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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

The Government of Canada, the Province of British Columbia and many First Nations (the “partners”) 

are working together to develop a Marine Protected Area (MPA) network in the Northern Shelf 

Bioregion (NSB). The network will build on existing MPAs and other conservation areas to achieve the 

vision and goals outlined in the 2004 Canada-British Columbia Marine Protected Area Network Strategy.  

It will be designed to maximize benefits for the protection of marine biodiversity while minimizing 

negative impacts to stakeholders and coastal communities.  

Success will rest on engaging and building relationships with those who rely on the marine environment 

for economic, social, and cultural reasons. To support broader participation in the planning process, five 

Ocean Advisory Committees were established at the bioregional and sub-regional scales (Haida Gwaii, 

North Vancouver Island, Central Coast, North Coast), and include the following sectors/interests: 

 Commercial Tourism 

 Commercial Fishing 

 Conservation 

 Forestry 

 Recreational Fishing/ Public Fishery 

 Recreational Fishery Service Providers 

 Commercial Shipping / Transportation 

 Aquaculture (finfish, shellfish) 

 Seafood Processing 

 Local/Regional Government 

 Research 

 Other Interests (e.g., Youth)

On February 28, 2019, the partners shared a draft MPA network scenario for the Northern Shelf with the 

Advisory Committees. Almost one year later, on February 25, 2020, the partners brought 90 committee 

members/alternates together to participate in a two-day MPA Network Advisory Committee Forum in 

Vancouver, British Columbia. The forum was structured around presentations and facilitated breakout 

tables to allow all participants to enter discussions. It was designed to achieve the following outcomes: 

 Shared understanding of the results of Advisory Committee member’ reviews of the draft 

MPA network scenario and key recommendations for revisions. 

 Identification and discussion of common themes emerging from sector presentations. 

 Collective understanding of next steps in the planning process. 

This report summarizes the results of the forum. 

Forum Proceedings 

Judson Brown, Council of the Haida Nation, provided an opening prayer and acknowledged that the 

forum was taking place on the unceded lands of the Tsleil-Waututh, Musqueam and Squamish First 

Nations. Members of the Canada-BC-First Nations MPA Network Committee followed with opening 

remarks, setting the tone for the forum. Key messages from their presentation are as follows: 

• We have all been working collaboratively on marine planning for the Northern Shelf Bioregion for 

several years. There is a lot of collective knowledge and experience that we can draw on as we 

advance through the next stages of the MPA network planning process. We have a solid foundation 

on which to build.   
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• We see this as a ground-breaking initiative and an important priority for all organizations involved. 

There is a strong sense of agreement that MPAs offer resiliency for the future. There is a 

recognition of the need to find ways to make the existing fisheries management regime align better 

with integrated spatial planning and we are working on this.  

• Governance of the MPA network is of highest priority for First Nations. There are successful 

collaborative governance models that we can look to, such as the Gwaii Haanas National Marine 

Conservation Area Reserve and Haida Heritage Site.  

• With great value placed on sector feedback, this is not the last opportunity for input on the MPA 

network scenario. All advice we receive will be considered carefully.  

Introductory remarks were followed by a presentation from members of the Canada-BC-First Nations 

Marine Protected Area Technical Team (MPATT). The presentation highlighted common questions and 

concerns brought forward by Advisory Committee members during their early review of the draft MPA 

network scenario and described next steps in the planning process.  

Advisory Committee Questions & Concerns 

Advisory Committee members were asked to provide feedback on two key planning products:  

 

I. the draft MPA network scenario, including recommended management measures for each 

zone 

II. the draft set of performance measures that will be used to evaluate and compare different 

versions of network design.  

Stakeholders dedicated a lot of time and effort to the evaluation of these products and a significant 

volume of feedback was received. Common concerns focused on the following: 

o Network performance, in terms of meeting target ranges for representation and replication 

of ecological values 

o Timing of community and public engagement 

o Assessment of benefits and impacts 

o Unintended consequences of the MPA network, such as displacement of fishing effort and 

shuttering of fish processing plants 

o Scale of potential impacts to fisheries and distribution of impacts across gear type and 

species 

o Effectiveness of MPAs in protecting highly migratory species, such as tuna 

o Importance of baseline assessments and site validation prior to network implementation  

o Accounting for other sustainability/ conservation measures, such as temporary fisheries 

closures (e.g., RCAs) and fisheries management plans 

o Zoning complexity 

o Uncertainty around MPA designation, management, monitoring, and enforcement 

o Absence of recommendations for shipping and transportation 

MPATT acknowledged that recommendations for specific sites and zones in the draft network were 

provided by stakeholders, including boundary adjustments and modifications to management 

measures to improve protection and reduce potential economic impacts. Spatial advice will be 

considered as the partners work towards a revised MPA network scenario. 
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Anticipated Next Steps 

Following the forum: MPATT will distribute advice logs and narrative responses to the a-spatial 

feedback received, along with a final draft set of performance measures that incorporates the 

feedback received.  

Spring/Summer 2020: The partners will continue to work through outstanding questions including 

scope and level of detail for the action plan, approach to phased implementation, and principles that 

will guide future governance and implementation. MPATT will consider all spatial advice received and 

work towards a revised network scenario. A narrative report summarizing changes to the network 

scenario will be prepared for Advisory Committee members. The methodology for a socio-economic 

analysis will be shared. 

Fall 2020: A socio-economic analysis will be completed on a revised scenario. Internal technical and 

executive review of the revised scenario and the assessment of implications will begin. 

Winter/Spring 2021: A revised draft scenario will be shared with stakeholders, local governments and 

the public for review and comment. The socio-economic analysis will be shared to support the 

review. 

Early Summer 2021: Partners will move forward with seeking endorsement of the Action Plan, which 

will include the final MPA network scenario. 

Advisory Committee Presentations 

Significant time on the agenda was dedicated to providing an opportunity for Advisory Committee 

members/alternates to share and discuss their concerns with the draft MPA network design. The 

following sectors delivered presentations that summarized their approach to reviewing the draft MPA 

network, their general impressions of the draft design, and recommendations for future refinement.  

 Commercial Tourism 

 Commercial Fishing 

 Conservation 

 Forestry 

 Recreational Fishing/ Public Fishery 

 Commercial Shipping 

Some of the comments brought forward in the presentations and the discussions that followed, along 

with ideas posted on the “Reflection Wall,” are highlighted below. The Reflection Wall was a space 

where any participant could add their comments and thoughts about the MPA network design.  
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Broad Themes Observations and Recommendations 

Engagement & 

Communications 

• Improve collaboration and interaction with governance partners 

• Provide more opportunities for cross- and between- sector dialogue, 

cooperation, and collaboration; there are many common values between 

us and finding a shared vision for the NSB network should be a top priority 

• Increase and sustain dialogue with local governments, the public and 

communities; it’s needed for sustainable design 

• Develop communications aimed at increasing understanding of the 

purpose, types and benefits of MPAs 

• The Sport Fish Advisory Board community is not equipped to conduct a 

review of the MPA network, gather feedback, or serve as ambassadors for 

the process. The partners must start to engage the broader public to 

understand the value of the public fishery 

Governance & 

Decision-making 

• Improve transparency in the governing partners’ approach to making 

trade-offs to advance network design 

• Provide clarity around who is making decisions, how they are being made, 

the timing of decisions, and who is accountable for negative impacts to 

sectors 

• Provide clarity on future governance, including resources available to 

implement and manage the network 

• True co-governance of the network is an essential step in the journey 

towards Indigenous reconciliation  

• This process lacks specific shipping technical expertise and planning 

criteria, and is not coordinated with other ongoing processes (e.g., 

Proactive Vessel Management, Places of Refuge) 

Impacts & 

Benefits 

• The understanding and recognition of the tangible and intangible social and 

economic value of the commercial fishing industry across the value chain is 

inadequate 

• Impacts to commercial fisheries are significant under the current draft MPA 

network developed by MPATT 

• Consider / integrate existing measures (e.g., RCAs, ‘de-facto’ sites) 

including the fisheries management regime already in place 

• A socio-economic analysis of benefits and impacts of the network will be 

needed to support engagement and decision-making 

• Assessments of trade-offs require input from local knowledge holders 

• Marine transportation is an extremely important aspect of the coastal 

forestry industry. If access is constrained, the impacts will be considerable 

• There are concerns regarding restricted access to areas important to 

recreational fishers 

• It will be difficult to quantify some benefits, e.g., improved governance 

 

 



MPA Network Advisory Committee Forum Report – Executive Summary 

 

V 

Broad Themes Observations and Recommendations 

Data  • The Marxan analysis has value, as it provides a snapshot of the 

performance of various scenarios. It is useful when consulting within 

respective sectors. The provision of training and technical support in the 

use of the spatial tools (i.e. SeaSketch), and the ability of those tools to 

show results via maps was very helpful to sector reviews of the scenario 

• There are significant data gaps for the public fishery sector (public 

consultation can help address gaps) 

• Data are weak in some areas of the coast. MPATT should not rely on 

Marxan to identify potential areas for conservation and/or potential 

conflicts between marine biodiversity and human uses 

• Some high value areas are not captured in the draft design due to data 

limitations 

• Find ways to integrate qualitative and quantitative data 

• Objective, empirical evidence and data is key in driving network 

development, monitoring and messaging 

• Tap more into local knowledge, traditional ecological knowledge to 

address data deficiencies  

• Validate/verify data with ground-truthing; address assumptions 

• Provide greater clarity on how First Nations identified Cultural 

Conservation Priorities (CCPs), how interactions between CCPs and human 

activities were characterized, and the implications for network design and 

future management 

Monitoring & 

Implementation 

• Clear scoping and understanding is needed of how environmental 

monitoring and evaluation will work 

• Clarity is needed on who will be in charge of enforcement. There are 

concerns that the costs of monitoring will be downloaded to harvesters 

• Include meaningful human well-being Performance Measures to help 

evaluate the MPA network. Include targets for human well-being 

Network Design • The current draft scenario is very complex; there are a lot of zones and the 

rationale for recommended restrictions on use are not always clear 

• Boundaries require simplification (straight lines, point to point), otherwise 

gazetting, navigation, monitoring and enforcement will be difficult 

• Include more sites of high ecological value and increase the number of high 

protection sites 

• Meet or exceed target ranges for ecological conservation priorities to 

protect vulnerable species 

• Extend Canada’s minimum protection standards to all sites in the network, 

not just federal protected areas 

• Provide a clear rationale for areas that propose reduced or no public 

fishing 
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Breakout Discussions 

On Day 2, breakout discussions were facilitated focussing on three key topics derived from the forum 

discussions and agreed to by the participants: Engagement and Communications, Network 

Simplification, Socio-economic Considerations. The following summarizes the key recommendations 

from each of the group’s discussions.  

