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MEETING SUMMARY 

MPA Network Advisory Committees’ Workshop 
 

Red Cedar Boardroom, Pacific Gateway Hotel 

3500 Cessna Drive, Richmond, B.C. 

26 & 27 February 2018 

 

Meeting Objectives: 

 To discuss the overall planning approach and, in particular, core elements of the assessment 
work that will be carried out towards the identification of a Marine Protected Area (MPA) 
Network for the BC Northern Shelf Bioregion (NSB) area, which will include: 

o Reviewing a preliminary evaluation framework and the development of draft 
performance measures to be used to assess potential consequences of different 
MPA network designs (scenarios);  

o Reviewing the preliminary information, data layers, and some initial Marxan outputs 
(e.g., heat maps); 

o Reviewing the methods to be used for undertaking the Conservation Gap Analysis. 

 To review and discuss the tentative schedule and Advisory Committee work plans over the 
coming months to facilitate member participation and input at key times during the 
planning. 

 

Action Items: Day 1 and 2 

Action Status as of July 13, 2018 

MPATT 1to re-distribute dataset information to advisory 
committees. 

Complete 

MPATT to consider posting the Marxan runs in SeaSketch to 
support review of the data. 

Complete (Marxan runs can be viewed 
on SeaSketch by committee 
members/alternates) 

MPATT to consider providing additional support to advisory 
committees regarding data (e.g., another SeaSketch 
Webinar). 

Complete (SeaSketch support provided 
at IAC/OAC meetings in May/June, and 
on an on-going basis upon request) 

MPATT to provide further information on how critical 
humpback whale habitat is accounted for. 

Complete 

                                                           
1
 Marine Protected Area Technical Team is made up of representatives from the three governing partners. 

Members advance the technical work of developing the MPA Network. There are roughly 25 individuals on the 
technical team, comprised of policy advisors, natural and social scientists, GIS analysts, spatial analysts, fisheries 
managers, marine planners and project managers. 
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MPATT to provide further information on the marine 
vegetation within data inputs and how many forms of algae 
were included in the draft ecological performance measures. 

Complete 

MPATT to provide further information on datasets related to 
marine plants and algae. 

Complete 

MPATT to ensure the CSAS reports on conservation priorities 
(Gale et al. 20172) and design strategies (Martone et al. 
20183) are distributed to the advisory committees when they 
are published. 

Gale et al. report: http://www.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-
AS/2017/2017_019-eng.html  
 
Martone et al. in press. TOR available 
at: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-
sccs/Schedule-Horraire/2017/05_23-25-
eng.html  

MPATT to provide rationale for why there is a Pycnopodia 
(sea star) layer. 

Complete 

MPATT to consider how MPATT can facilitate sub-regional 
webinars for SeaSketch, or one-on-one screen sharing. 

Complete (SeaSketch support provided 
at IAC/OAC meetings in May/June, and 
on an on-going basis upon request) 

MPATT to investigate if the California process has information 
available about replication. 

Complete 

MPATT to consider creating a feature richness layer that 
illustrates areas of data richness. 

Complete  

MPATT to confirm availability of stakeholder support fund 
and provide more information on the application process. 

Complete  

MPATT to consider the suggestions from the fisheries sector 
on engagement of their sector, to see where the process can 
be reshaped and what can be offered. 

Complete 

MPATT to follow up with the shipping sector on data that the 
sector can provide. 

Complete 

MPATT to determine next meeting dates, outside the summer 
months and conducting a poll of the advisory committee 
members to determine the best dates. 

Complete 

MPATT to distribute Workshop presentations and meeting 
summary to advisory committee members. 

Complete 

MPATT to refine performance measures based on stakeholder 
input. 

In progress 

MPATT and stakeholders to hold bilateral meetings on data 
compilation and validation. 

Complete 

Stakeholders to consider capacity needs for their sectors and 
apply to support fund if interested. 
 

Complete 

 

                                                           
2
 DFO. 2017. Framework for Identification of Ecological Conservation Priorities for Marine Protected Area Network 

Design and its Application in the Northern Shelf Bioregion. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Advis. Rep. 2017/019. 
3
 Martone, R., C. Robb, K. Gale, et al. (TBD). Ecological design strategies for a network of MPAs in the Northern 

Shelf Bioregion. CSAP Working Paper 2015OCN05B. 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2017/2017_019-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2017/2017_019-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2017/2017_019-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Schedule-Horraire/2017/05_23-25-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Schedule-Horraire/2017/05_23-25-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Schedule-Horraire/2017/05_23-25-eng.html


 

3 
 

Attendance:  

Committee Members / Alternates 

Name Affiliation 
Sector (or expertise for non-sector-
based HG IAC members) 

Nick Heath 
Outdoor Recreation Council of 
B.C. 

Public Recreation 
Peter Christenson No affiliation 

Yvonne Christenson No affiliation 

Lauren Eckhart 
University of Victoria 

Other interests - Youth 

Rosaline Canessa 
Expertise: Marine Science/Education; 
Transportation  

Owen Bird 
Sport Fishing Institute of British 
Columbia Public recreational fisheries service 

providers Mike Kelly No affiliation 

Jason Bowers 

Sport Fishing Advisory Board Urs Thomas Public Recreational Fishing 

Doug Daugert Expertise: Recreational Fishing 

Denien Ford Chamber of Shipping of B.C. 

Marine Transportation  
Jason Scherr 

Port of Prince Rupert 
Jack Smith 

Lanna Hodgson 
International Ship Owners 
Alliance of Canada 

Lori Wilson Canadian Fishing Company 

Seafood Processing 
Chris Sporer 

British Columbia Seafood Alliance 
Rob Morley 

Darlene Winterburn 
British Columbia Shellfish 
Growers' Association 

Stephanie Hewson West Coast Environmental Law 

Conservation 

Ross Jameson Canadian Parks and Wilderness 
Society Jacob Chila 

Kim Wright 

David Suzuki Foundation Scott Wallace 

Bill Wareham 

Krista Roessingh 
Pacific Wild & Great Bear 
Education and Research 

Hussein Alidina WWF-Canada 

Jenn Burt Simon Fraser University 
Marine Research Institute 

Hermann Meuter North Coast Cetacean Society 

Mike McGuire No affiliation 
Expertise: Haida Marine Knowledge; 
Transportation 

John McCulloch 
Langara Fishing Adventures & 
Sport Fishing Institute 

Expertise: Recreational Fishing 
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Mike Viveros  B.C. Timber Sales 
Coastal Forestry 

Paul Nutall Western Forest Products 

Karina Dracott Ocean Wise 
Other interests - Research and marine 
monitoring 

Geoff Krause 

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

Commercial Fishing 

Brian Mose Deep Sea Trawlers Association 

Bruce Turris 
Canadian Groundfish Research 
and Conservation Society 

Grant Dovey  Underwater Harvesters 
Association Mike Atkins 

Lindsey Doerkson No affiliation 

Brewster Woodburn No affiliation 

Dan Edwards Commercial Fishing Caucus 

Dan McNeill Council of the Haida Nation 
Expertise: Haida Marine Knowledge, 
Marine Industries 

Leandre Vigneault Marine Tourism, Science 
Expertise: Islands Public; Marine 
Tourism 

Jim Abram Strathcona Regional District Local Government 

Breanne Quesnel  Spirit of the West Adventures Commercial Tourism 

Michael Uehara Coastal Shellfish Corporation Shellfish Aquaculture 

Observers 

Name Affiliation 

Darah Gibson Commercial Fishing Caucus 

Kate Ladell 
Fisheries & Oceans Canada 

Chloe Ready 

Theresa Campbell Musqueam First Nation 

Travis Hall Heiltsuk First Nation 

Lindsay Gailbraith Council of the Haida Nation 

Berry Wijdeven 
Forests, Lands, Natural Resources Operations and 
Rural Development 

