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Edith Watson

From: Jim Abram <jimabram@xplornet.ca>
Sent: Monday, August 20, 2018 1:17 PM
To: Tom Yates; Edith Watson
Subject: NVI OAC_May 2018_Meeting Summary.pdf
Attachments: NVI OAC_May 2018_Meeting Summary.pdf

As your Board representative to this group, please accept the following summary report of the last meeting. If you 
would like any of the detailed specific reports, I can send those along.  
Respectfully 
Jim Abram  

 
 
Sent from my iPhone so please excuse my fat fingered response  
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MEETING SUMMARY 

North Vancouver Island Ocean Advisory Committee 

Meeting #3 
 

Maritime Heritage Centre 

621 Island Highway, Campbell River, BC 

May 16-17, 2018 

Meeting Objectives: 

 To provide an update on work undertaken since the last meeting;  

 To review and discuss the overall approach and schedule for developing a preliminary 
network scenario(s);  

 To review and discuss outputs of spatial analyses and the process undertaken to identify 
areas for consideration;  

 To gather initial feedback and additional information relating to the ecological, cultural, 
social and economic values associated with these areas; and  

 To review and discuss the tentative schedule for next steps in the MPA network 
planning process and points of engagement.  

 

Action Items: Day 1 and 2 

 Action: MPATT to remove ‘priority data sets for review’ from SeaSketch, as it is no 

longer needed. 

 Action: MPATT to determine if the FN reserves in the datasets for area 53 are populated 

or unpopulated. 

 Action: MPATT to follow-up with Cliff Robinson regarding sandlance research. 

 Action: Bruce Storry to share log handling site information from MaPP strategic log 

handling network report with MPATT.  

 Action: Evan Damkjar to investigate how more data could be gathered on bear watching 

and whale watching, to help fill the data gaps.  

 Action:  MPATT to follow-up on why the pelagic marine eco-units layer on SeaSketch 

wasn’t incorporated into Marxan and if it could be.  

 Action: MPATT to add caveat on SeaSketch that abalone data is protected and therefore 

can’t be shown on the SeaSketch website, although it has been used in the Marxan 

analysis.  

 Action: MPATT to follow-up regarding why the SeaSketch layers list pacific salmon and 

coho separately.  
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 Action: MPATT to investigate if historical data could be used to help fill the data gaps 

created by the RCAs. 

 

Day 1: May 16, 2018  

Attendance: Committee Members/Alternates 

Name Affiliation Sector 

Bruce Storry No affiliation Coastal Forestry 

Heidi Soltau Regional District of Mt Waddington 
Local Government 

Jim Abram  Strathcona Regional District 

Will Soltau No affiliation 

Conservation Ross Jameson 
Canadian Parks and Wilderness 
Society 

Kim Wright David Suzuki Foundation 

Rick Snowden Spirit of the West Adventures Commercial Tourism 

Chuck Ashcroft Sport Fishing Advisory Board Public Recreational Fishing 

Mike Kelly No affiliation 
Recreational Fishing Services 
Providers 

Geoff Krause 

Pacific Urchin Harvesters 
Association, Pacific Sea Cucumber 
Harvesters Association & 
Underwater Harvesters Association 

Commercial Fishing 

Richard Opala Marine Harvest Finfish Aquaculture 

 

Observers 

Name Affiliation 

Darah Gibson Commercial Fishing Caucus 

Rick Marcotte District of Port Hardy 

Jim Spowart 
BC Parks 

Hayley Datoo 

Jeremy Maynard Sport Fishing Advisory Board 

Ted Assau 

A-Tlegay Fisheries Society Tony Roberts Jr. 

Christa Rusel 

 

MPA Technical Team Members 

Name Affiliation 

John Bones 
Nanwakolas Council 

Barb Dinning 
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Kristin Worsley 
Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource 
Operations and Rural Development 

Erika Lok Canadian Wildlife Service 

Christina Burns (note taker) 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
 

Grieg Oldford 

Amos Chow 

Evan Damkjar  

Libardo Amaya 

 

Meeting convened at 9:25 am 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

a. Opening remarks provided by Libardo Amaya and Kristin Worsley. 

b. Agenda reviewed. 

2. Process Overview and Update 

Kristin Worsley presented an overview on the planning process and work completed to 

date. Presentation Slides are available on Dropbox.  

 Discussion: 

o Question (Q): Are the terms human-use and economic synonymous? The 

slides refer to gather human-use information; does this include economic 

information?  

