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INTRODUCTION 
The workshop had a dual focus: 

i. Equitably managed protected areas and other effective area-based conservation 
measures ,  

ii. well-connected and integrated into wider landscapes and seascapes. 

Context  
At the 10th meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the UN Convention on Biological 
Diversity in 2010, the Parties adopted a Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2010-2020. Target 11 
from this plan (Aichi Target 11) relates to protected areas and states: 

“By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland waters, and 10 per cent of coastal and 
marine areas, especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem services, 
are conserved through effectively and equitably managed, ecologically representative and well-
connected systems of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures, 
and integrated into wider landscapes and seascapes.” 

Canada has developed parallel biodiversity goals and targets for 2020, including Canada’s 
Biodiversity Target 1, which mirrors Aichi Target 11. Canadian Council on Ecological Areas 
(CCEA) has hosted three national workshops, 2013 in Ottawa, 2014 in Winnipeg and 2015 in 
Edmonton, to develop science-based guidance on reporting on the numerical aspects of Target 
11/Target 1, particularly on the definition of ‘other effective area-based conservation 
measures’ (OECMs). This guidance, including case studies, will be published as the Canadian 
Guidebook for the Application and Reporting of IUCN Protected Area Categories and Other 
Effective Area-based Conservation Measures (in prep). 

Beyond the numerical aspects of Target 11/Target 1, there are several equally important 
qualitative aspects. Evidence presented at the 2014 International Union on the Conservation of 
Nature (IUCN) World Parks Congress clearly showed that effectiveness at stemming biodiversity 
loss is as important as the quantity of protected areas. Yet the qualitative aspects, which are 
fundamental to each of these targets, have received less attention than the quantitative 
elements. These elements are related to where areas are placed, whether they are effectively 
managed, and whether they are well connected, representative, and integrated into wider 
landscapes and seascapes. 

A key component to achieving all aspects of Target 11/Target 1 is the assessment of how well 
those aspects are currently being achieved. Being able to identify gaps, if they exist, is crucial to 
understanding where further efforts should be focussed and to building support to address 
these gaps. At its February 2016 national workshop in Fredericton, the CCEA started to look at 
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how Canada can measure these qualitative aspects at a national scale.  However, more work 
remains to be done.  In Fredericton, the focus was on areas of particular importance for 
biodiversity; effective management; ecological representation; and the connectedness of 
systems. 

To completely address how well the qualitative aspects are currently being achieved, the CCEA 
hosted a second national workshop on the theme of “Achieving All Aspects of Aichi Target 11 & 
Canada’s Target 1 – How Will We Know We’ve Achieved Our Goals?  Second Session”. This 
workshop focused on the aspects not examined in-depth in Fredericton; specifically equitably 
managed and well-connected systems integrated into the wider landscape and seascape. 

Overview  
Discussions on how Canada as a whole should track the qualitative elements of Aichi Target 11 
were initiated at the Fredericton workshop and will be further developed by sub-committees. 
The Yellowknife workshop focused on global state-of-the art tracking of and reporting on the 
remaining elements. Through presentations and discussions, participants in the workshop 
discussed a process to measure whether protected areas and other effective area-based 
conservation measures are: 

• equitably managed to achieve biodiversity conservation; and 

• well-connected and integrated within wider landscapes and seascapes. 

Experts presented the scientific basis and need for equitable management and well-connected 
and integrated sites to ensure the conservation of biodiversity. In panels, jurisdictional 
representatives and others shared how progress is or could be measured towards these 
elements. Workshop participants together discussed science-based guidance on how Canada 
should track these elements and what steps the CCEA should take to incorporate these aspects 
into national reporting. 

The workshop also provided an opportunity for CCEA members and others to de-brief on recent 
and upcoming international work including the IUCN World Conservation Congress, 2017 Pan-
Canadian Parks Conference held in Banff March 8-11 2017, the National Aichi Target 11 steering 
committee/working group, the IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) task force 
on OECMs, and national and international groups on marine protected areas network planning.  