Maryann Watson 
West Coast Environmental Law 

Georgia Lloyd-Smith 

Christina Burridge British Columbia Seafood Alliance 

MPATT members 

Name Affiliation 
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Gord McGee Central Coast Indigenous Resource Alliance 

John Bones 
Nanwakolas Council 

Barb Dinning 

Steve Diggon  
Coastal First Nations 

Iwan Ball 

Chris McDougall 
Council of the Haida Nation 

Molly Clarkson 

Karen Topelko 

Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural 
Development  

Kristin Worsley 

Kirsten Dunbar 

Rebecca Martone 

Ethan Greisbach North Coast Skeena First Nations Stewardship Society 

Caroline Butler Gitxaala First Nation 

Louise Murgatroyd Transport Canada 

Sheila Creighton 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
 

Aleria Ladwig 

Katie Gale 

Patrick Mahaux 

Christina Burns (note taker)  

Grieg Oldford 

Amos Chow 

Emily Rubidge 

Evan Damkjar  

Libardo Amaya 

Jasmine Prior 

Carrie Robb 

MPA Network Committee 

Brigid Payne Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Allan Lidstone 
Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural 
Development 

Paul Kariya Coastal First Nations 

 

Day 1: February 26th, 2018 

Meeting convened at 1:15 pm 

1. Opening Prayer 

Opening prayer and comments provided by Theresa Campbell, Musqueam First Nation. 

2. Welcome & Opening Remarks  
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Opening Remarks by MPA Network Committee members Brigid Payne, Allan Lidstone and 

Paul Kariya. 

3. Overview 

Michael Harstone, (Compass Resource Management) facilitator, presented an overview of 

the workshop objectives and proposed agenda, housekeeping, and an introduction to the 

planning process.  

a. Workshop Overview 

b. Meeting Objectives and Agenda 

4. MPA Network Planning  

Kristin Worsley presented an overview of the planning process, focusing on the work 

completed to date and the current status.  

a. Background and Update 

 The availability of additional funding is being confirmed to help support 

stakeholder and public engagement.  

b. Network Goals, Objectives, Principles, and Guidelines 

c. Governance Framework 

d. Network Planning Process 

e. Public Engagement and Input 

f. Advisory Committee Roles and Opportunities 

5. Decision Framework and Process 

A presentation by Michael Harstone provided an overview of Structured Decision Making 

(SDM) and how it will be used in the MPA Network planning process.  

a. Overview of structured decision process 

b. Structured decision approach for MPA Network 

c. Developing Draft Performance Measures (PMs) 

d. Decision Process & Key Milestones 

6. Conservation Priorities & Preliminary PMs 

Chris McDougall and Rebecca Martone presented an overview of the ecological goals and 

objectives, conservation priorities (CPs), Marxan outputs, and draft ecological PMs. 
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a. Conservation Priorities & Preliminary Design Strategies 

 Discussion: 

o Question (Q): Do the datasets capture current or past data?  

Answer (A): The best available data has been used for the planning process, 

be it current and/or past data. Sometimes the data captures a short time 

period or covers a much longer duration.  

o Q: If a species is under threat, how will this be addressed? How will the 

necessary protection be identified?  

A: The different activities that threaten a particular species can be limited in 

areas that have been highlighted as key to the species. This planning process 

will identify those spatially important areas.  

o Noted concern by advisory committee member/alternate that expert advice 

has not always proven effective, such as with East Coast fisheries. This 

process should not rely solely on expert advice.  

A: The planning process engages local stakeholders, local governments, and 

coastal communities, as well as experts in the field of marine protected area 

planning. Expert advice has been incorporated into this planning process 

through the Science Advisory Committee and many experts have contributed 

to date. To encourage transparency, MPATT have provided a summary of the 

scientific processes as clearly as we can.  

o Q: Within these target ranges, will there be a specific point reached within 

each range?  

A: Marxan is run each time using one target chosen from the range. The 

analysis is run several times with a different target chosen each time, within 

the range. The ultimate goal of the network planning process is to ensure the 

amount of each conservation priority protected falls within the 

recommended target range. Marxan helps guide us. There are considerations 

other than Marxan outputs as well, including information captured through 

stakeholder engagement.  

b. Introduce a Preliminary List of Draft Ecological PMs  

c. Introduce Marxan Outputs – High Level 

 Discussion: 

o Q: Has a boundary length modifier (BLM) been used?  

A: Yes, a BLM has been used at different points of the analysis. As the BLM 

number is increased in Marxan, the ‘clumpiness’ of the areas is increased. In 

the screen shots used in the Workshop presentations, the BLM used is low.  
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o Noted by facilitator that if there are particular topics that committee 

members/alternates wish to learn more about, MPATT can also provide 

webinars on these topics.  

7. Breakout Groups: Conservation Priorities – Data & Preliminary PMs 

Breakout sessions were held with each advisory committee to further discuss data and 

the draft ecological PMs. 

a. North Vancouver Island Advisory Committee Session 

 Discussion: 

o Q: Are the PMs being applied within sub-regions? For example, are the PMs 

connected to the target range for a given conservation priority? How does 

that translate at the sub-regional level? 

A: The target ranges (low, medium, high) for conservation priorities were 

used for the Marxan runs. Marxan is being run at the bioregional scale, but it 

is possible to report back on a sub-regional basis. These targets are different 

from the PMs. Targets are set for the conservation priorities while PMs will 

be used as a tool in evaluation of a draft MPA Network scenario.  

o Q: Are there any species where the targets for that species go down (e.g., 

invasive species)? 

A: No. This process is only focused on areas or species we want to target for 

protection in the network. Invasive species were not included as 

conservation priorities.   

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that there is a need to 

consider what happens to the remaining species that are not identified as 

conservation priorities. To clarify, the use of commercial fisheries 

information in ecological layers has been avoided whenever possible, 

focusing instead on non-commercial survey data. There are two exceptions 

to this. For some invertebrates (Tanner and Dungeness crab, squid, octopus, 

green and red sea urchins, shrimp and prawns, geoduck, and horse clam) the 

presence of species from commercial logbooks was used to supplement 

presence records from non-commercial (survey) sources. To identify areas of 

high sponge and coral catch per unit effort (CPUE), commercial groundfish 

trawl and research trawl data was combined by normalizing the CPUE before 

creating a kernel density estimate. No other ecological datasets contain 

commercial data. 
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o  Q: Generally agreed that modifying a boundary or strengthening the 

protection of an already existing MPA is significantly easier than establishing 

a brand new MPA.  Has thought been given to this approach?  For example, 

in the case of Scott Islands, where it overlaps with important whale habitat? 

A: Agreed. Administratively it is much easier to strengthen protection; 

however, the partners are still in preliminary conversations about how that 

might happen. Currently, the focus is on identifying the conservation gaps. 

o A need for further data review by advisory committee members was 

expressed throughout the session.  

Input on the draft PMs was received and recorded separately in Appendix A. 

b. North Coast Sub-Regional Advisory Committee Session 

 Discussion:  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that reporting and 

evaluating based on taxonomy might not fully capture habitat areas and the 

functions they provide.  Need to ensure that places like breeding and 

spawning are adequately addressed in the inputs and in the evaluation. 

o Q: How do areas we have already protected fit into the overall assessment? 