Answer (A): The term human-use in the presentation slides does refer to 

economic information as well.  

o Q: Does a high-value area mean high socio-economic value or ecological 

value?  

A: The ‘high-value areas’ term in the slide refers to areas of high conservation 

and cultural value.  

o Q: Will another group, beyond Marine Protected Area Technical Team 

(MPATT) members, be reviewing the economic information?  

A: Yes. The Science Advisory Committee has the expertise to review 

economic analysis as well. 

o Q: Where can an international definition of a Marine Protected Area (MPA) 

be found?  
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A: The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) provides a 

definition and a copy of this can be found in the Canada-British Columbia 

Marine Protected Area Network Strategy as well.  

o Q: Within the MPA Network, will a variety of tools be used to designate 

MPAs? Not just the Oceans Act?  

A: As a partnership, we will be able to determine which tools are most 

appropriate for each potential MPA. These tools could be federal, provincial, 

etc.  

o Q: For the Conservation Gaps Analysis (CGA), will this be an iterative process 

that takes into account future areas that will likely be MPAs? 

A: The proposed Scott Islands marine National Wildlife Area has been 

included in the CGA. Other areas aren’t far enough along in their planning 

processes to be included.   

o A committee member requested doodle polls be conducted in advance of 

meetings, to assist with scheduling and to avoid meeting conflicts. 

A: A doodle poll was conducted in advance of this meeting. The recent North 

Vancouver Island (NVI) Marine Plan Partnership (MaPP) meeting was 

unfortunately already scheduled and this advisory committee meeting 

couldn’t be scheduled alongside it due to availability. In the future, we will be 

working to better coordinate the timing of these meetings.  

o Q: How do you plan to measure the cultural vs socio-economic values? A 

cultural value is not a monetary value.  

A: The intent is not to apply monetary value to cultural values. First, the 

planning process will work to avoid potentially negative impacts. Further 

impact assessments would be used to assist in trade-off discussions.  

o A committee member commented that it’s important to remember that 

areas closed to fishing will have social-economic consequences as well as 

ecological consequences. 

A: The planning process has been designed to take account of socio-

economic, ecological and cultural considerations. Conversations at tables 

such as this are important to ensure these considerations are incorporated to 

the best of our ability.  

o Q: Has there been any consideration of infrastructure and monitoring for 

these areas?  

A: This will be taking place at a later time. Performance measures being 

developed will speak to this as well.  

3. Network Scenario Development 



 

5 
 

Greig Oldford provided an overview of the approach to network scenario design. 

Presentation Slides are available on Dropbox. 

Review of preliminary Marxan results on SeaSketch. There are two layers available that 

illustrate socio-economic information- one layer with shipping data and one layer without. 

The shipping data seemed to have a strong effect on the results, so both layers were 

provided to assist with interpretation of the results. The socio-economic Marxan results 

were also combined with ecological and cultural Marxan results to create the ‘full Marxan’ 

layer. These layers were made available on SeaSketch to advisory committee 

members/alternates following the meeting.  

 Discussion: 

o Noted by MPATT member that the Marxan runs need to be taken with a lot 

of caveats. It’s important to remember that Marxan doesn’t make our 

decisions for us. Data gaps, such as those in the fjords along the coast, affect 

the results and can create bias in the Marxan results. Therefore the results 

require interpretation and conversations at advisory tables are important. 

o Q: If there is no First Nations (FN) cultural data for the area above the dotted 

line, is there a spatial bias in Marxan north of that line?  

A: In the way the information is presented here, the line helps clarify which 

areas have information provided by Nanwakolas and which do not. In the 

area that is west and north of Vancouver Island, there is a data gap. In cases 

such as this, FN would be consulted directly.  

o Q: The areas that are not being selected in the Marxan results- does that 

mean they have no conservation value?  

A: It’s not that they have no conservation value, but the areas that have 

emerged are based on the best available data and the conservation priorities 

for the MPA Network.  

o Noted by MPATT member the sources for the FN cultural conservation 

priorities are the same as the MaPP plan.  

o Q: How many areas are there within the NVI sub-region?  

A: Approximately 60 areas. The number of areas isn’t particularly important, 

as they have been broken down for discussion purposes and several of them 

are overlapping. 

o Q: Was tourism and recreation data incorporated into the socio-economic 

Marxan as well?  