A)  ENGAGEMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

• Include broader audiences as soon as possible (First Nations, sectors, public). Community 

meetings will be critical for increased understanding, further data validation, and generating 

support for the initiative. 

• Design future engagement events to be flexible to meet stakeholder/community needs. 

• Include opportunities for discussions across sectors and with governments.  

• Consider focusing the next phase of stakeholder/local government engagement on specific 

issues. 

• Provide much more clarity on governance structures and the framework for decision-making, 

with principles and roles defined. 

• Improve transparency of expectations and the information used to support decision-making. 

• Develop an outreach strategy that includes foundational information to prime people for 

public consultation. This would include the role of MPAs in protecting biodiversity; the policy 

framework(s) that guide planning; a clear vision for the network; the iterative nature of the 

planning process that considers feedback from a broad range of participants; potential benefits 

and impacts; decision-making processes; and timelines (internal and external). 

 

B) NETWORK SIMPLIFICATION KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

• Prioritize special areas most amenable to spatial protection with a spatial threat. 

• Identify priority sites for protection based on agreed-upon criteria, e.g., areas of high 

biodiversity relative to impacts, least economic impacts 

• Move to fewer but more highly protected areas to simplify enforcement and monitoring and to 

protect trophic linkages. 

• The cost of fewer but higher levels of protection are unknown, so we cannot just move in that 

direction. 

• Consider large marine managed areas with multiple zones. To balance all the different values 

and interests, many zones will be needed with variation in the activities allowed. 

• Fewer zones would make things simpler, but what’s really needed is added clarity on the 

values associated with each zone and the recommended activities. Describe these clearly and 

make them legal. 

• Restrict the zones requiring fishing closures to smaller, surgically precise sites. 

• Improve transparency with respect to how the fisheries management measures were 

recommended, particularly in data-poor areas of the coast. 

• Public engagement is needed to understand users’ interests in recreational fishing. 

Simplification of the network will be difficult in the absence of more feedback from 

recreational fishers. 
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C.  SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS AND ANALYSIS KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

• Stakeholders and others will need to have a good understanding of the scope of the socio-

economic analysis, the methods and the data. 

• The partners need to ensure reasonable expectations regarding scope.  

• Scope of the socio-economic analysis needs to be broad and relevant to potentially impacted 

communities and sectors (e.g., positive and negative impacts; direct and indirect impacts; local 

to international). 

• The analysis should include temporal considerations, i.e., future generations and opportunities 

for economic growth and development. 

• The analysis needs to be supported by early and ongoing engagement and communications 

with interested and affected groups and communities. Work with those "on the water.” 

• Quality, robust data are needed to support the analysis. Engagement can help with data 

validation, identification of gaps and assumptions, etc.  

• Governments must dedicate resources to understanding and mitigating the anticipated 

impacts. 

Closing Remarks 

The partners acknowledged the hours of work that Advisory Committee members have dedicated to the 

planning process to date. The partners are committed to careful review and consideration of all advice 

received. The presentations delivered by the different sector representatives put a spotlight on key 

concerns with the planning process and the draft planning products and enhanced collective 

understanding of the differences and commonalities between sectors/interests. The discussions that 

followed the presentations added value to the extensive, detailed feedback already submitted. This 

forum represents a key milestone in the planning process, and the partners look forward to meeting 

with Advisory Committee members again over the coming months. 
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1) Introduction 

The Government of Canada, the Province of British Columbia and many First Nations (the “partners”) 

are working together to develop a Marine Protected Area (MPA) network in the Northern Shelf 

Bioregion (NSB), which extends from the top of Vancouver Island (Quadra Island/ Bute Inlet) and 

reaches north to the Canada – Alaska border. There are already over 100 marine protected areas in the 

region, and the network will build on these and other conservation areas to achieve the vision and goals 

outlined in the 2004 Canada-British Columbia Marine Protected Area Network Strategy. 

Success will rest on engaging and building relationships with those who rely on the marine environment 

for economic, social, and cultural reasons. To support broader participation in the planning process, five 

Ocean Advisory Committees were established at the bioregional and sub-regional scales (Haida Gwaii, 

North Vancouver Island, Central Coast, North Coast), and include the following sectors/interests: 

 

• Commercial Tourism 

• Commercial Fishing 

• Conservation 

• Forestry 

• Recreational Fishing/ Public Fishery 

• Recreational Fishery Service Providers 

• Commercial Shipping / Transportation 

• Aquaculture (finfish, shellfish) 

• Seafood Processing 

• Local/Regional Government 

• Research 

• Other Interests (e.g., Youth) 

 

Some sectors, such as commercial fisheries and conservation, hold more than one seat. The Haida Gwaii 

Integrated Advisory Committee differs from the other Advisory Committees in that it was established to 

advise and inform the implementation of multiple marine planning initiatives and membership is driven 

by representation of different areas of expertise, rather than sectors.  

 

 

Canada-BC Marine Protected Area Network Strategy 

Vision: "An ecologically comprehensive, resilient and representative network of marine protected 
areas that protects the biological diversity and health of the marine environment for present and 
future generations." 

Goals: 

1. To protect and maintain marine biodiversity, ecological representation and special natural 
features.*  

2. To contribute to the conservation and protection of fishery resources and their habitats. 
3. To maintain and facilitate opportunities for tourism and recreation. 
4. To contribute to social, community and economic certainty and stability. 
5. To conserve and protect traditional use, cultural heritage and archaeological resources. 
6. To provide opportunities for scientific research, education and awareness 

*Goal 1 is of primary importance 
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Stakeholders have provided advice on several key aspects of the planning process, including: 

• Development of a stakeholder engagement strategy and Terms of Reference for the Advisory 

Committees 

• Recommendations for membership on the Science Advisory Committee established to provide 

independent scientific advice 

• Data assembly and validation 

• Selection of ecological conservation priorities and target ranges for their representation in the 

MPA network 

• Identification of human uses values 

 

More recently, Advisory Committee members provided extensive advice on two key planning products 

shared on February 28, 2019: 

I. The draft MPA network scenario, including recommended management measures for each 

zone, and 

II. The draft set of performance measures that will be used to evaluate and compare different 

versions of network design.  

Stakeholders throughout the NSB were invited to submit funding proposals to support their 

participation in the review of these key planning products. Early impressions of the draft network 

scenario and performance measures were shared in June 2019; the bulk of feedback was requested for 

the end of January 2020.   

On February 25, 2020, 90 committee members gathered at the Wosk Centre for Dialogue in Vancouver 

to participate in a two-day MPA Network Advisory Committee Forum. Building on the sector input 

shared with the Canada-BC-First Nations Marine Protected Area Technical Team (MPATT) in June 2019 

and January 2020, this forum sought to achieve the following outcomes: 

 Shared understanding of the results of sector reviews of the draft MPA network scenario and 

key recommendations for revisions. 

 Identification and discussion of common themes emerging from sector presentations. 

 Collective understanding of next steps in the planning process. 

This report summarizes the results of the forum. A participant list is included in Appendix 1. The forum 

agenda is set out in Appendix 2. 

2) Forum Proceedings 

The following are the discussion points from the two-day forum, organized by the forum agenda. 

Discussion takes the form of questions (Q), answers (A) and comments noted for the record. 
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2.1 Day 1  

2.1.1 Welcome & Introduction to the Forum 

The forum began with a welcome and introductions that included an Opening Prayer and 

acknowledgement, a video on the MPA network initiative, welcoming remarks from the Network 

Committee, participant table introductions, and a review and confirmation of the forum outcomes and 

agenda. 

Opening Prayer & Acknowledgement 

Judson Brown, Council of the Haida Nation, provided an opening prayer, acknowledged that the forum 

was taking place on the unceded lands of the Tsleil-Waututh, Musqueam and Squamish First Nations, 

and welcomed all guests to the forum.  

Video: Creating a Marine Protected Area Network in British Columbia’s Northern Shelf 

Bioregion 

A 30-minute video about the project, produced by the Coastal First Nations, was screened. It showcased 

the governments and stakeholders involved in moving this unique initiative forward. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=71ZZ9CTzXWc. 

Canada-BC-First Nations MPA Network Committee Welcome 

On behalf of the Canada-BC-First Nations MPA Network Committee, Charlie Short (BC Ministry of 

Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development (FLNRORD), Judson Brown (Council 

of the Haida Nation) and Brigid Payne (Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO), welcomed everyone and 

provided context for the forum.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=71ZZ9CTzXWc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=71ZZ9CTzXWc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=71ZZ9CTzXWc
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Key messages: 

• We have all been working collaboratively on marine planning for the Northern Shelf Bioregion 

for several years. There is a lot of collective knowledge and experience that we can draw on as 

we advance through the next stages of the MPA network planning process. We have a solid 

foundation on which to build. We see this as a ground-breaking initiative and an important 

priority for all organizations involved.  

• There is a strong sense of agreement that MPAs offer resiliency for the future. There is a 

recognition of the need to find ways to make the existing fisheries management regime align 

better with integrated spatial planning and we are working on this.  

• Governance of the MPA network is of highest priority for First Nations. There are successful 

collaborative governance models that we can look to, such as the Gwaii Haanas National 

Marine Conservation Area Reserve and Haida Heritage Site.  

• With great value placed on sector feedback, this is not the last opportunity for input. All advice 

that MPATT receives will be considered carefully.  

Review of Forum Objectives and Agenda 

Participants were asked to introduce themselves at their tables. The facilitator (Sandra Bicego, 

PacificaBlue Consulting) reviewed the desired forum outcomes, proposed agenda, and broad format for 

the two days. Process guidelines and housekeeping were also discussed and agreed to by forum 

attendees. Some discussion (Q&A) followed.  

Notes: Throughout the report, where there is discussion the questions and comments have been 

organized under general sub-themes. All presentations are included as Appendix 3. 

