the
positive impacts of beavers and report damages as unimportant. These same
people almost all want beaver populations to stay the same, indicating they have
reached their capacity to accept beaver presence.
• The perception that Beaver County is doing nothing to manage beavers, when in
fact they spend over $82,000 per year, should be addressed with communication.
Our results show that people receive information from a variety of sources, so a
multi-front distribution (e.g. newspaper, website, farming magazines, word of
mouth) would be most effective.
• Consultation with landowners is desired; many agreed development should be
prohibited in floodplains, and there was polarization around lethal management.
• Rural/urban tensions: both urbanites and beavers are viewed as invaders.
“They’re city folk, they can’t handle the country.”
“If anybody has a problem with wildlife, they should just leave. Period.”

• There is a slew of competing narratives about beavers and their impacts, and each
way of seeing beavers as problem or non-problem will have implications for which
management actions will be satisfactory (if any), making human-beaver conflict a
wicked problem.

FUTURE RESEARCH
• When asked which impact was most important, everyone said something different,
which suggests we have not reached sampling saturation and that people
experience beaver impacts in very different ways.
• Continue to monitor pond leveler success and resident satisfaction.
• Conduct cost-benefit analysis to compare traditional and alternative management.
• Implement a representative survey to determine county-wide attitudes and
satisfaction with management.
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