It seems there are currently protected areas that would meet the targets of 

the MPA Network.  

A: Current protected areas will be assessed through the conservation gaps 

analysis to determine how they can contribute to the MPA Network targets. 

o Q: Will SeaSketch be used to present and areas? 

A: SeaSketch will be used to present data and analysis. MPATT will consider 

posting the current analysis outputs on SeaSketch.  

o Noted, concern over the overlapping of conservation ecological data coming 

from commercial capture data, and how this may skew the results.  

A: Using the same data as both ecological and socio-economic layers creates 

a conflict. Therefore, MPATT has avoided using commercial fisheries 

information in ecological layers whenever possible, focusing instead on non-

commercial survey data. 

o Q: The federal government already manages and closes areas based on stock 

assessments. How is this taken into consideration? Concern over the size of 

the MPA Network and DFO closures that could come from year to year.  

A: Marxan will look for areas that are high in biodiversity and try to avoid 

areas of high human-use. Areas already permanently closed for fishing may 
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become part of the MPA Network. MPATT will work with stakeholders to 

understand the potential impacts of potential sites to their sectors. 

o Q: Can time series of the data be developed, so we can see the trends? With 

climate change, will this become more pronounced?  

A: MPATT has some time series data, but many datasets are not time series. 

MPATT is looking into the possibility of working with UBC to develop climate 

change models that would feed additional information into this planning 

process.  

o Q: What is the target level for replication?  

A: There are different targets for replication depending on which of the ~200 

conservation priorities are being discussed. There are general guidelines that 

speak to the need to distribute marine protection between sub-regions and 

other marine regions to avoid having all protected areas concentrated in one 

place.  

o Q: How are data holes accounted for? We do not see the Hecate Strait 

Queen Charlotte Sound sponge reef MPA. 

A: Existing ‘marine protected areas’ are in SeaSketch, but Marxan runs have 

not been completed yet.  

o Q: Does all data come from commercial fishing data? 

A: No, MPATT has tried to avoid using commercial fisheries information in 

ecological layers, focusing instead on non-commercial survey data. There are 

two exceptions.  The presence of some invertebrate species from 

commercial logbooks was used to supplement presence records from non-

commercial (survey) sources. To identify areas of high sponge and coral 

catch per unit effort (CPUE), commercial groundfish trawl and research trawl 

data was used.  

o Q: How do you collect information for marine plants and algae?  

A: There are multiple datasets, including a chlorophyll data layer and satellite 

data layer. Marxan is biased to areas where data has been provided. MPATT 

can provide further information on datasets related to marine plants and 

algae.  

o Q: Will critically endangered species classifications drive their targets in 

Marxan? 

A: Yes. 

o Q: What about oceanographic processes in PMs? They are important for 

productivity in oceans. In particular for climate change?  
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A: Some are captured in biomass hotspots, fine scale physical features and 

Ecologically and Biologically Significant Areas (EBSAs). MPATT can take a 

closer look at this in the inputs and evaluation of outputs.   

o Q: How was humpback whale critical habitat accounted for?  

A: MPATT can provide further information.  

o Q: Zooplankton distribution? 

A: MPATT can provide further information 

o Q: What was the process to determine the 195 species?  

A: A list of known species was compiled and then a suite of species were 

selected and evaluated using a set of criteria. The 195 species were 

identified as a conservation concern. 

Input on the draft PMs was received and recorded separately in Appendix A. 

b. Central Coast Advisory Committee Session 

 Discussion: 

o Q: DFO has some old salmon test sets. Will these be used in the analysis?  

A: The older datasets likely aren’t being used. In SeaSketch, we indicate 

which datasets are available and which are being used in Marxan.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that it would be useful to 

provide an explanation on how these preliminary PMs were developed, 

particularly the aggregate ones, before committee members start developing 

additional PMs that may not be feasible.  

o Q: Is there a buffer for missing data, between the high, medium and low 

targets?  

A: These are developed using the best available data. If MPATT didn’t have 

data available for the NSB area, we used habitats to act as proxies for those 

species.  

o Q: Is there is a way to assess the impact of long-term outcomes of the 

protection? Forecasting survival rates.  

A: The conservation gap analysis will help address this.  

o Q: When will this group here interact with user groups, such as sport fishers? 

A: User groups are represented on the advisory committees. 

o Q: Can SeaSketch show where the data gaps are?  

A: This would be useful and MPATT is working to develop this.  

o Q: Will the preliminary Marxan runs be available on SeaSketch for committee 

members?  

A: MPATT will consider posting the Marxan runs in SeaSketch. 
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o Noted by MPATT member that in May, when MPATT has the preliminary 

areas for consideration, qualitative information and data brought forward by 

First Nations, will help us have those conversations around areas that haven’t 

been identified by the quantitative data.  

o Q: Which areas are supported by the best data and which have the greatest 

pitfalls?  

A: Noted by MPATT member, to aid future discussions, MPATT can create a 

feature richness layer that illustrates areas of data richness.  

Input on the draft PMs was received and recorded separately in Appendix A. 

c. Bio-Regional Advisory Committee Session 

 Discussion: 

o Q: How will trade-offs be conducted? Is there a structured way of deciding 

between areas of similar or equal ecological value? 

A: PMs will be applied to assess the benefits and drawbacks of different 

options as part of a transparent structured decision-making process. The 

evaluation framework and performance measures will be used to facilitate 

discussions about options, both at the MPATT planning tables and with 

advisory committee members.  

o Q: How will adaptive management be incorporated into network design and 

beyond?  

A: MPATT will apply adaptive strategies in the MPA network planning 

process to allow for adjustments in management approach and/or 

alterations to protected area boundaries as our understanding improves and 

the dynamics of the marine environment change.  

o Q: If it takes 15-20 years to measure the effectiveness of individual MPAs, 

how will effectiveness of the network as a whole be evaluated over the 

longer term? 

A: There is a national process led by the Canadian Science Advisory 

Secretariat planned for winter 2019 to address this issue. (“Guidance on a 

national scientific framework and common indicators for monitoring to 

enable future evaluation of the effectiveness of bioregional Marine 

Protected Areas (MPA) networks“). The NSB MPA Network, once 

implemented, should be evaluated at appropriate intervals to assess 

effectiveness. Various elements, such as conservation priorities and design 

strategies, may change over time, and can be adjusted through adaptive 

management.  
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o Q: Are some conservation objectives better met using other conservation 

measures (including non-spatial measures)? When and how will these 

measures be accommodated in the analysis? 

A: MPATT will be looking at network scenarios that provide a range of 

protection for different Conservation Priorities. As we start to develop 

network scenarios we can discuss what other management measures may be 

appropriate for different Conservation Priorities. 

o Q: How will the PMs be weighted? Will they all be weighted equally? Will 

preference weightings be applied in trade-offs? 

A: While MPATT are applying a structured decision-making framework, 

trade-offs will inevitably involve making difficult decisions based on scientific 

analysis, stakeholder input and the interests of the governance partners.  It 

may be helpful to apply preference weightings at this stage – this is 

something that MPATT will need to discuss further. 

o Q: How do you assess risk in network design (e.g. if birds forage in shipping 

lanes?) 

A: A coarse, high-level ‘interactions’ analysis will be used. It is not possible to 

incorporate this into the Marxan analysis explicitly, so the analysis will need 

to be considered afterwards. The interactions matrix provides a set of 

consequence scores for each activity on each ecological conservation priority 

identified based on an extensive literature review.  

o Q: Are other closures (e.g. groundfish) hardwired in at the beginning of the 

analysis? 