Discussion 

DFO Fisheries Management  

Q: Concern arises with the potential for significant implications for fisheries in the current draft network 

design. Shouldn’t we have a presentation from the Fisheries Management section of DFO? 

o MPATT: We’re aware that we need to improve the alignment of both spatial and a-spatial 

approaches to fisheries management within the context of the MPA network.  There are several 

representatives from DFO Fisheries Management here today. 

Science Advisory Committee  

Q: Are there presentations from the Science Advisory Committee and academic sector, who have been 

involved throughout the process? 

o MPATT: No. Our main goal is to hear from stakeholders at this forum. We’ll pass on what we hear 

today to them. We have input from the Science Advisory Committee and can let you know about it 

if you wish. 
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2.1.2 Presentation from MPATT – Where are we at? Where are we going? 

MPATT Co-Chairs Karen Leslie, Fisheries and Oceans Canada; Kristin Worsley, BC Ministry of Forests, 

Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development; and Steve Diggon, Coastal First Nations 

presented an overview of progress to date and the next steps going forward. Key points from the 

presentation are noted below. 

What we’ve heard 

• “Local government and communities need to be better informed” 

• “Public engagement is missing and happening too late” 

• “Further clarity on First Nations cultural conservation priorities is needed” 

• “Will First Nations retain access to RCAs? To highly protected areas?” 

• “Additional sites, stronger protection needed to achieve representation and replication targets” 

• “Commercially fished species are sustainably managed and should be excluded from the list of 

conservation priorities” 

• “Alternate approaches are needed to deal with highly dynamic species like tuna” 

• “Displacement of fishing effort needs careful consideration” 

• “Recreational fishing opportunities are important to maintain for food sustenance and cultural 

reasons” 

• “How will outcomes of the RCA review be incorporated into the network?” 

• “Impacts to commercial and recreational fishing sectors are significant; impacts are not spread 

equitably” 

• “There should be thresholds for economic impacts” 

• “Commercial shipping should be included in network design” 

• “It’s not clear what rationale is for zoning very small sites” 

• “Federal minimum protection standards should be applied to all network sites” 

• “Further details on legal tools under consideration would help clarify potential implications to 

sectors” 

• “Baseline assessments prior to implementation are needed to validate site selection and 

management measures, and evaluate benefits of protection” 

Network design  

Over the next few months, MPATT will consider all the spatial feedback received to make modifications 

to the current draft network scenario, with an eye to improving representation and replication of 

conservation priorities (ecological and cultural), further minimizing potential negative economic 

impacts, and achieving other network objectives. We are looking at ways of reducing complexity, 

streamlining zoning, and incorporating Rockfish Conservation Areas (RCAs), where appropriate. There 

are no plans to re-visit the list of ecological conservation priorities peer reviewed through the Canadian 

Science Advisory Secretariat process. Discussions are ongoing as to how best to represent highly 

migratory species, such as tuna. 

Future engagement 

Over the past few years, the partners have focused on stakeholder consultation prior to engaging the 

broader public. Local governments have received a copy of the draft network scenario along with an 

update on status and next steps in the planning process. MPATT will use the feedback received to 
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develop communications materials in support of a public consultation phase that is anticipated to begin 

in winter 2021. 

Clarifying management measures 

MPATT intends to develop management recommendations for activities not yet addressed. 

Recommendations for shipping measures are expected to emerge from other planning processes (e.g. 

proactive vessel management under the Oceans Protection Plan). Other activities, such as kayaking and 

scuba diving, are best addressed during the implementation phase as part of site-based management 

planning. Canada’s new minimum standards for MPAs will be adopted for new sites established under 

federal legislation. 

Assessing implications 

Input gathered on the draft scenario is anticipated to help reduce potential socio-economic impacts. A 

Socio-Economic Analysis (SEA) is to be completed on the revised scenario. The SEA will include: 

summaries of main sectors, including information such as GDP and employment with consideration of 

entire value chains; estimates of how the network is expected to affect each sector, including potential 

for displacement/loss, and; description of benefits that could reasonably be expected from 

implementation of a network. The SEA will be available for review along with the next draft design. 

Finding the balance 

The aim continues to be about striving towards maximum benefits for conservation at minimum cost. 

We continue to refine performance measures based on input from the Science Advisory and 

Integrated/Ocean Advisory Committee members. A final set of draft performance measures will be 

distributed following the forum. We anticipate using the performance measures to assess and compare 

alternative scenarios. No specific economic thresholds will be set; the partners recognize that there may 

be some trade-offs amongst objectives. 

Preparing for Implementation 

MPATT aims to simplify the network design prior to making recommendations on designation and 

management tools. Ongoing validation of sites prior to designation may be completed by considering: 

First Nations traditional knowledge, stakeholders’ local knowledge, expert knowledge, and in-situ 

research. We will seek input from stakeholders on a monitoring strategy at the implementation phase. 

Supporting First Nations’ Access to Cultural Values 

Partner First Nations identified specific areas of traditional use and cultural value using a common 

approach and methodology. Some Nations are open to sharing further information and/or willing to 

work directly with stakeholders to clarify site-specific interests and priorities. We are not currently 

proposing to change First Nations’ access to marine resources for food, social and ceremonial (FSC) 

purposes. First Nations may support voluntary measures where restrictions are applied to all other 

fisheries and where site-specific conservation concerns remain. Commercial access will be the same for 

everyone. 

The presentation included anticipated next steps which are iterated in the Forum Wrap Up and Next 

Steps section. 
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Discussion 

Performance Measures 

Q: When will you release the final performance measures? We were asked for input last June 2019 but 

haven’t heard back. 

o MPATT: We haven’t integrated the feedback provided in January 2020 yet. The final draft 

performance measures will be shared in a package after the forum, with an explanation of how 

advice has been incorporated.  

Q: Stakeholders are concerned that we have no way to know what was heard and our advice could be 

misinterpreted. There’s been no discussion with our sector or collaborative discussion on PMs.  

o MPATT: All feedback is captured in an advice log and we’ll use the log to report back. The 

performance measures are not final or definitive, and we’re happy to receive more input. 

Assessing distribution of impacts  

Q: What did you mean when you said, “Impacts are significant and not spread equitably”? 

o MPATT: This is a comment we heard from stakeholders. There’s concern about shifting the 

concentration of fishing effort into other areas and associated potential ecological and economic 

impacts. We need the intimate knowledge of stakeholders and people on the water to assess the 

distribution of impacts across the network.  

Rockfish Conservation Areas  

Q: Why are you not including all Rockfish Conservation Areas (RCAs)? 

o MPATT: We’ll be looking at all of them; those not included in the network footprint now may be 

brought in depending on the results of engagement with other First Nations (particularly on North 

Vancouver Island) and their potential contribution to achieving target ranges for conservation 

priorities. RCAs could be modified so they make a significant contribution to the network (e.g., 

boundary adjustments, additional protection measures). 

Socio-economic analysis  

Q: How will the socioeconomic analysis be done? 

o MPATT: We plan to gather baseline data on the ocean economy, and once we get to the revised 

scenario, we’ll be able to assess potential benefits and impacts. 

o We’re working on an overview of MPAs and the recreational fishing / public fishery sector. 

Additional surveys are underway to build up sport sector linkages. We’re scoping out statistics on 

anglers, angler days and expenditures, and impacts on GDP. A questionnaire will help determine 

how potential impacts will filter out. 

Q: Who is doing the cost benefits analysis, including positive and negative impacts on people, and what 

will be in the analysis? Will there be input from stakeholders? Will socio-economic data be site-specific 

and granular at the site level?   

o MPATT: The province of BC, in partnership with DFO and Western Economic Development, will be 

hiring a qualified contractor to complete an assessment of the value of British Columbia’s ocean 



 

 

 
MPA Network Advisory Committee Forum Report 
 

8 

economy, including quantifying ecosystem services of interest to stakeholders. We have a 

monetary analysis of industries that will include costs along with benefits; it will be a high-level 

overview due to data limitations. The social economic analysis of potential costs and benefits of the 

MPA network will be conducted on a revised scenario. We’ll share the results of the full analysis. 

We will be limited by data and the challenges associated with quantifying some benefits, e.g., 

improved governance.  

Review of spatial advice 

Q: How are you prioritizing the input you receive? Is there wiggle room to make adjustments to the sites 

and zones? Are these draft MPAs going to stay the way they are? Will they change? 

o MPATT: There’s no weighting to the input. We received a significant amount of information on each 

area and will be going through the advice site by site. We’re having this forum to better understand 

the perspectives of each sector. The draft network scenario is expected to change in consideration 

of stakeholder feedback. There will be adjustments to the sites and the zones. This is very much a 

draft MPA network scenario. 

Q: What are sub-regional planning teams and who is on them?  

o MPATT: The sub-regional planning teams are made up representatives from each of the governing 

partners. They are responsible for reviewing and considering the spatial advice received as 

modifications to network sites are made. Representatives bring a range of technical expertise and 

traditional and local knowledge. 

Fisheries management plans and MPAs 

Q: In the last presentation slide and bullet, what does “management plan” mean? We have Integrated 

Fisheries Management Plans (IFMP) developed between industry and DFO. Does this mean DFO’s 

Oceans program will take over management of fisheries? 

o MPATT: No, there isn’t going to be a shift in fisheries management approaches. There’s a 

management plan regime for fisheries harvest and the Oceans Act for conservation. The Oceans Act 

requires additional consultation to support development of a management plan for each MPA 

designated under this tool (i.e., to discuss conservation objectives, assess risks and mitigation 

measures, which may include fisheries management). The various authorities will be respected for 

their areas of concern/jurisdiction.  

o MPATT: We’re not creating unique management processes for specific areas; we’re still using the 

IFMP process. Human activities can be allowed in MPAs, but the issue is the level of impact on 

conservation priorities. You could still have multi-use MPAs. If commercial fishing must be 

excluded, restrictions will be applied to the activity, whether it be indigenous or non-indigenous 

commercial harvesters. Conservation is the priority. 

Community engagement 

Comment: You won’t understand the real socio-economic impacts until you talk to communities and 

those people affected. Public consultation in 2021 is too late; you need to engage the public sooner. 

Politicians and local governments should be involved. Let stakeholders know when public engagement 

and related meetings are expected so they know ahead of time. 
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MPAs and international regulatory bodies 

Q: How will the MPA network work with international regulatory bodies that address management of 

highly migratory species (e.g., Tuna)? Will governments outside the NSB be consulted? 

o MPATT: We realize that there are communities outside of the NSB that should be consulted, 

particularly where international treaties are involved. We understand there are implications for 

communities outside of the bioregion. We need to look at coast-wide implications.  