A: Some of the data has been incorporated, but we are actively looking for 

more. Results of a Sport Fishing Institute survey have been included as well 

and this is also available for viewing as a layer on SeaSketch.  
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4. Overview of Areas 

Greig Oldford provided an introduction to the areas throughout the NVI sub-region, 

describing what they do and do not represent, reviewing a sample area profile and the 

guiding questions for feedback.  

 Discussion:  

o Q: How were these areas chosen and the boundaries made?   

A: These areas emerged from the spatial analysis completed to date and 

subsequent MPATT discussions. There is no exact science to the boundaries, 

as they were grouped to assist with discussions at tables such as this one. 

o Q: Are the boxes that we’re looking at on the map potential MPAs?  

A: These areas identify broad areas of high ecological and/or cultural value 

that are beginning to emerge from the spatial analysis completed to date. 

They do not represent proposed MPAs.  

o Q: Is the data being used scientific or more anecdotal?  

A: This planning process includes scientific data, expert opinions and 

anecdotal information. When possible the information has been illustrated 

on SeaSketch, including the datasets used in the Marxan analysis. On 

SeaSketch, right click on the data layers, click ‘view description’ and more 

information on the data will be provided.  

o Q: Is fisheries information available on SeaSketch?  

A: The individual fisheries data is available on SeaSketch and an aggregate 

fisheries layer is in development.  

a. The Cape Caution area profile was used as an example to begin discussion of areas.  

 Discussion: 

o Q: Where are the area descriptions on SeaSketch?  

A: The area profiles aren’t on SeaSketch; for practical purposes, they are 

available as separate documents. However, the data layers used to assist 

with identification of the areas are available on SeaSketch.  

o Q: The plants and animals identified for this area are prevalent throughout 

the Northern Shelf Bioregion. This area is socio-economically significant, but 

what makes it ecologically significant? 

A: Most likely this area has been identified as significant because multiple 

species overlap in this area.  
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o Q: How does conservation feed into this process? How are some species 

prioritized against others (such as the Marbled Murrelet vs the Oyster 

Catcher)?  

A: Currently there is no weighting of species in Marxan, but endangered 

species are taken into account in this planning process. The paper on 

identifying conservation priorities and reviewed through the Canadian 

Science Advisory Secretariat (i.e. Gale et al) explains the methodology to 

consider the conservation status of species. 

o Q: Who manages SeaSketch?  

A: SeaSketch is co-managed by the three governance partners and the data 

sets displayed on SeaSketch are listed in the data inventory.  

Advice was received on this topic, and can be found in Appendix B. 

5. Review and Discussion of Areas  

Greig Oldford provided a demonstration on how to use SeaSketch and facilitated group 

discussion as areas were reviewed. Area-specific input from committee members/alternates 

and observers is available in Appendix A. Additional discussion items are captured below. 

Noted it was not the intention to discuss all of the areas during the two-day meeting. 

Therefore, the areas highlighted below and in Appendix A are those committee 

members/alternates reviewed during the timeframe of the meeting.  

 Discussion:  

o Q: Is there text in these areas profiles to describe why they should be MPAs?  

A: These areas are not potential marine protected areas; these are areas of 

high conservation and cultural value that require further discussion. The 

area profiles provide a summary of the information we currently have on 

these areas.  

o Noted by several committee members that they intend to review each area, 

as it is their responsibility as a sector representative.  

o Noted by MPATT member that the SeaSketch tool will be leveraged more in 

the fall.  

o Q: Is the purpose of this exercise to ground-truth the information?  

A: Yes, we’re asking what the values are for these areas, to help characterize 

them.  

a. Area 47: Smith Inlet  

 Discussion:  
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o Noted by committee member that they feel uncomfortable speaking to this 

area without a FN member present, as this area falls within their territory.  

A: As this is an advisory table, input from committee members/alternates is 

encouraged. The FN will be consulted directly outside of these meetings.  

b. Area 48: Walkum Bay 

c. Area 57: Wyclees Lagoon 

d. Area 53: Kokwiiss/Alison Sound/Wa’ump/Tsai-kwi-ee 

e. Area 52: Alison Sound 

f. Area 56: Wawley/ Seymour Estuary 

g. Area 55: Frederick Sound 

 Discussion:  

o Noted by MPATT member that this area has an ecological data gap.  

h. Area 51: Seymour Inlet 

Action: MPATT to remove ‘priority data sets for review’ from SeaSketch, as it is no longer 
needed.  