A: The conservation gap analysis will estimate the contribution of areas 

already protected under provincial and federal government legislation for 

biodiversity conservation. Based on the gap analysis we will use a stepwise 

approach to assess how much additional protection will be required to meet 

the design strategy targets for ecological and First Nations cultural 

conservation priorities.  

o Q: Can values or weightings be associated with conservation priorities? 

A: This depends on the data available – Marxan accommodates presence/ 

absence data only but if applying scales of value was considered appropriate 

we could incorporate that into the analysis where available. The short 

answer is yes, but that type of data is difficult to acquire. 

o Q: What is the effect upon Marxan of adjusting the targets up, and possibly 

unknowingly inflating values, when data are scarce?  



 

14 
 

A: Data is limited for many of the conservation priorities, therefore MPATT 

assigned three target ranges to a suite of species and areas based on the 

ecological criteria relevant to each conservation priority. Marxan can be 

affected or driven by certain data layers and MPATT is conscious of this. The 

advice from our Science Advisory Committee is to combine all ecological 

features in a full Marxan run and then compare with the outputs from 

thematic runs to identify if anything is driving the results unintentionally. 

o Q: How does Gwaii Hanaas fit into this planning process? 

A: There are lots of good lessons from the Gwaii Hanaas process and MPATT 

members are open to discussing how the lessons could be applied to this 

process. The challenge is whether the approach used by the fishing industry 

to review the draft Gwaii Hanaas plan can be replicated at a Network scale. 

MPATT needs to think more about how that might work. 

o Q: What are the time series for the fish data used? 

A: That depends on the fish species. Each data layer has different time series. 

There is an inventory of data layers available to view on Dropbox. 

o Q: How sensitive is the analysis to the data put into Marxan? Do some data 

layers drive the Marxan analysis more than others? 

A: Marxan can be sensitive at times. MPATT has attempted to make Marxan 

as transparent as possible by allowing you to see for yourselves what 

features are driving the analysis. MPATT are working on a way to identify 

those areas and sites that appear to be well aligned with multiple Marxan 

runs. We will be able to generate metrics, for example, that help expose an 

areas alignment with different Marxan runs that each incorporate different 

data; we can therefore indicate which sites, proposed areas, or broad 

geographic areas are relatively insensitive to changes to data and which are 

relatively sensitive. Marxan is only used as a decision-support tool and other 

considerations will also be taken into account, including input from advisory 

committee members. 

o Q: All the mapped hotspots are where we fish, so Marxan must have figured 

that out. We want to make sure that catch data is used appropriately and in 

good faith. 

A: In general, MPATT has tried to avoid using commercial fisheries data in 

the ecological Marxan runs, preferring to use non-commercial survey data. 

Instead, MPATT is using commercial fishing data to inform the human 

use/cost layers. It creates a conflict when using them as both an ecological 
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layer and a cost layer so MPATT avoided this where there were better 

datasets available.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that some representatives 

would like to share the Marxan outputs with their constituents and noted 

that it would be difficult to consult based on output map shown. 

d. Haida Gwaii Integrated Advisory Committee Session 

 Discussion: 

o Q: How are we addressing the fact that Gwaii Haanas has its own planning 

process? 

A: Currently for the conservation gap analysis, Gwaii Haanas is being 

evaluated as 3% fully protected, 97% not, + Rockfish Conservation Areas. 

Areas of enhanced protection that emerge from the Gwaii Haanas planning 

process will be considered and reviewed as to how well they contribute 

towards meeting targets for ecological CPs depending on how far along that 

process is in determining protection levels within Gwaii Haanas. 

o Noted by MPATT member that Marxan may not identify some areas of high 

value due to data limitations (e.g., there is less ecological data available in 

the small inlets), but can be identified later in the planning process, 

particularly during discussions with the advisory committees.  

o Noted that several advisory committee members/alternates would like the 

ability to access Marxan outputs after workshop. 

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate, concern regarding the use 

of logbooks.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate, support for the 

biodiversity and biomass layers.  

o Q: How do you deal with the fact that species might play a big role in a sub-

region but fall away at a regional level? (e.g. Dungeness Crab) 

A: First, it is important to be aware of it and include it in trade-off 

discussions. Second, MPATT can account by sub-region, understanding the 

percentage within sub-regions and knowing how to address what would be 

appropriate. 

8. Reconvene & Discuss Day 2 Agenda 

a. Day 2 Agenda 

Meeting adjourned at 5:30  
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Day 2: February 27th, 2018 

Meeting convened at 8:38 

1. Welcome & Overview Day 2 

A presentation by Michael Harstone provided an overview of meeting objectives, Day 2 

agenda and a recap of Day 1. 

a. Review Objectives / Day 2 Agenda 

b. Brief Recap From Day 1 

c. Breakout group feedback, common themes and logical next steps 

 Discussion:  

o Noted by MPATT member that data sources and layers have been added to 

SeaSketch and are accessible to advisory committee members/alternates. 

o Noted by MPATT member that there are lists of inventory of species that are 

constantly being updated. 

o Noted by MPATT member, these meetings are important to verify data using 

local knowledge.  

o Noted by MPATT member that to better understand the data, a good 

resource is the Canadian Science Advisory Secretariat (CSAS) paper 

“Framework for Identification of Ecological Conservation Priorities for 

Marine Protected Area Network Design and its Application in the Northern 

Shelf Bioregion” (http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-

AS/2017/2017_019-eng.html).  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that instead of a SeaSketch 

webinar, individual screen sharing sessions are suggested to show members 

how to find data layers of personal interest. 

o Q: It would be nice to have a tailored approach within the sub-regions. Can 

there be more tailored webinars for SeaSketch? 

A: MPATT to investigate how to facilitate sub-regional webinars or one-on-

one screen sharing. 

o Noted by MPATT member, to aid future discussions, MPATT can create a 

feature richness layer that illustrates areas of data richness.  

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2017/2017_019-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2017/2017_019-eng.html
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o Q: Data gaps are visible in Marxan and SeaSketch. For example, why do killer 

whale important areas stop north of Chatham Sound?   

A: MPATT has tried to get the data from the cetacean’s network for a few 

years but haven’t yet received the approval.  

o Q: 195 features are heavily weighted by fish species – which means Marxan 

will be driven by this. Shouldn’t weighting be considerate of that potential 

influence on the results and that the areas are likely where fisheries are 

active? 

A: The data used by MPATT focuses on non-commercial fishery survey data; 

the only exceptions were some invertebrate and sponge/coral data. Marxan 

tries to meet the targets of every conservation priority, but if the outputs are 

looking to be inappropriately driven by particular datasets MPATT can 

consider potential weightings and have a discussion about it.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that MPATT needs to talk 

to the people who are on the water. 

o Q: How much is Marxan going to be contributing to the final product? What 

is the weighting? 

A: Marxan is a decision support tool. Marxan outputs will be referenced in 

the development of a draft network scenario, but MPATT will also need to 

consider further analyses completed outside of Marxan (e.g., economic 

impact analyses) and feedback from the governing partners, advisory 

committee members, and the public to develop the final network design 

scenario brought forward for decision.  

o Noted by MPATT member that there was a question on Day 1 asking for 

clarification on draft ecological PMs that weren’t included in the list because 

they had already been determined as unfeasible. MPATT confirms that there 

were no draft ecological PMs eliminated during the development process, as 

the discussions focused on rolling up information into the draft list of 

ecological PMs. 

o Q: Do the draft ecological performance measures indicate which species are 

more important? For example, birds or fish? 