2.1.3 Advisory Committee Presentations 

Significant time on the agenda was dedicated to providing an opportunity for Advisory Committee 

members/alternates to share and discuss their concerns with the draft MPA network design. The 

following sectors delivered presentations that summarized their approach to reviewing the draft MPA 

network scenario, their general impressions of the draft design, and recommendations for future 

refinement: 

• Commercial Tourism 

• Commercial Fishing 

• Conservation 

• Forestry 

• Recreational Fishing/ Public Fishery 

• Commercial Shipping 

The main comments brought forward in the presentations and the discussions that followed, along with 

the ideas posted on the “Reflection Wall”, are presented below. Copies of Advisory Committee 

presentations are included as Appendix 3. The Reflection Wall was a space where any participant could 

add their comments and thoughts about the MPA network design. The verbatim comments posted on 

the “Reflection Wall” are noted in Appendix 4. Where there was no powerpoint presentation provided, 

a summary of key points from the presentation is included in the relevant presenter section.   

Presentation 1: Commercial Tourism, Breanne Quesnel, Spirit of the West Adventures 

Breanne Quesnel, Spirit of the West Adventures, presented for Commercial Tourism. Key points from 

the presentation were as follows:  

• Our sector produced a report that we submitted to MPATT. We are heartened by the idea of more 

connectivity and bigger picture thinking for protected areas. Our sector will likely benefit from the 

MPA network – from healthy, intact, functioning wilderness and ecosystems. 

• While most of the sector is keen on MPAs it is hard to provide feedback when we’re unsure of the 

management prescriptions for specific areas. 

• Connectivity of the tourism experience, being able to move through an area, is important for us. 

We are interested in connectivity over space; we hope you can distribute the impact if some areas 

are restricted. You need to look at the context, other pressures, and permitting issues from 

Province and First Nations. 

• We are not thinking there will be a lot of areas off limits to tourism. We’re concerned about 

compatibility among activities. The public needs to understand the importance of MPAs and how 
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they were chosen; e.g., it is difficult to explain to a kayaker that they can’t go into a certain area 

while they witness ships or cruise liners passing through. 

• We would like to help support socio-economic impact analysis as there is a lack of data for our 

industry. 

• Thank you for the funding support and GIS tech expertise at David Suzuki Foundation that helped us 

to analyze what data we have and prepare our input. 

Discussion  

Data 

Q: Tourism may be the biggest industry in British Columbia but what percent of the industry is marine-

based?  

o A: We are seeking this data from Destination BC. 

Presentation 2: Commercial Fishing - Marine Planning Team (MPT)  

Bruce Turris, Brian Morse, Grant Dovey, Mike Atkins, and Gord Gislason (economist) presented the 

results of their efforts to engage many commercial harvesters in the Northern Shelf.  

Discussion 

Spillover effects 

Q: You say the commercial fishing industry could lose an estimated $94 million but could there be 

benefits? 

o A: MPAs could generate more fish outside a protected area. The literature mentions this, but we 

weren’t able to address potential benefits within the confines of this study. 

Tipping points 

Q: Can you describe the high-level differences between the MPATT scenario and the alternate scenario 

developed through the MPT’s process? You’ve taken care to show the human connectivity of the fishing 

activities and communities.  

o A: We tried to show these connections; if you can’t fill a packer, there’s no point in fishing. You 

need to know there’s enough activity for the supply chain, and fisheries-support services. One of 

the things we had to consider was ‘where were the tipping points’ for a viable fishery – what makes 

or breaks an area being viable. There are many approaches to commercial fishing (e.g. local day 

tripper vs working the entire coast). We brought those into our draft scenario but they weren’t 

brought into the MPATT scenario. 

Trade-offs between scenarios 

Q: Three years ago, we looked at reconciling Ecological Conservation Priorities (ECPs) and Cultural 
Conservation Priorities (CCPs). How did you address trade-offs between the scenarios? Which results 
were or weren’t you satisfied with? 

o A: For every ECP, there is a target range – our objective was to meet the lowest end of that range or 
at least do as well as the MPATT scenario. We met or exceeded the target ranges for all ECPs except 
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45, MPATT met or exceeded the target ranges for all ECPs except 43. [Note: There are 275 spatial 
data features representing ECPs, 238 of which have associated target ranges.] 

Q: When fishermen were making trade-offs during your consultations, were they reducing effort or 

access? 

o A: Both. When we started to overlay maps, we saw the trade-offs. It was impossible to make it 
uniform across the area; e.g., we can’t make geoduck equal tuna, based on identified targets. All 
participants had to feel they had equal respect.  

o Comment: There are new closures suggested by the fleets because harvesters know the many 
ecological values in certain areas. Fishers know where there are corals, sponges, and other species.  

Presentation 3: Commercial Fishing - Crab Fishery Area A 

Dan Edwards spoke about the Area A crab fishery, the crab fishery’s participation in the MPA network 

design scenario, ideas for socio-economic analysis and engagement going forward. Summary points 

from the presentation are as follows: 

• The Area A crab fishermen are highly concerned about the process design surrounding MPA 
network development in the Northern Shelf Bioregion and the long-term negative impacts that this 
planning process may create for our fleet. 

• The process design falls short of best practices on several fronts. Any closures that affect the Area A 
crab fleet will not be supported until the following process design concerns are dealt with: 

o Data deficiencies – We need good data on our fishery. Massive closures don’t address 
conservation or social needs if there’s no data to support it. The conservation targets are 
poorly data-sourced; in some instances (e.g., sand dunes outside of Cape Ball and southeast 
of Sandspit) the conservation priorities are not in danger of any negative habitat impact from 
the laying of crab traps. We won’t close our fishery unless we have the data. 

o Mitigation and Compensation - The process does not have a plan in place for mitigation or 
compensation despite preliminary estimates of the losses that could be incurred by the 
fishing fleets and communities in the range of $100 million dollars per year. The societal 
costs incurred as a result of the MPA network must be borne by all Canadians and not a 
specific group. Closures of crab area constitute a diminishment of our members’ ability to 
make a fair livelihood.  

o Collaborative decision making - Proposed closures were created without the most affected 
parties at the table, a critical principle of any proper marine planning process. When 
negotiating issues that will affect the livelihood of existing license holders, those 
stakeholders must be invited to the table. We need a collaborative interest-based, 
consensus-based process, where everyone is respected. A socio-economic impact analysis is 
something we can do together going forward. 

o Conflict resolution – The process does not a include conflict resolution framework, or 
mediation /arbitration in the event that agreement is not reached. 

• Various gear modifications are in place to avoid impacts; this seems to be ignored in the process. 
We have vessel limitations, length limitations, vessel trap limitations, trap design limitations, each 
established to maintain economic and sustainable harvest of the resource. 

• In areas with this level of stringent management, MPAs will provide little or no benefit to fisheries 
values, would most likely create negative ecological problems, and would certainly create negative 
economic consequences. MPAs were originally designed to help manage stocks in jurisdictions with 
little or no management regimes in place for fisheries. 
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• It will be a challenge to enforce and adhere to the location of some of the proposed boundaries of 
closed areas. An example can be made by reference to the McIntyre Bay area; a closed area along 
this stretch of geography will be very difficult to fish around, due to prevailing winds and tides. 

• There is some danger with putting static closures on the marine environment, particularly in light of 
the massive changes we are observing with climate change. The areas proposed for closure may in 
the future be very productive crab grounds.  

• The original maps would result in approximately 15 percent loss in spatial area and landed value 

and that can be the tipping point for a lot of fisheries. If you take away people’s livelihood, think of 

the very serious consequences. 

• If IUCN designations are used on a map, people will view this as a “done deal.” And where the 

definitions and explanations are not clear, people get upset.  

• This process should adhere to EBM guidelines, with social targets that coexist with ecological 
targets. Social and economic values need to be included within any marine planning process, with 
qualitative values of maintaining diverse fishing fleets. 

• Our recommendation to the provincial and federal governments is that they have a legal 

responsibility to represent us, along with First Nations, and we need to be in the room. We can and 

want to sit down with others in the region. 

Presentation 4: Commercial Fishing 

Jim McIsaac presented for the Commercial Fishing Caucus (CFC).  

Discussion 

Fisheries values map 

Q: Have you taken into account the proposed management measures included in the draft scenario 

when identifying the high conflict areas, or did you overlay the scenario footprint on the fisheries heat 

map? There may be areas where they would reduce the conflict? 

o A: Yes, we identified where the footprint is, and overlaid it on the fishing maps. 

Q: What are the CFC’s next steps with respect to providing feedback? 

o A: We have requests to map other aspects of the fisheries. 

Performance Measures  

Q: What methods did you use to arrive at social and economic Performance Measures (PMs) and 

targets? These PMs could be really helpful, even if they’re only directional, not targets.  

o A: We proposed PMs last year and were hoping they would be discussed at the forum but we 

haven’t heard back on how our feedback has been considered. We’d like to develop our ideas on 

new PMs further, then the next step would be to develop targets. We’d like to see statistics on 

increases in jobs, vessels, etc. 

Presentation 5: Conservation 

Bill Wareham, David Suzuki Foundation, Ross Jameson, Canadian Parks and Wilderness Association, and 

Linda Nowlan, West Coast Environmental Law Association, presented on behalf of the conservation 

sector. They provided a summary of their feedback on the MPA network draft scenario.  
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Discussion 

Cross-sectoral engagement  

Q: Concern that if you do not involve the human factor/ communities, you won’t get anywhere. 

o A: We agree – it’s fundamental. We see the process pulling back to the government level over the 

next few months but what do we do after? We need ongoing engagement of advisory committees. 

Q: You mentioned the national marine conservation targets of 25 percent and 30 percent by 2025 and 

2030, respectively, but we view that B.C. already has 34 percent of its marine area protected and it 

would be more than this with implementation of the draft MPA network design.  

Comment: The percentage is misleading as it doesn’t look at effective protection. The value and 

benefits of MPAs go beyond fisheries to other goals, such as providing an insurance policy for the 

future. The fisheries sector has engaged with us, but we need more cross-pollination between and 

among sectors. If all the input is being considered behind doors, we lose that opportunity. I think 

we could find common ground if we work across sectors. 