Participants 
Participation was open to the protected areas community-at-large. The workshop was a unique 
opportunity for conservation experts to come together and develop solutions for achieving 
Aichi Target 11 and Canada’s Target 1 in all respects. Workshop participants included experts 
from Canadian federal, provincial, and territorial protected area and conservation agencies, 
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international agencies, scientists, land stewardship groups, experts in Aboriginal and 
community land-use planning, and national non-governmental conservation organizations 
(Table 1). Participants were expected to provide their best, objective, science-based input to 
the workshop, and not to represent agency or organizational positions. 

Table 1: Affiliations and Number of Workshop Participants 

Federal Government 
Parks Canada Agency 1 
Environment and Climate Change Canada 3 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada 1 
Provincial and Territorial Governments 
Alberta 2 
British Columbia 1 
Manitoba 1 
New Brunswick 1 
Newfoundland and Labrador (remote participation) 1 
Northwest Territories 7 
Nova Scotia 1 
Ontario 1 
Québec (remote participation) 1 
Saskatchewan 1 
Yukon 2 
Aboriginal Government and Organizations 
Tłįchǫ Government 2 
North Slave Métis Alliance 1 
Kitasoo/Xaixais First Nation 1 
Yamoga Land Corporation, Fort Good Hope, NWT 1 
Sahtu Secretariat Incorporated 1 
Sambaa K’e and Ka’agee Tu First Nations 1 
Dehcho First Nations 1 
Kluane First Nation 1 
Vuntut Gwitchin 1 
Non-Governmental Organizations 
Nature Conservancy of Canada 2 
Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society 1 
World Wildlife Fund Canada 1 
David Suzuki Foundation 1 
Ducks Unlimited Canada 1 
IUCN Global Protected Areas Programme 1 
Academia 
Dalhousie University 1 
University of Victoria 2 
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Carleton University 1 
University of British Columbia 1 
Other 
Canadian Parks Council 1 
Saoyú-ʔehdacho National Historic Site Management Board 2 
CCEA Board Members (no affiliations) 2 
Facilitator 1 
Total Number of Participants 52 
 

Format of the Workshop 
To help participants prepare for the workshop, a week before the start of the workshop 
participants were provided copies of two discussion papers, Equitable Management of 
Protected Areas by Nathan Deutsch and Meeting Aichi Biodiversity Target 11: The Role of 
Connectivity Conservation in Canada in a Context of Climate Change by Jesse A. A. Nunn, 
Christopher J. Lemieux, Daniel J. Scott, Jessica Elliott and Karen F. Beazley. In addition, they 
received a copy of the latest CCEA publication Wildlife Conservation, Protected Areas and 
Climate Change in Canada: Implications of Projected Species Range Shifts by Kathryn Lindsay, 
Jean-François Gobeil, Joshua L. Lawler, Carrie Schloss, Karen F. Beazley, and Thomas J. Beechey. 
A link was also provided to the participants to the draft IUCN Areas of Connectivity Conservation 
(ACC) Guidelines.  

At the workshop additional reference material was provided to participants including copies of: 
the draft Guidance for Recognition and Reporting of Other Areas-Based Effective Conservation 
Measures (OECMs) Under Aichi Target 11 (drafted by the IUCN task force on OECMs); CCEAs 
Decision-Screening Tool for Aichi Target 11 Protected Areas and Other Effective Area-based 
Conservation Measures; Operational Guidance for Identifying ‘Other Effective Area-Based 
Conservation Measures’ in Canada’s Marine Environment (Version 1); Canada and Aichi 
Biodiversity Target 11: understanding ‘other effective area-based conservation measures’ in the 
context of the broader target, 2015, MacKinnon et. al., Biodiversity Conservation 24: 3559-
3581.; and the CCEAs table on conservation effectiveness of mechanisms for managing 
subsurface resources within protected areas and other effective area-based conservation 
measures. 