A: Ecological is just one subset of the draft PMs. PMs are designed to start 

with a full suite of choices and assist with the discussion of trade-offs 

between ecological and human-use.  

o Q: The network planning process in California had scientific guidance around 

replication. Perhaps this could help inform the MPA Network planning 

process?  
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A: MPATT will look into whether there is information available from that 

process regarding replication.  

2. Conservation Priorities – Breakout Highlights 

a. Key Insights and Highlights on Data – from Breakout Groups 

 Summary of the breakout groups sessions provided by Michael Harstone.  

 Discussion: 

o Q: How will MaPP Protection Management Zones (PMZs) fit into the planning 

process? 

A: MPATT will be evaluating the contributions they could make. The PMZs 

were developed for a particular process and the network planning process is 

approaching the identification of new conservation areas from a different 

lens (i.e., sites need to meet important network design criteria that were not 

considered in the selection of PMZs, such as size, spacing and connectivity).  

o Q: How will fisheries management (closures) be considered during the MPA 

Network planning process?  

A: MPATT will be looking at this and seeing where the synergies are with 

existing closures. MPATT will prioritize those areas that overlap many 

existing measures for inclusion in the network (e.g., year-round and 

recurring fishery closures). 

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate, with closures, of which 

some are necessary and some are not, fisherman move to another area to 

try and make their living, therefore putting more pressure on these new 

areas. This is displacing jobs and that’s why the socio-economic piece is so 

important here.  

A: It is an imperfect system; that’s why MPATT is working to make the 

planning process participatory so we can discuss and understand the impacts 

and benefits with different sectors.  

o Q: How were the 195 ecological conservation priorities determined? Was 

there any stakeholder input into how they were chosen?  

o A: The framework for the identification of ecological conservation priorities 

was peer reviewed through the Canadian Science Advisory Secretariat (CSAS) 

process4. The science advisory report is available online (http://www.dfo-

                                                           
4
 CSAS coordinates the peer review of scientific issues for DFO, and invites participation from experts within the 

federal government, provincial government, First Nations governments, industry, environmental non-
governmental organizations and academia.  The proceedings are made publicly available. See: http://www.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/index-eng.htm  

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2017/2017_019-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/index-eng.htm
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/index-eng.htm
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mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2017/2017_019-eng.html).  

Conservation targets for the ecological conservation priorities were also 

reviewed through CSAS. The report is in press, but the terms of reference are 

available (http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Schedule-Horraire/2017/05_23-25-

eng.html).  

o Q: Over time, as things change, will restrictions be adapted? Will we be 

continually assessing? Will the boundaries be changing?  

A: The intent is to create a framework for monitoring network effectiveness 

over the long term. A science advisory process is scheduled in early 2019 to 

develop guidance on a national scientific framework and common indicators 

for monitoring to enable future evaluation of the effectiveness of bioregional 

MPA Networks. As part of the adaptive management process, monitoring 

results will be used to consider adjustments to the network, as appropriate. 

3. Conservation Gap Analysis 

Rebecca Martone, with support from Chris McDougall and Grieg Oldford, presented an 

overview of the conservation gap analysis and its role in the planning process. 

a. Review and Discuss Methods 

 Discussion: 

o Q: Is global data analysis by IUCN5, applicable in this situation?  This area 

already has fisheries management structures and the Global analysis is 

looking at other areas of the world as well, where there is no fisheries 

management. The benefit of MPAs in other areas is clearer. 

A: MPATT is not using the meta-analysis to calculate an “effectiveness score” 

or describe how effective different MPAs are relative to open areas. Instead, 

MPATT has built upon this analysis to develop a “scaling factor” to account 

for cumulative effects of multiple human activities on conservation priorities 

within MPAs. The conservation gap analysis will estimate the actual 

protection afforded to conservation priorities through existing marine 

protected areas in the Northern Shelf Bioregion. This analysis will help 

MPATT understand where new areas may be needed to meet conservation 

objectives and where management may need to be improved in existing 

sites.  

                                                           
5
 The IUCN maintains a global database on marine protected areas and tracks progress on meeting Aichi Target 11, 

which commits signatories to protect at least 10 per cent of coastal and marine areas by 2020. For further reading, 
visit https://www.protectedplanet.net/marine#ecoregions. 
 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2017/2017_019-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Schedule-Horraire/2017/05_23-25-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Schedule-Horraire/2017/05_23-25-eng.html
https://www.protectedplanet.net/marine#ecoregions
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o Q: Why isn’t an ecological risk assessment being completed for each of the 

existing protection areas?  

A: As there are 114 areas, MPATT doesn’t have the capacity to complete an 

assessment for each one. The CGA offers a middle-ground, by identifying 

how existing areas help meet the MPA Network’s objectives and inform the 

selection of any new areas.  

o Q: If existing protected areas may be modified, are there already 

conversations with MPATT and the regulatory bodies on how this may take 

place?  

A: Not yet, no. MPATT has many reps from different governance agencies to 

facilitate those discussions at the appropriate time.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that fish farms can be 

damaging and more attention should be paid to protecting wild salmon.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that they often hear spatial 

protection described as a cost. Recognize that there are spatial and non-

spatial forms of protection, but it’s important to begin with spatial 

protection and recognize the benefits.  

4. First Nations Cultural Conservation Priorities  

Caroline Butler, with support from Chris McDougall, presented information on the First 

Nations Cultural Conservation Priorities, how they were developed and how they will be 

incorporated in network design.  

a. First Nations Cultural Conservation Priorities 

 Discussion: 

o Q: Will there be different percentage targets within Marxan?  

A: Marxan is run each time using one target chosen from the range. The 

analysis is run several times with a different target chosen each time, within 

the range. The ultimate goal of the network planning process is to ensure the 

amount of each conservation priority protected falls within the 

recommended target range. Marxan helps guide us. There are considerations 

other than Marxan outputs as well, including information captured through 

stakeholder engagement.  

o Q: With the polygons, will some of those be weighted towards more of the 

archeological sites, etc.? 

A: They will not be weighted as such however areas do have different values, 

such as high archeological value, and any proposed protection measures 
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would seek to conserve the area’s particular values. This would be 

determined on a site by site basis. 

5. MPA Network Human Uses & Preliminary PMs 

Patrick Mahaux and Evan Damkjar, with support from Greig Oldford, provided 

information on the human-use data, analysis, and development of PMs. 

a. Review Human Use Goals / Objectives 

 Discussion: 

o Q: Do the goals mention protection of fishermen? Would like to see 

preservation of commercial fisheries reflected in the goals as well.  

A: The interests of user groups are reflected in Goal 4 – “To contribute to 

social, community, and economic certainty and stability”.  Network planning 

is also guided by network principles; principles 6, 8 and 9 recognize the 

relationship between the environment and human activities and values. 

Planning outcomes will strive to minimize conflict and balance conservation 

objectives with social and economic opportunities.    

o Q: Tourism can also be a stressor and cause impacts. Is this included?  

A: The potential impacts of tourism have been accounted for in the ESSA 

matrix, which characterizes the impacts of uses and activities on the range of 

species and habitats found in the Northern Shelf bioregion. This matrix 

helped to inform the conservation gap analysis, which estimated actual 

protection afforded to conservation priorities under existing MPAs. 

o Q: Will shellfish aquaculture be analysed as part of commercial fishing as a 

whole, or separately? 

A: Separately. Shellfish aquaculture will be evaluated and reported out on its 

own. 

o Q: Why is landed value not taken further up the value chain? 