Need for balance – meet targets and minimize impacts 

Comment: Government policy commitments to social and economic goals were not considered in your 

scenario. The conservation sector’s alternate design scenario does not try to balance meeting targets 

and minimizing impacts and would add to human suffering. The fisheries sector addressed ecological 

goals and impacts. Your proposal includes adding more closures and reducing access which would 

impose more hardship. 

o A: We tried to consider potential negative impacts; we relied on Marxan which aims to optimize 

ecological and economic impacts. We were not as aggressive as the MPT proposal. When you see 

our network design, we show areas we hope are considered to meet targets for ecological values. 

There’s also an indication of where fisheries occur/don’t occur.  

Mitigation and compensation 

Comment: MPATT should visit Prince Rupert as they’re the most affected community. A mitigation and 

compensation strategy is needed; people will be out of work. We found that where you have good 

fisheries management, there’s good protection. This MPA network initiative is wrong – there’s already 

been a lot of protection. Who are we protecting these areas from? There are so few boats on the BC 

coast. 

Indigenous laws 

Q: What would Indigenous law implementation look like in the NSB? Would stakeholders be working 

with 17 Nations? 

o A: Discussions on this are still very live. We could look at the Haida case and other examples to give 

us an idea. 

Adaptive Management 

Q: We hear that MPAs should be permanent, but fish like Halibut move around. How can adaptive 

management work if we don’t have data on many species?  



 

 

 
MPA Network Advisory Committee Forum Report 
 

14 

o A: We’re referring to adaptive management that changes the management strategies. 

Fisheries management 

Comment: It was noted at a recent Halibut Advisory Board meeting that “MPAs are an admission of the 

failure of fisheries management”, but we don’t have a failed system in B.C. We have the best in the 

world; it’s intensely monitored, with robust management and based on fisheries science. We know that 

you can only fish down to a key level and that’s what’s what we do. We don’t need to take lessons from 

anyone. Our job is to make a productive living.  

2.2 Day 2 

Day 2 of the forum began with a short summary of the previous day’s discussions by the forum 

facilitator and continued with Advisory Committee presentations (section 3.2.1) and clarification 

questions and answers. In the afternoon, a breakout session (section 3.2.2) allowed participants to 

engage in deeper conversations.  

2.2.1 Advisory Committee Presentations 

Presentation 6: Coastal Forestry 

Warren Warttig, Logical Ecology, presented for the forestry sector.  

Discussion 

Effects of log dumps 

Comment: New trees will grow but as roads are developed, there are chances to consolidate log dumps. 

There are wasteful methods, e.g., barge-loading damages logs and lowers log value. New methods of dry 

sort on land save money because you lose fewer logs. We need to get away from damage on hillsides – 

better forestry practices to better protect streams.  

o A: Yes, if there’s road access, but it’s not an assumption that there will be. With dry loading, you 

need a bigger area because there are no barges for storage, so you’re moving impacts from the 

ocean to the land, not reducing them. As a general rule, a dump will be reused if possible. Dry 

loading is fine for short but not long hauls, as it’s cost-prohibitive. You need to log more forest to 

access dry sorts, so there are more impacts. You’re limited to the size of barge, number of logs you 

can get on it, and distance you can travel. 

Data 

Q: You mentioned that only 20 percent of the area was validated. Can you say more about it? 

o A: We’re wondering about DFO using our dive data but there’s no repository at DFO to do so. Our 

data can inform and help validate the spatial data layers [used in Marxan]. There are concerns 

about the Marxan results [for areas of high conservation value] as it classifies whole areas as high 
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productivity but on dives, we saw variations in productivity of the ocean substrate. The Marxan 

outputs are coarse and don’t line up that well with what we saw. 

Log sorts 

Comment: You mentioned two different types of log sorts and the different potential impacts of each. 

o A: The MPAs address siting forestry and log handling, but not log drop zones/log drops and 

helicopter drop zones. We’ve done camera drops and pre and post dive assessments to see the 

impacts of helicopter drop zones, and they are very low impact. We would like MPATT to 

distinguish between the different kinds of marine-based logging activities in the “use and activity 

tables” because the impacts to habitats and species are different.  

Dive surveys  

Q: What depths do you dive to? What are you measuring?  

o A. To seventy feet, and we use a drop camera after that.  

Q: Do you build a time series for the sediment distribution? Would be useful for all the environmental 

data, to monitor how conditions change in a dynamic environment.  

o A. We do a before and after, using rebar stakes.  

Q: Do data get consolidated with other data sets in the provincial government and DFO – this 

information would be useful for the process.  

o A. We haven’t been able to. 

Reactivating a log dump 

Comment: When we reactivate a log dump, we measure the leftover footprint – the dimensions of the 

old log dump site - and mark it with rebar. We use drop cameras, but you can’t just look at a video if you 

don’t have the expertise and experience to interpret it. 

Marxan  

MPATT: Marxan is not a habitat model. Areas of high conservation value are identified in Marxan by 

overlaying mapped ecological values – high productivity features, species and areas of high conservation 

value. Targets are based on a percentage of each feature or value to be represented in the network, and 

the results efficiently capture the features or values in zones/areas (heat maps). Some layers have 

limitations and aren’t comprehensive. In contrast, a marine habitat model identifies various types of 

habitat that support different ecosystems.  

Raw log exports 

Q: What about raw log export out of Prince Rupert and impacts on the harbour and ships? Are you 

working with shipping and shipping lanes or is it outside your jurisdiction? 

o A: This is outside of our jurisdiction. 
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Future use 

Q: There are many places with dormant log dumps. Leases expire. Sometimes they are renewed, 

sometimes not. Should we assume that when there’s a log dump and logging activity, the company will 

have an interest in that area in the future? 

A: It depends – need to consult. Sometimes there are log dumps we can confirm we won’t use 

again… but until we look closer, it’s hard to know. When working with MaPP on Vancouver Island, 

we learned that log dump tenures are non-exclusive; i.e., someone can put a tenure on top of it, if 

the tenure holder agrees. That’s how log dumps sometimes get lost; we lose records of them. On 

North Vancouver Island (NVI), at least two that were dormant are now used for ecotourism, as 

agreed to by the original tenure holder (e.g., Homathko bear watching). 

Q: The marine ecotourism sector is working in NVI to bring tourism and forestry together to work 

collaboratively. There was a map of historic and predicted log dumps we had access to, then it was 

retracted. Why? 

o A: Less than 1 percent of log dumps are used at any given time, thus it’s not a continuous time 

series of cumulative impacts; although they’re marked, there might be only one or none that are 

active.  

Presentation 7: Recreational Fishing / Public fishery 

Owen Bird and Urs Thomas, Sport Fishing Advisory Board, spoke about their work gathering recreational 

fishing / public fishery sector input on the draft network design scenario.  

Discussion 

Crab catch monitoring  

Q: Is there any information on catch monitoring data for recreational harvest of crab? 

o A: We’re working on developing a fishing app. The information will be helpful to understand catch 

data and fishery impacts. 

Availability of SeaSketch maps 

Q: Are the SeaSketch maps gone? Can we continue to have access to these? 

o A: Maps should still be there and available to I/OAC, but not the general public. 

o Comment: The Sea Sketch issues were similar for us during our commercial fishing meetings. We 

hoped to use it as a survey tool for reflecting global fishing knowledge, but this wasn’t the case. 

Once you logged in, the information wasn’t transparent for stakeholders. It’s a hugely powerful tool 

and I agree that the maps need to be made available. 

Rockfish Conservation Areas (RCAs) 

Q: This MPA process has quadrupled the size of RCAs and the area covered. This shouldn’t be done. It 

looks like the MPA process is driving the RCA process. 

o MPATT: The RCA review is underway and rolling into the ongoing conversation at the MPA network 

planning table. Boundary adjustments to RCAs are being recommended to protect rockfish and 
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their habitat through the RCA review process. The MPA network planning process has to consider 

many more species and habitats. 

Comment: We know the RCA Review is proposing additional closures to fisheries and expanding 

boundaries. Some are 35km2. They need to be smaller, more precise areas that better capture rockfish 

habitat. The SFAB hope to work on that refinement.  

Comment: We also note that the MPA network is looking at protecting sponge reefs that provide 

rockfish protection. Sponge reefs are specific areas and most are well-known by DFO. In the Strait of 

Georgia / Hecate Glass Sponge Reef MPA, there are zones in place, generally with a buffer and adaptive 

management to allow some fisheries to troll over top of the sponge reefs. In the MPA draft scenario 

there are definite, site-specific zones for sponges; and the single most trolled site is at Port Hardy, a 

large sponge reef there that is closed to all fisheries. The MPA process must start addressing restrictions 

on trolling at these sites to get the recreation sector on-board. 

Food, Social and Ceremonial (FSC) use  

Q: Are there common concerns from the sport fishing sector feedback you can share?  

o A: There is a lot of frustration about only FSC access.  

Public Consultations 

Q: How does the sport fishing sector see MPATT leading public consultation? 

o A: MPATT needs to get out there into the communities; it’s not acceptable that we, as a volunteer 

sport fishing group, lead the process. 

The public fishery is not sure if the input we’ve submitted to date is useful for MPATT.  

We are not sure how interaction with the MPATT team will continue moving forward, how input 

will be used, or even what kind of feedback MPATT wants.  

The public fishery needs help from MPATT to respond to questions on the draft scenario especially 

as we go into the community.  

Socio – economic information has to be gathered and assistance from MPATT is needed. 

Many issues need high-level discussion with DFO and this hasn’t happened yet. People said 

yesterday that we need legislation to put MPAs in place, but if it’s forced to happen, you won’t get 

support. 

Presentation 8: Commercial Shipping  

Robert Lewis-Manning, Chamber of Shipping and Jason Scherr, Port of Prince Rupert, presented on 

behalf of the commercial shipping sector. Lana Hodgkins from International Ship owners Alliance was 

also present.  
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Discussion 

Integrating fishing and shipping in marine spatial planning 

Q: How will the MPA network address shipping in integrated marine spatial planning? For example, crab 

fishers work with the cruise ship and shipping industries on marine planning for specific areas within the 

region. Need a framework for integration that involves both shipping and fishing. 

o A: The Minister’s mandate letter references integrated marine spatial planning (MSP).  Glad to hear 

that shipping sees that MSP might be the framework to work within to address these issues.   

o Comment: Marine spatial planning hasn’t been considered in the Port of Prince Rupert area. More 

dialogue is needed there.  

o A: There is history – the industry wasn’t supportive of PNCIMA, so we’re playing catch up. We 

haven’t been involved. MSP is positive and allows all considerations to be included, but it’s hard to 

participate without regulatory support. 