Action: MPATT to determine if the FN reserves in the datasets for area 53 are populated or 
unpopulated.  

Advice was received on the area profiles, and can be found in Appendix A.  

Meeting adjourned at 4:33 pm  

 

Day 2: May 17, 2018  

Attendance: Committee Members/Alternates 

Name Affiliation Sector 

Bruce Storry No affiliation Coastal Forestry 

Heidi Soltau Regional District of Mt Waddington 
Local Government 

Jim Abram  Strathcona Regional District 

Will Soltau No affiliation 

Conservation 
Ross Jameson 

Canadian Parks and Wilderness 
Society 



 

9 
 

Kim Wright David Suzuki Foundation 

Rick Snowden Spirit of the West Adventures Commercial Tourism 

Chuck Ashcroft Sport Fishing Advisory Board Public Recreational Fishing 

Mike Kelly No affiliation 
Recreational Fishing Services 
Providers 

Geoff Krause 

Pacific Urchin Harvesters 
Association, Pacific Sea Cucumber 
Harvesters Association & 
Underwater Harvesters Association 

Commercial Fishing 

Richard Opala Marine Harvest Finfish Aquaculture 

 

Observers 

Name Affiliation 

Rick Marcotte District of Port Hardy 

Jeremy Maynard Sport Fishing Advisory Board 

Tony Roberts Jr. A-Tlegay Fisheries Society 

 

MPATT members 

Name Affiliation 

John Bones 
Nanwakolas Council 

Barb Dinning 

Kristin Worsley 
Ministry Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations 
and Rural Development 

Erika Lok Canadian Wildlife Service 

Aleria Ladwig 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
 

Christina Burns (note taker)  

Grieg Oldford 

Amos Chow 

Evan Damkjar  

Libardo Amaya 

 

Meeting convened at 9:13 am 

 

1. Overview of Day 2 

Kristin Worsley reviewed the day’s agenda and the guiding questions to keep in mind while 

reviewing areas.  

 Discussion: 
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o Q: Why does SeaSketch say that within the areas’ text boxes that fisheries 

may be closed? 

A: This wording came from metadata associated with the data layer for 

existing fishing closures. It does not relate to this process and will be 

removed, as we agree it could be misleading and confusing.  

o Q: Is MPATT thinking of tenuring and closing fisheries?  

A: MPATT will be considering what measures and tool might be most 

appropriate in fall 2018. It depends on the values of interest and the 

potential for interactions with certain activities.   MPATT is not at this stage 

yet.  

o Q: Is MPATT going to map areas all over the coast and then choose which 

ones allow for minimizing costs and maximizing benefits?  

A: MPATT will look at various options, to see how benefits can be maximized 

and costs minimized, and the recommendations put forward to the 

governing partners will need to be justified.  

 

6. Review and Discussion of Areas (Continued from Day 1) 

a. Area 15: Broughton  

 Discussion:  

o Q: Is a 100 km capture zone for proximity to infrastructure effective? This is 

a large area. 30 km or even 50 km seems more reasonable. 

A: Smaller capture zones can be created as needed.  

o Q: Will the area profiles be available on Dropbox?  

A: The profiles are not yet complete but when the draft area profiles are 

ready they will be uploaded to Dropbox for committee members/alternates 

to review.  

o Q: For the socio-economic Marxan analysis, are crab and forestry driving the 

results?  

A: Other data are included as well, such as those from other fisheries, but 

when interpreting the results, crab and forestry data are influencing 

selection of the sites. However, these are only preliminary Marxan results 

and they will continue to change as data are added.   

o Q: How should this information be shared with constituents if the Marxan is 

not yet complete? Where is the finfish aquaculture?  
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A: It’s important to note that the profiles are drafts and the finfish 

aquaculture datasets and layers are to be updated as well. As a result the 

Marxan results should be treated as preliminary and likely to change.  

o Q: What activities are going to be allowed in an MPA?  

A: This will depend on the conservation objectives of an area. At the 

moment we aren’t able to provide information on which conservation 

objectives will be addressed by which areas, and therefore unable to speak 

to potential management measures. These conversations will happen at a 

later time. This summer, MPATT will be looking at the existing conservation 

tools and if there are opportunities within the existing protection areas.  

b. Area 1: South East Quadra  

c. Area 2: Stuart  

 Discussion:  

o Q:  Who inputs the data and where do the data come from?  