A: Landed value will be further taken up the value chain. Work on this has 

yet to happen, but we are planning on presenting at least wholesale value, 

employment effects, and multiplier effects of landed value, all of which 

capture different parts of the value chain.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that it is challenging to 

capture all the nuanced values associated with commercial fishing, and yet 

they have to be brought in to the process.  

A: The PMs are a way to start capturing and reflecting these different values 

within the design of the network. MPATT is looking for advisory committee 
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members to provide advice on the PMs needed to evaluate the network 

scenario from a social and economic perspective.  

o Q: How can the benefit to human-use of an MPA be calculated? For example, 

there may be benefits for certain industries.   

A: The PMs could help us identify the benefits of the network to sectors and 

communities. However, identifying and measuring the value of goods and 

services captured in the network is not a straightforward process. A full 

economic valuation that measures market and non-market values will not be 

completed as part of the network action plan.  

o Q: Will community members still be able to rely on these areas to make a 

living? How do you capture the community values?  

A: One of the breakout groups this afternoon, called Community Interests, 

will be discussing how to start capturing this.  

b. Introduction of Preliminary List of PMs 

 Noted by MPATT member, the human-use PMs are just examples for discussion. 

Unlike the ecological performance measures of Day 1, these PMs are for 

brainstorming purposes.  

6. Breakout Groups: Human Uses – Data & Preliminary PMs 

Breakout sessions were held in four groups to further discuss human-use PMs.  

a. Recreation & Tourism Session 

 Discussion: 

o Q: Will PMs be illustrated in a data layer/map or will they be purely 

descriptive? 

A: They will be descriptive. 

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that the recreational fishing 

sector had the opportunity to undertake a mapping exercise in Gwaii Haanas 

to inform the management planning process and that it is important that this 

same opportunity is afforded to other recreational interests as it would help 

them identify whether the data being used meets their needs. 

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that it is important to 

maintain recreational opportunities to access the (fisheries) resource as it 

was noted that the commercial tuna sector is already pushing back on the 

basis that tuna fishing gear doesn’t impact upon the seabed. 

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that the map shown is a 

good starting point and represents recreational fishing interests pretty well. 
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o Q. How can it be determined if a non-extractive use is having a negative 

impact, as everybody causes disturbance? 

A. Depends on the conservation priority/objective for the area and sensitivity 

of the feature(s) to disturbance. This will inform the level or type of use 

permitted. For instance, management measures may introduce a zone or 

buffer around a feature or a limit on the number of visitors based on user 

days. 

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate, concern expressed that a 

regulatory approach is not conducive to adaptive management as the 

approach is not flexible to respond to changing needs and conditions in a 

dynamic environment.  

A: The intent is to create a framework for monitoring network effectiveness 

over the long term that can respond to changing needs and conditions in a 

dynamic environment. A science advisory process is scheduled in early 2019 

to develop guidance on a national scientific framework and common 

indicators for monitoring to enable future evaluation of the effectiveness of 

bioregional MPA Networks. As part of the adaptive management process, 

monitoring results will be used to consider adjustments to the network, as 

appropriate. 

o Q: Can terrestrial impacts be incorporated into Marxan? For example, the 

pink and sockeye salmon impacted by issues in Lake Alice. 

A: No.  

o Noted by advisory committee members/alternates, the issue of weighting of 

terrestrial impacts was raised, as well as how far inshore, in terms of 

assessing impacts (e.g. watershed areas / spawning streams). 

 Input on the draft PMs was received and recorded separately in Appendix A.  

b. Commercial Fisheries Session 

 Discussion: 

o Q: What is an AFC?  

A: An ‘area for consideration’. MPATT will be reviewing Marxan outputs for 

each sub-region to help identify broad areas of high ecological and/or 

cultural value. Marxan results will be supplemented by site-specific 

knowledge from the governing partners, and advisory committee members. 

It is important to note that these are not preliminary or proposed MPAs; they 

are simply areas that MPATT will identify to help gather feedback about 

distinct “hotspots”. 
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o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that fishermen need a chart 

to look at, not PMs, so they can assess the implications of draft network 

scenarios for their sector.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that the heat maps may or 

may not point us in the right direction. They should be only one of the inputs.  

A: Agreed. Heat maps are only one of the inputs into this planning process. 

Engagement with stakeholders will also help capture local knowledge, and 

analyses outside of Marxan will help MPATT and advisory committee 

members understand the impacts of the draft network on human uses.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that the integrated nature 

of this work can’t be measured. However, fisherman can do this work. They 

know the data well. However, this work needs to happen later in the process.  

o Q: The ecological, socio-economic and cultural data is still in flux in Marxan 

correct? Noted by advisory committee member/alternate, there are still data 

gaps. 

A: The cultural data has been finalized, but there are data gaps elsewhere. 

Some of these gaps can be filled with local knowledge. 

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that the Gwaii Haanas 

process gave them draft lines, then pulled in the fishermen to help revise and 

make the trade-offs.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that connectivity needs to 

be included in the targets.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that the heat maps could be 

helpful to clarify key areas, but we may need to be prepared to move away 

from them. Other areas may still meet the targets.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate, regarding how fisheries 

benefits may be captured, there is a sweet spot where some fisheries 

management benefits the industry and this should be captured in the PMs. 

Instead of looking at the cost-benefit, consider the benefit-benefit. 

o Q: Facilitator asks the advisory committee members/alternates, could the 

Gwaii Haanas process be replicated across the NSB?  

A: Yes. 

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that Gwaii Haanas was not 

an ideal process. Now, for the MPA Network, we have an opportunity to 

create a better process; one that is more collaborative and inclusive of the 

industry. It’s important for fisherman to be more involved up front.  
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o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that stakeholders should be 

involved in setting the MPA Network targets. 

A: The target ranges for conservation priorities were identified during the 

CSAS process over a year ago. The CSAS process is a scientific peer-review 

process and participants are selected by the CSAS steering committee based 

on their expertise on the subject being reviewed. Some stakeholders were 

represented at the CSAS review by experts/scientists/biologists.   

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that if the MPA Network 

planning process is to emulate the Gwaii Haanas process, recommend 

providing more time and to work around the fishing season.   

o Q: Facilitator outlines the intended work plan, which involves inviting 

advisory committees to provide a detailed review of a draft network scenario 

later this fall, and asks the group if the process they have in mind could work 

within this?  

A: Yes it could work, as long as advance notice is provided so fisherman can 

be brought together. Bilateral meetings would be recommended.  

o Noted by MPATT member that the PMs are important. However, the data 

evaluation and mapping may need to occur before this, so we’re not applying 

PMs to scenarios that will actually be completely different after a month of 

discussions.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that the education that 

comes along with a planning process is important as well. At first, the 

fisherman will be really angry, but as the process is underway they start to 

understand the ecological importance. Fishermen have the most to lose in 

this, and therefore should be in the front of the process.  

o Noted by advisory committee members/alternates that, in the Marxan 

outputs (maps), there seems to be a lot of blue water with no assigned value. 

There is so much value in those blue areas and expresses concern that 

Marxan seems to be trying to protect what we use.  

A: In some cases, Marxan isn’t picking up areas (blue water) because of data 

gaps. As part of the engagement process over the next few months, MPATT 

would like to learn from advisory committee members reviewing the Marxan 

results which areas should appear as hotspots, but don’t.    

 

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

c. Community Interests Session 

 Discussion: 
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o Noted by advisory committee members/alternates that there are many 

other jobs associated with seafood processing, including distribution and 

other ancillary jobs.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that there is a lot of 

elasticity in the marine labour market – commercial fishing, rec fishing, 

marine tourism, chartering for scientific research etc.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that Hakai has a network of 

monitoring sites for temperature and salinity monitoring; would be value in 

protecting areas that overlap with these monitoring sites.   