Q: We have the Marine Plan Partnership and other marine spatial plans but now we’re wondering if DFO 

will start over with MSP and will it be a new version of PNCIMA? 

o A: The shipping sector does not want to see things going backwards; we need to build on what has 

already been done and find a path forward. We need to catch up and jump in. 

Shipping sector participation 

Q: At a two-day Ottawa workshop on MPAs, the shipping sector was in attendance and discussed a MPA 

tool kit. Is there value in bringing that to this MPA process?  

o A: I don’t discourage dialogue but the right people are not at that table. Key marine safety and 

policy folks weren’t involved. We are not sure if it would be productive without the right people. 

Transport Canada is under-prioritizing MPAs and is busy with many other priorities. 

Comment: Concerned that shipping issues are not integrated into the MPA network planning process.  

o A: Our work with BC Ferries to improve visibility of ships using new technology is a good example 

on how to address potential conflict. The key is dialogue and opening up the conversation. 

Waterway conflict from an ecological perspective 

Q: What if there is a small vessel conflict in a potential MPA site; how would we approach a waterway 

conflict from an ecological perspective and address environmental values?  

o A: Shipping has examples – where there is critical habitat, one can easily identify and measure 

values. If it needs to be protected and there is no clear shipping impact, nothing happens, but with 

more sophisticated analysis we can look at cumulative impacts on a single point/location. If the 

science is there, industry will respond with innovation to a range of regulatory and non-regulatory 

options.  

Q: How much of the onus is on regulatory tools vs. industry changing practices? 

o A: The onus is on industry. 
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Regulating shipping in MPAs 

Q: Can you regulate shipping within an MPA? 

o A: Yes, there are powers to do so now but the measures have to make sense and the right people 

need to be at the table. 

o The shipping sector does not try to avoid regulation. It uses a combination of regulatory and non-

regulatory, voluntary measures. For example, we have an advisory committee and volunteer 

performance measures; it’s world-leading. We bring together industry, NGOs and government in 

dialogue where people have come to understand each other. We also have a stewardship initiative 

involving First Nations, NGOs and industry. 

o We seek to use flexible tools. For example, there’s a five-year voluntary agreement on the 

protection of the Southern Resident Killer Whales. Species are changing and evolving, even 

changing their feeding habits, so we need to be nimble. We’re successful because we have the 

ability to provide a rapid response on a voluntary basis which is faster than a regulatory approach. 

2.2.2 Breakout Session Outcomes 

Following the Advisory Committee presentations, participants divided into small groups to address three 

topics:  

• Engagement and Communications 

• MPA Network Design - Simplification 

• Socio-economic Implications and Analysis 

The topics were selected on the basis of recurring themes that arose from the two days of discussions, 

as well as ideas placed on a Reflection Wall. The Reflection Wall was a wall space where any participant 

could add their comments and thoughts about the MPA network design. The verbatum input from the 

Reflection Wall is included as Appendix 4.  

The forum facilitator asked participants to attend their topic of interest, and with the help of a breakout 

table facilitator, participants were given 30 minutes to discuss the topic in more detail. The discussion 

questions for each topic were: 

• What are the 1-2 most important considerations that advance the MPA Network? 

• What are the common themes from your table discussion?   

Table discussions were reported out in plenary. The following sets out a summary of key 

recommendations for each topic. Detailed group input for each topic is included as Appendix 5. 

Group 1: Key Recommendations for Engagement and Communications 

The need for ongoing and early, cross sectoral engagement and communications arose as a top theme 

during the forum. Table facilitator, Sheila Creighton, DFO, presented the following key 

recommendations from this breakout session.  

• Include broader audiences as soon as possible (First Nations, sectors, public). Community meetings 

will be critical to increase understanding, further validate data, and garner support for the initiative. 
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• Design future engagement events to be flexible to meet stakeholder/community needs. 

• Include opportunities for discussions across sectors and with governments.  

• Consider focusing the next phase of stakeholder/local government engagement on specific issues. 

• Provide much more clarity on governance structures and the framework for decision-making, with 

principles and roles defined. 

• Improve transparency of expectations and the information used to support decision-making. 

• Develop an outreach strategy that includes foundational information to prime people for public 

consultation. This would include the role of MPAs in protecting biodiversity; the policy 

framework(s) that guide planning; a clear vision for the network; the iterative nature of the 

planning process that considers feedback from a broad range of participants; potential benefits and 

impacts; decision-making processes; and timelines (internal and external). 

Group 2: Key Recommendations for Network Simplification  

Network design and the need for simplification reflected another top theme during the forum 

discussions. Two breakouts formed around this topic. One group was facilitated by Chris McDougall, 

MPATT Science Coordinator and the other group was facilitated by Karin Bodtker, MPATT Science Team. 

The following sets out a summary of the recommendations.  

• Use engagement to find common ground. 

• Prioritize special areas most amenable to spatial protection with a spatial threat. 

• Identify priority sites for protection based on agreed-upon criteria; e.g., areas of high biodiversity 

relative to impacts, least economic impacts, etc. 

• Move to fewer but more highly protected areas to simplify enforcement and monitoring and 

protect trophic linkages. 

• The cost of fewer but higher levels of protection are unknown, so we cannot just move in that 

direction. 

• Consider large marine managed areas with multiple zones. 

• To balance all the different values and interests, many zones will be needed with variation in the 

activities allowed. 

• Limit the number of zones. Fewer zones would make things simpler, but what’s really needed is 

added clarity on the values associated with each zone and the recommended activities. Describe 

these clearly and make them legal. 

• Restrict the zones requiring fishing closures to smaller, surgically precise sites. 

• Improve transparency with respect to how the fisheries management measures were 

recommended, particularly in data-poor areas of the coast. 

• Public engagement is needed to understand users’ interests in recreational fishing / public fishery. 

Simplification of the network will be difficult in the absence of more feedback from recreational 

fishers. 

• Are boundaries reasonable for implementation/ monitoring?  
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Group 3: Key Recommendations for Socio-economic Implications and Analysis 

Table facilitator, Karen Leslie, DFO, presented the following key recommendations from this breakout 

session.  

• Provide people with understanding of what’s being done and the scope of analysis. Stakeholders 

and others will need to have a good understanding of the methods and the data. 

• Ensure reasonable expectations regarding scope. Scope of the socio-economic analysis needs to be 

broad and relevant to potentially impacted communities and sectors (E.g., positive and negative 

impacts; direct and indirect impacts; local to international). 

• Clarify analysis methods. Define and consider social and economic implications. 

• The analysis should include temporal considerations, i.e., future generations and opportunities for 

economic growth and development. 

• The analysis needs to be supported by early and ongoing engagement and communications with 

interested and affected groups and communities. Work with those "on the water.” 

• Quality, robust data are needed to support the analysis. Validate data, address gaps and 

assumptions, identify values, do ground-truthing. Engagement can help with data validation, 

identification of gaps and assumptions, etc.  

• Governments must dedicate resources to understanding and mitigating the anticipated impacts. 

As there was no plenary discussion following the report outs, the facilitator moved to the Wrap Up and 

Next Steps. 

2.2.3 Wrap Up & Next Steps 

Members of the MPATT team discussed the anticipated next steps as part of the wrap up of the forum: 

Immediate Next Steps  

• MPATT will make the forum summary report available to Advisory Committees.  

• The partners will consider the forum discussions, sector presentations, and formal submissions as 

advice to guide revisions to the draft MPA network scenario and our approach to engagement and 

communications. 

• MPATT will distribute advice logs and narrative responses to the a-spatial feedback received, along 

with a final draft set of performance measures that incorporates the feedback received.  

Spring/Summer 2020 

• The partners will continue to work through outstanding questions including scope and level of 

detail for the action plan, approach to phased implementation, and principles that will guide future 

governance and implementation.  

• MPATT will consider all spatial advice received and work towards a revised network scenario.  

• A narrative report summarizing changes to the network scenario will be prepared for Advisory 

Committee members.  

• The methodology for a socio-economic analysis will be shared. 

Fall 2020 

• A socio-economic analysis will be completed on a revised scenario.  
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• Internal technical and executive review of the revised scenario and the assessment of implications 

will begin. 

Winter/Spring 2021 

• A revised draft scenario will be shared with stakeholders, local governments and the public for 

review and comment.  

• The socio-economic analysis will be shared to support the review. 

Early Summer 2021 

• Partners will move forward with seeking endorsement of the Action Plan, which will include the 

final MPA network scenario. 

2.2.4 Closing Remarks 

Rich Chapple, Central Coast Indigenous Resource Alliance, closed the session with the following 

comments: 

“Thank you to all the presenters. We are here to listen and discuss. What I’ve learned from working with 

First Nations is similar to what I’ve heard from anyone interested in a sustainable future. First Nations 

marine plans are based on four principles: respect, balance, reciprocity and intergenerational 

knowledge. These principles are very much aligned with those of Ecosystem Based Management -- 

something Jim McIsaac mentioned. The local knowledge from everyone in this room is huge – many 

hundreds of years. So, we all have very much in common. We also have the same responsibility to leave 

healthy ecosystems for future generations. I invite everyone here to think beyond their talking points 

and to not retreat to their silos. Go back to your communities with what you have learned from others. 