A: Information on the specific data sets is available on SeaSketch, by right 

clicking and selecting ‘view description’. The SeaSketch layers that represent 

datasets inputted into Marxan have been starred. These results do require 

interpretation and that’s what MPATT works to do.  

o Q: If something is not in Marxan, does that mean that it is not a conservation 

priority?  

A: No. Some information is more suitable for Marxan than others and was 

therefore added accordingly. However, all the layers on SeaSketch have 

contributed to the information in area profiles and will be incorporated into 

the overall planning process.  

d. Area 20: Numas 

e. Area 21: Beaver Harbour  

f. Area 7-2: Cormorant Channel 

 Discussion:  

o Q: If there is a data gap in this area due to the presence of a Rockfish 

Conservation Area (RCA), wouldn’t there be historic data from before the 

RCA? 

A: MPATT can look into this further.  

g. Area 7-4: Robson Bight  
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 Discussion:  

o Noted by committee member that there are different levels of effective 

management within the different tools and this would be useful to look at, 

at a later time. 

o Q: Would RCAs need to be permanent in order to meet the IUCN definition 

of an MPA? If MPAs are permanent, how is that adaptive?  

A: DFO is doing conducting a review of RCAs and will be looking at these 

questions. The “permanent” nature of MPAs can make adaptability more 

challenging but also ensures they can’t be easily dismantled.  

h. Area 37: Quatsino Sound/Forward Inlet/Cliff Pt 

i. Area 38: Quatsino Entrance/Holberg/Rupert Inlet/Neroutsos Inlet 

 Discussion:  

o Q: Why is this area included when it is so important for human-use?  

A: MPATT hasn’t excluded or prioritized areas yet, as this will be happening 

in the future. The socio-economic Marxan does identify this area as a socio-

economic hotspot.  

o Q: How many closures does MPATT anticipate?  

A: This process is driven by objectives rather than targets. There is no 

footprint target. Management measures will not be discussed until fall 2019.  

o Noted by committee member that MPAs are just one tool for biodiversity 

conservation. There is integrated and ecosystem-based management as well. 

This exercise will help us ensure the long-term protection of biodiversity, 

which is the foundation for many industries.  

Action: MPATT to follow-up with Cliff Robinson regarding sandlance research.  

Action: Bruce Storry to share log handling site information from MaPP strategic log handling 
network report report with MPATT. 

Action: Evan Damkjar to investigate how more data could be gathered on bear watching and 
whale watching, to help fill the data gaps.  

Action:  MPATT to follow-up on why the pelagic marine eco-units layer on SeaSketch wasn’t 
incorporated in to Marxan and if it could be.  

Action: MPATT to add caveat on SeaSketch that abalone data is protected and therefore can’t 
be shown on the SeaSketch website, although it has been used in the Marxan analysis.  

Action: MPATT to follow-up regarding why the SeaSketch layers list pacific salmon and coho 
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separately.  

Action: MPATT to investigate if historical data could be used to help fill the data gaps created 
by the RCAs. 

Advice was received on this topic, and can be found in Appendix B.  

Advice was received on the area profiles, and can be found in Appendix A.  

7. Workplan and Next Steps  

a. Closing remarks provided by John Bones, Kristin Worsley and Libardo Amaya.  

b. Roundtable by committee members/alternates 

c. Next steps:  

 Noted by MPATT member the area profiles will be sent out when they are 

completed. There is no need to review all the areas, so please concentrate on the 

areas that are of interest to you. Your input and the other components of the 

spatial analysis will inform the development of design scenario(s). MPATT will be 

back in the fall to engage with the NVI OAC.   

 Discussion: 

o Q: Will the bioregional group be undergoing the same process as this table? 

A: MPATT will be convening the Bioregional committee for a half-day to 

provide an overview of the work that’s been done, run example areas, etc. 

o Q: When the MPA Network is finalized, will all the areas be grouped 

together?  

A: Yes. MPATT and advisory committee members will be looking at the 

details at a sub-regional scale, however MPATT is aware there is a need to 

review the Network at the Bioregional scale as well.   

o Q: Is there an opportunity for the Protection Management Zone (PMZ) 

datasets to be rolled-up and used in this process?  

A: The information coming out of the PMZ planning process will help inform 

this planning process.  

Advice was received on this topic, and can be found in a separate advice log. 

Meeting adjourned at 4:30 pm 
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