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate to create an additional data 

layer with existing monitoring sites and potential and existing research sites. 

Information could be added to SeaSketch by advisory committee members 

affiliated with research and monitoring institutions, organizations etc.  

o Q: Will establishment of an MPA have an effect on vessel traffic?  

A: It is possible to manage vessel traffic within MPAs, but management 

measures like these would be determined at a later time in consultation with 

advisory committee members.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that loss of access to 

recreational fishing opportunities would have significant community impacts 

(e.g. recreational value and food security).   

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that education and 

awareness about the MPA, and the values it protects, may go down if people 

do not have access to these areas.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that MPAs will result in a 

loss of opportunity for large scale industrial development – pipeline, LNG 

facility etc.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that an increase in distance 

from areas available for fishing may increase local costs.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that assigning directionality 

for some PMs may not be possible, as stakeholders will have different 

perspectives on the trend (negative or positive) that they would like a 

particular PM to go.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that there are certain 

tenures in the region, which, from the perspective of local communities, 

should not be there. Designating areas that encompass these tenures could 

be a way of removing these tenures.  
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o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that a benefit of an MPA 

network is certainty – if communities know what restrictions are in place for 

particular marine areas, they can plan around this. 

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that, in the face of Privacy 

Act concerns, DFO could potentially analyze impacts to large vs. small 

commercial fishermen internally, and then share results. 

o Noted by advisory committee members/alternates that local knowledge may 

be of equal value to quantitative methods in the assessment of performance 

measures.  

o Noted by advisory committee members/alternates that there is likely to be 

enhanced community buy-in if management of MPAs was located within the 

region, including local jobs, local communications and education.  

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

Input on the draft PMs was received and recorded separately in Appendix A. 

d. Commercial (Non-Fisheries) Session 

 Discussion: 

o Noted by advisory committee members/alternates that for any particular log 

handling facility, there is a terrestrial area (tributary) associated with it. With 

some analysis, the timber harvesting land base associated with log dumping 

could be determined, to get a priority listing of high, long time use, or short 

intermittent or seasonal use. Some areas are more important than other 

areas to the logging industry.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that there is a need to 

understand which conservation features are impacted by marine shipping, in 

order to develop reasonable performance measures.  

o Q: What data does MPATT want to see? The shipping industry can provide 

some information. 

A: MPATT will follow-up after the meeting to discuss shipping data.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that one of the data gaps/ 

challenges is with data associated with vessels that don’t have AIS 

(Automatic Identification System). Fishing vessels don’t all have AIS, although 

you can supplement with log book data. Smaller vessels are challenging. 

Noted by advisory committee member/alternate that the datasets may not 

be effective in four or five years due to many variables (e.g., fuel type, 

engine, vessel weight etc.). 
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Input on the draft PMs was received and recorded separately in Appendix A. 

7. Human Uses – Break-Out Highlights 

a. Report Out from Breakout Groups – Key Insights and Highlights on Data and PMs 

b. Next Steps 

8. Next  Steps & Workplan 

a. Discuss Upcoming Approach / Workplan 

b. Opportunities for OAC Input in Between Meetings 

c. Advisory Committee Support and Resources 

Michael Harstone provides an overview of the support available to advisory 

committee members and alternates.   

 Discussion: 

o Q: How do these engagement opportunities relate to the different 

committees?  

A: There will be advisory committee meetings in each of the sub-regions in 

May/June, Fall, etc.  

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate, a request that polls be 

conducted when choosing meeting dates.   

o Noted by advisory committee member/alternate, a request that the 

meetings are not held during the summer months.  

o Noted by MPATT member, if anyone has suggestions on how to effectively 

share more of the technical work, please share them with MPATT.   

o Noted by MPATT member, it would be appreciated if meeting participants 

would communicate their preferred meeting format for the future – 

collecting all the groups in the same place or hosting separate meetings.  

Meeting adjourned at 4:30  



 

APPENDIX A: Input on Draft Performance Measures 

MPA Network Advisory Committees’ Workshop 
 

Red Cedar Boardroom, Pacific Gateway Hotel 

3500 Cessna Drive, Richmond, B.C. 

26 & 27 February 2018 

 

General Comments and Recommendations 

 The PM table is not intuitive and many need guidance to interpret it. Recommendation the table 

is adapted to improve clarity and accessibility.  

 Some of the terminology is difficult to comprehend (e.g. ‘Fish and Invertebrate E-CPs). 

Recommendation that some of the more technical terminology in the draft PMs be translated 

into common language translations.  

 Recommendation the term ‘performance measure’ is changed to ‘evaluation scenario 

performance measure’ in order to avoid confusion and the incorrect assumption that the PMs 

may be used to evaluate efficacy of the network once in place. 

 Suggestion to change ‘preferred direction’ to ‘areas preferred’ and ‘areas to be avoided.’ 

Feedback on Ecological Performance Measures 

Amendments to existing PMs:  

 Suggestion of language change in the Marine Species and their Habitats section. Under Seabirds, 

‘representation targets’ instead of ‘design strategy targets’. 

 Ensure taxonomy specific groupings (and evaluating as low, medium, high) adequately capture 

habitats and their functions (e.g. breeding and spawning areas), and ocean features. If not, 

other PMs may need to be developed.  

 Disaggregate the species within taxonomic classification, breaking them out by conservation 

concern (low-medium-high target class). 

Recommended new PMs:  

 Consider additional performance measures around replication (e.g., percentage of overlap, 

number of sites). 

 Suggestion that total area coverage could be a PM for all the features as well.  

 



 

Feedback on Human-use Performance Measures 

General comments:  

 For those relating to community values, all arrows should be going up (positive impacts). Need 

for consistency in terms of directionality of impacts.  

 Noted that there are other important drivers that could affect these performance measures. For 

example, mechanization in the seafood processing sector can have a very big impact on 

employment. 

Amendments to existing PMs:  

 Perhaps include depth restrictions on anchoring in estuary mouths, as this is a more flexible 

approach instead of closing of an area entirely.  

 The PM doesn’t distinguish between large and small lodges, or those that provide wider services 

beyond a fishing package (e.g. bear watching / kayaking as well as fishing). Suggestion that the 

PM should be re-named ‘Recreational Fishing Providers’ and that guest numbers may be a more 

suitable metric. 

 There is a need to separate out kayak camping areas and anchorages for boating in the 

‘Overnight Stays - Overlap Area’ PM. 

 In addition to existing research sites PM, add potential research and monitoring sites. 

 Broaden concept of what constitutes a research centre to include base camps, rediscovery 

camps, etc. 

 Small boat, community fishermen need to be differentiated from larger commercial operations. 

 The term ‘community’ includes both First Nations and non-First Nations communities – ongoing 

access to seafood for the latter group will require recreational fishing opportunities to remain 

open in MPAs.   

Recommended new PMs:  

 Develop PMs that could capture how MPAs would benefit the commercial fishing sector.  

 Recommendation of new PM – distance to fishing ground. Safety is an issue and forcing both 

commercial and recreational fishing further offshore could be hazardous. This PM would also be 

a way of measuring access to the resource. The desired outcome from the users’ perspective is 

to keep most of the recreational opportunity in close proximity to service provision. 

 Tour operators are required to report to BC Parks on number of ‘user days’, specific areas that 

are visited, number of guests, how long they are on the water, camping sites etc. This could 

form the basis of a new PM, where ‘user days’ could be used as a proxy for priority areas.  