A key principle is reciprocity – giving and receiving; sharing responsibility; let’s each take personal 

responsibility for seeing this through. Thank you to everyone.” 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Participant List 

Advisory Committee Members/Alternates  

NAME AFFILIATION SECTOR/ INTEREST 

Barrett Johnson N/A Marine Tourism 

Bill Wareham David Suzuki Foundation Conservation 

Breanne Quesnel Spirit of the West Adventures Commercial Tourism 

Brian Mose  N/A Commercial Fishing 

Bruce Storry N/A Coastal forestry 

Bruce Turris Canadian Groundfish Research and 

Conservation Society  

Commercial Fishing 

Chris Sporer Seafood Producers Association of BC  Seafood Processing 

Chuck Ashcroft Sport Fishing Advisory Board Recreational Fisheries 

Dan Edwards Commercial Fishing Caucus Commercial Fishing 

David Boyes  N/A Commercial Fishing 

Doug Daugert Sport Fishing Advisory Board Recreational Fishing 

Fred Robertson District of Port Hardy Local Government  

Grant Dovey Marine Planning Team (MPT) Commercial Fishing 

Gary Krause  N/A Commercial Fishing 

Geoff Krause (Dive) Pacific Urchin Harvesters Association, 

Pacific Sea Cucumber Harvesters 

Association & Underwater Harvesters 

Association 

Commercial Fishing 

Hussein Alidina WWF-Canada Conservation 

Janie Wray North Coast Cetacean Society Marine Research Institute 

Jason Scherr Port of Prince Rupert Marine Transportation 

Jim McIsaac Commercial Fishing Caucus Commercial Fishing 

John McCulloch Langara Fishing Adventures Recreational Fishing 

Karina Dracott Ocean Wise Research and marine 

monitoring 

Kilian Stehfest David Suzuki Foundation Conservation 

Kim Olsen Commercial Fishing Caucus Commercial Fishing 

Lanna Hodgson International Ship-Owners Alliance of 

Canada (ISAC) 

Marine Transportation 

Leandre Vigneault N/A Marine Tourism, Science 

Linda Nowlan West Coast Environmental Law Conservation 

Mayor Dennis Dugas District of Port Hardy Local Government 

Michael McGuire N/A Haida Marine Knowledge, 

Transportation 
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Advisory Committee Members/Alternates , continued 

NAME AFFILIATION SECTOR/ INTEREST 

Mike Atkins Underwater Harvesters Association Commercial Fishing 

Mike Viveiros BC Timber Sales Coastal Forestry 

Nick Heath Outdoor Recreation Council of BC Public Recreation 

Owen Bird Sport Fishing Institute of British Columbia Recreational Fisheries 

Robert Lewis Manning Chamber of Shipping of BC Marine Transportation 

Ross Jameson Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society Conservation 

Sarah Friesen Pacific Wild Conservation  

Scott Wallace David Suzuki Foundation  Conservation 

Ted Pellegrino Kitimat Stikine RD Local Government 

Urs Thomas Sport Fishing Advisory Board Recreational Fisheries 

Warren Warttig Logical Ecology Consulting Coastal Forestry 

 

Observers 
NAME AFFILIATION  

Christina Mardell BC Timber Sales  

Jenn Burt Nature United  

Christina Burridge BC Seafood Alliance  

Christa Rusel A-Tlegay Fisheries Society 
 

Kathy Graham Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Ottawa  

Tiare Boyes Albacore Tuna Fishing Association  

Sabine Jessen Fisheries and Oceans Canada  

Jacob Chila Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society  

Carlo Acuna Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society  

 

Network Committee and MPA Technical Team Representatives 

NAME AFFILIATION 

Barb Dinning Nanwakolas Council 

Caroline Butler Gitxaala Nation 

Chris Apps Kitselas First Nation  

Chris McDougall MPATT Science Coordinator 

Chris Picard Gitga’at First Nation 

Judson Brown Council of Haida Nation 

Julie Carpenter Heiltsuk Nation 

Karin Bodtker MPATT Science Team 

Merv Child Nanwakolas Council 

Mike Jacobs Haisla First Nation 

Molly Clarkson Council of Haida Nation 

Paul Kariya Coastal First Nations 
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Network Committee and MPA Technical Team Representatives, continued 

NAME AFFILIATION 

Rich Chapple Central Coast Indigenous Resource Alliance 

Rina Gemeinhardt Kitsumkalum First Nation  

Sachiko Ouchi Kitselas First Nation 

Steve Diggon Coastal First Nations 

William Nelson Metlakatla First Nation 

Bess Brown Coastal First Nation 

Aleria Ladwig Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Amos Chow Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Amy Mar Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Brigid Payne Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Bonnie Antcliff Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Danielle Perron Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Erika Lok Environment and Climate Change Canada 

Jason Dunham Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Joshua Mann Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Karen Leslie Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Liam Krider Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Louise Murgatroyd Transport Canada 

Meagan Clarke Agriculture & Agri-Food Canada 

Michelle Vandermoor Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Neil Ladell Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Sheila Creighton Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Charlie Short BC Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations & Rural 

Development (FLNRO) 

Emery Hartley FLNRO 

Karen Topelko FLNRO 

Kira Stevenson BC Ministry of Environment and Climate Change Strategy 

Kristin Worsley FLNRO 

Rebecca Martone FLNRO 

Sally Cargill FLNRO 

Tyson Carswell BC Ministry of Agriculture  
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Appendix 2: Workshop Agenda 

NORTHERN SHELF BIOREGION 
MPA NETWORK ADVISORY FORUM 2020 

February 25th to 26th, 2020  
Simon Fraser University WOSK Center, 580 W Hastings St, Vancouver, BC, V6B 5K3 

 

FORUM OUTCOMES 

 Shared understanding of the results of sector reviews of the draft MPA network scenario and key 

recommendations for revisions; 

 Identification and discussion of common themes emerging from sector presentations;  

 Collective understanding of next steps in the planning process. 

 

Day 1: Tuesday, February 25th, 2020 

Time Agenda Items 

8:30 – 9:00 am Registration 

9:00 – 10:30 Welcome & Introduction to the Forum 

Opening Prayer & Acknowledgement 

Video: Creating A Marine Protected Area Network in British Columbia’s Northern Shelf 

Bioregion 

Welcome from the Network Committee 

Review and Confirm Forum Objectives and Agenda 

10:30 – 10:45 Health Break  

10:45 – 11:30 Presentation from MPATT – Where we are at? Where we are going? 

Q&A 

11:30 –12:15 pm Presentation 1: COMMERCIAL TOURISM 

Q&A 

12:15 – 1:15  LUNCH (Provided) 

1:15 – 2:00 Presentation 2: COMMERCIAL FISHING - Marine Planning Team (MPT) 

Q&A  

2:00 – 2:15 Presentation 3: COMMERCIAL FISHING - Crab A Fishery 

2:15 – 3:00 Presentation 4: COMMERCIAL FISHING - Commercial Fishing Caucus (CFC) 

Q&A 

3:00 – 3:15 Health Break  

3:15 – 4:00 Presentation 5: CONSERVATION 

Q&A  

4:00 – 4:30 Wrap Up & Close Day 1. Prepare for Day 2 
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Day 2: Wednesday, February 26th, 2020 

Time Agenda Items 

9:00 – 9:30 am Welcome to Day 2 

Summary of Day 1 

Review of Agenda 

9:30 – 10:15 Presentation 6: FORESTRY 

Discussion: Q&A 

10:15 – 10:30 Health Break 

10:30 – 11:15 Presentation 7: RECREATIONAL FISHING / PUBLIC FISHERY 

Q&A 

11:15 – 11:45 Presentation 8: COMMERCIAL SHIPPING  

Q&A 

11:45 – 12:30 pm Presentation 9: AQUACULTURE (did not present) 

Discussion: Q&A 

12:30 – 1:30 LUNCH (provided) 

1:30 – 2:30 Breakout Session: Discuss key themes across sectors 

2:30 – 2:45 Health Break 

2:45 – 3:45 Breakout Highlights & Plenary Discussion 

3:45 – 4:00 Wrap Up & Next Steps  
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Appendix 3: Forum Presentations 

1. Marine Protected Area Technical Team 

2. Commercial Fishing – Marine Planning Team 

3. Commercial Fishing – Crab Fishery A 

4. Commercial Fishing – Commercial Fishing Caucus 

5. Conservation 

6. Forestry 

7. Recreational Fishing – Public Fishery 

8. Commercial Shipping 

 

Dropbox link to view and download all presentations: Forum Report 2020. 

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/aljt613gmedf0en/AAAkw5ubvjbMRCuQGCGKDPTSa?dl=0
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Appendix 4: Reflection Wall Comments 

Participants were invited to share comments on a “reflection wall”. They could write any idea on a post 

it note and place it on the wall. They were also asked to answer, “What is your one main take-way from 

today?”  

The following individual responses are taken verbatim from the Reflection Wall. They were used along 

with MPATT “active listener” participants to formulate discussion topics for Day 2 break-out groups. The 

ideas are organized by broad theme area. 

PROCESS ISSUES 

General: 

Change is difficult but it is here, and we all need to find a way to adapt and accept compromise. 

Need more cross-sector dialogue and collaboration to build understanding and address key issues  

(11 comments): 

• More Indigenous participation needed at this session. 

• Room for different sectors to discuss each other’s issue & plans. More cross-sector collaboration 

before next scenario. More dialogue. Need for broader discussion. Groups need to work together. 

More cross-sector discussion. New forum for cross-pollination and conflict resolution. Can CFC-

MPT-ENGOs work through some differences? Approaches needed for sector to continue dialogue, 

negotiate and reach common ground. Lasting solution will require additional cross-sectoral 

dialogue to negotiate agreements. Understanding the needs of others. Liked Hussein’s suggestion 

of having to work together. Clarify next steps for cross-collaboration between sectors/silos. 

Cooperation, not opposition. Improved communication among MPA Network governing partners, 

technical team, stakeholders and public is key to success.  

• Gap between commercial fishing and conservation sectors is huge – didn’t really engage in MaPP as 

fishery law was out-of-scope but now it comes to a head – little movement visible yet on either 

side. 

Need to find common ground/a common vision (5 comments): 

• Go back to high level principles around the network. Lots of shared values here: sustainable use, 

habitat protection, reconciliation. Many groups working hard to protect what they value. Need to 

focus on areas and ideas we all value to build trust and move forward.  

• Fundamental objectives needs to be resolved; need a “common vision.” 

Need to revisit/reinforce purpose and role of MPAs (5 comments): 

• There is a fundamental lack of understanding of purpose of MPAs. Need improved articulation of 

MPA benefits. People have different understandings of this process, which is concerning.  

• MPAs can benefit fishing industry. Integrate with fisheries management.  

• After all this time and effort, there’s still a total misunderstanding of the role and importance of 

MPAs – just as forest management can’t ensure long-term conservation of biodiversity on land, 

fisheries management alone can’t ensure long-term biodiversity in the ocean  
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CONTENT/NETWORK DESIGN ISSUES:  

Ecological and socio-economic analysis (8 comments):  

 Biodiversity and species abundance are declining – needs to be faced. Be aware of shifting baselines;  

 What factors are given more importance, and how do you decide? 

 Focus is on ecological, with human well-being and socio-economic looked at afterwards – need both 

in parallel for true EBM.  

 Economics only one perspective – weighted too heavily. 

 MPAs have to be about economic hardship and sector needs.  

 Restricting economic opportunities in remote coastal communities has been having dramatic social 

effects – close to social collapse for some.  

 Human face of modern life like Prince Rupert, Port Hardy, etc. Please don’t make it worse – already 

too many disenfranchised people, hurting badly. 

 What is the global environmental cost of pushing fishing pressure to other areas that don’t have the 

capacity and privilege Canada does for stock assessments and monitoring?  

 We need to be a world leader in sustainable seafood harvest. (Hillborn et al, 2018. “The lowest impact 

forms of animal protein comes from species that feed naturally in the ocean and that can be harvested with 

low fuel requirements”.) 

 

Resources (3 comments):  

• Need a big boost to capacity to support all components of MPA development and implementation. 

• There’s so much work that still needs to happen. Going to need a lot of Kumbaya to get done by 

2021  

General (5 comments): 

 DFO needs to step up and show high level leadership and direction 

 Could we get a general quick and dirty summary of how MPATT is responding to our comments? 

 Public, including communities weren’t engaged, which shows the gaps now. 

 Not a desk-top exercise; real people and ecosystems will be impacted. 

 Please define “adaptive management” as applied to MPAs. 
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Appendix 5: Breakout Group Input 

Group 1: Input on Engagement and Communications 

The following are the verbatim comments on the post-its placed on the worksheets during the breakout 

session on Engagement and Communications.  

Theme Input 

Stakeholders and 

governments 

• Principled engagement needed with terms of references between stakeholders and 

governments.  

• All-inclusive dialogue with stakeholders in sub-region, including local governments; 

especially First Nation Chiefs, Councils, within their traditional territories – 

reconciliation process. 

• Tool might be a document or space for ongoing discussion of issues. 

• Increase transparency of MPATT process to create an environment of understanding 

and consensus-seeking. 

• Identify hurdles/key issues challenging the network plan, then convene relevant 

stakeholders in a facilitated dialogue towards solutions. 

Structure & process • We need an implementation plan – how is this going to roll out?  

• “If you do not have a way to know your interests are being protected, it makes it hard 

to go forward. Need a robust framework; to frame the discussion going forward.”  

• “We are approaching more specific tradeoffs but we do not have a specific 

framework for negotiating conflicts; e.g., we have a conflict area in Haida Gwaii; a 

specific conflict space and this needs to be addressed.” 

• Develop a second structure (a version 2.0) that would involve government partners 

and a satisfying and meaningful stakeholder advisory group. 

• Incremental updates and opportunities for feedback and continuing informed 

dialogue to encourage buy-in to something bigger than one single group. 

• Want increased transparency in MPATT process. Can a document be created where 

these ongoing events are documented so that people can follow them? 

• Greater facilitated collaboration among sectors. 

• MPATT can convene stakeholders around particular issues. The buy in part is 

important. The current process design doesn’t include this. 

• Accommodate facilitated consultation with sector reps and public in affected 

communities. 

• Regional: Remember this will have an impact on our communities. We haven’t heard 

enough about MPAN. We had MPT come to us. The key for us is public consultation. 

1) Dialogue with stakeholders in each regional area is important. 2) First Nations 

engagement  - we have an opportunity to be talking together in our community local 

government space. 

• People feel like they have meaningful role in it. 

• Bring input back to sub-regional level and scale. 

• What does MPATT want from stakeholders? A sense of urgency? MPATT needs to 

engage all 17 FNs more; they’re at different stages of engagement. 
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Theme Input 

Principles • Process transparency = clear expectations. 

• Clear objectives and feedback process. 

• Transparency how tradeoffs are being made. Revenue losses vs ecosystem services.  

• Inclusive, collaborative transparent, efficient, timely, responsive. 

• Continuous transparency or process, especially how trade-offs are made, especially 

when there are challenges in comparing costs and benefits, e.g., revenue, ecosystem 

services. 

• The role of the federal government is key. There is a really clear need for the federal 

government to own this more, and have Oceans  and Fisheries Management 

presenting more of a united front. How can this go forward if they are not clear in 

their support for this? 

Content and 

methods 

• Engagement is influenced by quality and quantity of available materials. 

• Explain why MPA is a good idea to develop a workable common vision. 

• Importance of objective, empirical evidence and data in driving network development 

and monitoring & messaging; belief is not science. 

• Sub-regional level: Getting to details on areas is often done better at a smaller scale – 

it would be nice to see this work go back to the sub-region level. 

• Implementation Plan: move from paper to process; make it real!! 

• Public outreach: controlled and effective social media. 

Group 2: Input on Network Design and Simplification 

Group 2a 

The following are the verbatim comments on the post-its placed on the worksheets during the breakout 

session: Group 2a - Network Design and Simplification  

Theme Input 

Key conservation 

objectives 
• Prioritize special areas most amenable to spatial protection with a spatial threat. 

• Advance things where spatial threat relates directly to spatial protection. 

• Prioritization of discrete features that benefit from spatial closures. 

• Identify priority site for protection based on agree-upon criteria, e.g., areas of high 

biodiversity relative to impacts, least economic impacts, etc. 

• Network design: conductive to adequate enforcement, leading to high compliance, 

needed to measure effectiveness. 

• Clarity re: cultural values. 

• Nature’s rights to stay healthy. 

• Consider whales. 

Complexity is 

inherent 

• There will be trade-offs; simple vs. complex is too simple.  

• Simplification doesn’t necessarily work. 

• Cant’s simplify; there are too many conservation priorities and objectives. 

• MPT and CFC put thousands of hours into input; take seriously. 
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Theme Input 

Network Design • Move to fewer but more highly protected areas to simplify enforcement and 

monitoring and protect trophic linkages. 

• Consider large marine managed areas with multiple zones. 

• The cost of fewer but higher levels of protection are unknown, so you can’t just move 

in that direction. 

• List things people can buy into – prioritization, e.g., Rockfish spp. 

• What are the existing uses of an area, and how are they affected by network design? 

• How decisions and trade are-offs going to be made? 

• Design must include governance body and legal structure. 

• Need solutions acceptable by all. 

• Get Parks Canada, Transport Canada and NRCan to MPATT table. 

Zones • Restrict the zones requiring fishing closures to smaller, surgically precise sites. 

• Difficult to understand; need zoning spectrum. 

• Basic zone categorization. 

• Have limited number of zones; describe them clearly, make them legal. 

• Limit number of zones; clear description of each, legally binding. 

• Need basic criteria for each category (IUCN) and some things that could be adaptive. 

• If it’s super important to fisheries, it needs to be maintained. 

Communication • Clarity re: conservation feature and threat = buy-in. 

• Need a communication strategy. 

• Need education and awareness. 

Adaptive 

Management 

• What does MPA network mean with respect to stock assessment? 

• Clarity re: adaptive management. 

Group 2b 

The following are the verbatim comments on the post-its placed on the worksheets during the breakout 

session: Group 2b - Network Design and Simplification. 

Theme Input 

More transparency • Pre and post communication with stakeholders. 

• Where is funding from and is there a government funding commitment to ensure 

process is completed, monitored and enforced, once implemented? 

• Clarity on management measures, e.g., conditional statements. 

• Clearer materials, communication of design to facilitate review. 

• Synthesize reporting back process using all formats among stakeholders. 

Clarify decision-

making 

• Need understanding of how decisions are made internally after sector input received. 

• Sectors must have elected reps in a working group to make decisions on MPA 

boundaries and uses. 

• Get evaluation procedures with timeline enforced. 
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Theme Input 

Simplify for 

implementation 

and monitoring (of 

MPA network as a 

whole) 

• Effectiveness monitoring -> ensure design not too complex so we can monitor it. 

• Ensure design is implementable by regulators and ocean users. 

• Clear evaluation plan for MPAs: effectiveness monitoring and PMs. 

• PMs need to be appropriate and meaningful – not huge list either. 

• Brand the MPA network as a whole to help with public awareness. 

Identify common 

ground 

• Discover that areas/ideas that all groups agree on. 

• Comm among sectors to realize sector wants and needs. 

• Collectively agree on process to identify common ground. 

• Clarify sector mgmt. measures and needs to find common ground and work towards 

consensus. 

Spatial – 

boundaries 

• Simplify boundaries. 

• Easily enforceable boundaries for effective communication to users. 

• Capture clear boundaries that reflect features and incorporate sector needs. 

• Representation and distribution: protections are equably replicated and represented 

bioregion-wide. 

Strong protection • Enacting strong protective measures in the MPAs to help ensure they achieve 

conservation objectives.  

• Effective protection of all CSAs – identified E-CPs in the final MPA network scenario. 

• Use high protection sites throughout network to protect biodiversity; most sites in 

high protection. 

S.E.A. integration – 

EBM 

• Socio-economic analysis needs to occur within process, not produced at the end. 

EMB is about ecological and human well-being. 

• Economic zones to be shown spatially. 

Identify values per 

zone clearly 

• Identify high value and highly sensitive polygons to know which are more valuable 

than others. 

• When possible, co-locate with existing protection and look at gaps; identify targets to 

see how much is met; cumulative effect. 

• Understand issues of scales as it pertains to polygon-specific issues/overlap. 

• How to know what feature/value being managed per polygon – includes location in 

polygon, esp. for conditional activities. 

• Effective communication on values present and why restrictions are in place. 
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Group 3: Input on Socio-economic Implications and Analysis 

The following are the verbatim comments on the post-its placed on the worksheets during the breakout 

session: Group 3- Socio-economic Implications and Analysis. 

Theme Input 

Terms of reference • Need TOR for the methodology, with clear definition of socio-economic analysis. 

Scope • Regarding the data being collected: How granular will the report be? Consider that 

many communities have different voices. 

Model • Need time, resources and model selection for socio-economic analysis. 

Costs • Clarify process options for dealing with costs. 

Benefits • Ensure addition of economic benefits of nature. 

Community 

consultation 

• How do we consider socio-economic implications without proper community 

consultation? Community consultation will help determine values. 

Transparency • Where can stakeholders see what’s been considered in socio-economic analysis and 

weighing of benefits and negatives? 

Local government • Consider that local government is outside of the NSB consultation process. 

International 

considerations 

• Consider treaties, globally managed fisheries, international effect on other marine 

ecosystems and dependency on other countries. 

Sustainability and 

development 

• Mapping and planning (SDMP) will be an important consideration in SEA. 
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