 The following attributes were identified as being important in identifying high priority tourism 

and recreation sites: 

 Remoteness  



 

 Aesthetic value 

 Wildlife viewing opportunities 

 Easy to travel to 

 Safe moorage 

 Availability of permits 

 Exclusivity - volume of use (campsites / moorages / anchorages) 

 Suggestion that adjacency to terrestrial conservancies could form the basis of a useful PM e.g. 

with a conservancy for salmon it might make sense to have an MPA close by. 

 Outfall from seafood processing is also an important impact to consider. 

 Look at displacement from one area to another for seafood processing. 

 Community accessibility to MPAs to conduct community-based monitoring and enforcement 

should also be considered as a performance measure. Existing Guardian Watchmen programs 

and data could be used to develop a better understanding of where existing community-based 

programs are in place and their range.  

 Add vessel traffic as a PM. Areas that have less vessel traffic are preferable to areas that have 

more vessel traffic (density). Noted that there is a need to differentiate between small 

vessels/local traffic and larger transiting vessels. 

 Include compatibility with community zones as a PM. 

 Suggestion to aggregate a sub-set of species that are gathered/fished by local people, and seek 

to avoid those areas so local access is maintained. 

 Include compatibility with Protection Management Zones (PMZ) as a PM. 

 Include marine community-based employment as a PM.  

 Fishers that deliver locally are unlikely to change their behaviour due to areas in the region 

being designated as MPAs. Need to develop infrastructure to make it appealing to deliver 

product to local seafood processors. More suited to an indicator than a performance measure.   

 Some oil and fuel types persist longer in the environment. Suggestion that areas that have 

experiences spills, with persistent substances, may be areas to be avoided.  

 Consider active tenures, past tenures and potential future areas that will be important to 

logging (e.g., designated use areas), with the understanding that forestry is cyclical.  

 For log handling facilities it may be useful to include a priority listing of high, long-term use, or 

short, intermittent or seasonal use.  

 PMs could include the location of small craft harbours, tow boat reserves, seasonality aspects to 

shipping, pilotage areas, marine communications and traffic services, etc. 

 Consider the tenures that have been let for pipelines (e.g., oil and gas export facility in Kitimat 

would have pipelines going to the Port of Prince Rupert).  

 Noted that maintaining recreational fishing opportunities is important and there is a need to 

measure this in the PMs. Access to traditional fishing areas was suggested as one approach, with 

the need to avoid displacement of effort elsewhere as a result of closures that may impact upon 

vulnerable species (e.g. yelloweye rockfish).  



 

 Additional metrics are needed that reflect the economic implications for commercial 

recreational service providers. The following are recommended:  

 ‘Cost to Recreational Fishing Service Providers’. 

 ‘Loss of Economic Value from Recreational Fishing Restrictions’. 

 Introduce some measure of prioritisation in relation to the PMs for recreational fishing, as this 

will help to facilitate trade-off discussions. 

 Proposed that a new PM should address the overlap between priority recreational fishing areas 

and priority for social / cultural reasons. 

 



Number

Date 

Advice 

Received

Name Sector Format Topic Advice Source Response

1 27-Feb-18 Dan Edwards Commercial 

Fishing

In-person Breakout session - 

Human-Use 

Performance 

Measures

It’s best practice to have 

stakeholders involved throughout 

the planning process. However, we 

don’t have as much time in this 

process, compared to other 

processes. Recommends more time 

and engagement opportunities for in-

person discussion.  

MPA Network 

Advisory 

Committees' 

Workshop

MPATT is aware the timelines to complete the MPA 

Network Action Plan by March 2019 are ambitious, and 

remains committed to being responsive to input. Timelines 

for particular elements of the MPA Network planning 

process have been shifted in response to  recommendations 

by stakeholders to allow more time for data validation. From 

lessons learned in MPA network processes in other parts of 

Canada and elsewhere in the world, we are aware of the 

importance of regular and meaningful engagement. MPATT 

has structured the engagement approach to provide 

opportunities for early input in the process. These 

opportunities will continue through meetings in the spring 

and fall of 2018 and again in the winter of 2019.  Bilateral 

meetings can also be held with individual sectors as needed.  

Additionally, the governing partners recently made available 

more resources to support IAC/OAC members' particpation 

in the planning process. Details around the Stakeholder 

Support Fund opportunity were provided in an email sent 3 

May 2018.

ADVICE LOG - MPA NETWORK ADVISORY COMMITTEES' WORKSHOP



2 27-Feb-18 Brian Mose & 

Bruce Turris

Commercial 

Fishing - 

Groundfish

In-person Breakout session - 

Human-Use 

Performance 

Measures

Regarding fishing sector 

engagemeint, recommendation that 

the maps, targets and guidelines be 

provided to each of the fishing 

sectors (with as much information 

posted on SeaSketch as well) and 

provide them with the opportunity 

to create different maps of network 

scenarios. The different sectors 

would then meet in-person to 

reconcile the maps.  Many revisions 

would take place, but after several 

days of work, one map would 

emerge. Once the fishing sector map 

is drafted, the performance 

measures would be used to evaluate 

it.

MPA Network 

Advisory 

Committees' 

Workshop

This recommended process was discussed further at the 

Fisheries Bilateral Meeting on April 9, 2018. Industry 

committed to follow-up with MPATT regarding estimated 

timelines to acheive a review of a draft MPA Network 

scenario. The Fisheries sector intends to submit a 

Stakeholder Support Fund application to assist this process. 

3 27-Feb-18 Lindsey 

Doerkson

N/A In-person Breakout session - 

Human-Use 

Performance 

Measures

Recommendation that the MPA 

Network planning process draw from 

the Land and Sea process. 

MPA Network 

Advisory 

Committees' 

Workshop

Thank you for the recommendation. MPATT will review the 

Land and Sea process.   

4 27-Feb-18 Unknown Conservation In-person Breakout session - 

Human-Use 

Performance 

Measures

It is challenging to assign 

directionality to the draft 

performance measures without 

some assumptions about 

management direction in the design 

scenarios. Suggestion to MPATT that 

the community PMs would come 

into play later on, when 

management direction is more clear. 

MPA Network 

Advisory 

Committees' 

Workshop

Thank you for highlighting this challenge and suggestion. 

The drafted performance measures (PMs) presented at the 

February Workshop are the first interation and there will be 

furture opportunities to provide input as well. 

5 27-Feb-18 Rosaline 

Canessa

Marine Research 

Institutions

In-person Breakout session - 

Human-Use 

Performance 

Measures

Recommends the presence of local 

community stewardship groups 

should also be considered in network 

design.

MPA Network 

Advisory 

Committees' 

Workshop

Noted. When future discussions with stakeholders take 

place regarding conservation areas, stakeholders are 

encouraged to highlight the locations of stewardship groups. 

6 27-Feb-18 Many 

stakeholders

Many sectors In-person Breakout session - 

Human-Use 

Performance 

Measures

Numerous input was provided on the 

draft performance measures.

MPA Network 

Advisory 

Committees' 

Workshop

Thank you for providing comments on the draft PMs 

presented at the Workshop. These comments have been 

collated and will be thoroughly reviewed by MPATT. The 

revised PMs will be made available in the fall. 




	Abram MPA Network Advisory Committee
	MPA Network Workshop Meeting Summary_February 2018
	Appendix A_Input on Draft Performance Measures_Workshop_27 Feb 2018
	Appendix B_MPA Network Advice Log_Workshop_27 Feb 2018