Day 1 - Tuesday, October 25th 2016, the first full day of the workshop, began with a review of 
the outcomes from the previous workshop in Fredericton. This was followed with updates from 
the CCEA on national and international efforts in protected areas planning; an overview of the 
Canadian Parks Summit held earlier in the year; and an update on the initiative of developing a 
Pathway to Canada Target 1. The afternoon started with an update on the CCEAs Conservation 
Area Reporting and Tracking System (CARTS). The remainder of the day was dedicated to a 
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discussion on differentiating between protected areas and OECMs. This included presentations 
from the Department of Fisheries and Oceans on their work towards coming up with guidance 
to define OECMs, an analysis by Nature Conservancy of Canada and a comparison of the various 
draft guidance coming from CCEA, DFO and the IUCN WCPA task force on OECMs. These 
presentations were followed by ample time for question and discussion by workshop 
participants. 

Day 2 - Wednesday, October 26th 2016 focused on equitable management and began with an 
introductory presentation by Nathan Deutsch based on the workshop discussion report 
provided to participants in advance of the workshop. This was followed by a case study from 
the Kitasoo/Xaixais First Nation on governance and management of protected areas. The 
morning ended with a panel discussion of experts from across Canada on what equitable 
management means in their context. The afternoon started with a presentation on some 
research being conducted on governance and management models in Canada and Australia and 
the rest of the afternoon dedicated to break-out tables to discuss questions on equitable 
management, followed by a larger group discussion. The questions were: 

o How could we measure equitable management of our protected areas/OECMs or 
networks?  What are the criteria or factors? 

o Should we be measuring at the scale of the individual site, a jurisdiction’s network, or as 
Canada as a whole?  Would we measure differently at each scale?  

o In situations where there are differing perspectives in management approaches, how do 
we reconcile them while not jeopardizing equitable management and ensuring 
biodiversity conservation is maintained? For example, concensus-based decision making 
or dispute mechanisms. 

o Are there different models of equitable management?  What are they? Should these 
different models be assessed differently to determine how well they are achieving 
equitable management? 

o Should equitable management be measured differently based upon governance type 
(government, shared, private, and indigenous and community based)?  Do different 
governance models lend themselves to higher degrees of equitable management?  Can 
we have a ‘best practice’ for all governance types?  

Day 3 - Thursday, October 27th 2016 focused on connectivity and integration into the wider 
landscape or seascape and followed a similar structure at Day 2. It began with an introductory 
presentation by Jesse Nunn, followed by a presentation on Wildlife Conservation, Protected 
Areas and Climate Change. These presentations were followed by a case study on connectivity 
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planning from the Nature Conservancy of Canada and a panel discussion of experts from across 
Canada to discuss what connectivity and integration means in their context. The afternoon 
started with a presentation on the IUCN Guidelines on Areas of Connectivity Conservation, with 
the rest of the afternoon dedicated to break out tables to discussion questions on connectivity 
and integration, followed by a larger group discussion. The questions were: 

o Specifically thinking about well-connected networks, what should we be thinking about 
assessing/measuring (i.e. umbrella species, landscape, proximity between PAs, etc.)? 

o How are we measuring how well-connected and integrated our networks are? 

o Recalling the definitions in the Nunn et al report, what should Canada strive to achieve, 
structural or functional connectivity? How can either be readily measured?  

o Should Canada be measuring whether or not a network is well connected today (or 
2020), or measuring whether or not a network is well connected under climate change 
scenarios well into the future?  Do they differ in the metrics measured?  What are the 
metrics?   

o In areas of Canada where there is a high degree of landscape intactness/integrity how 
should connectivity be assessed?  How should it be assessed in areas of high landscape 
intactness and areas of fragmented landscapes?  

o Is having a well integrated network more important to focus on  in un-fragmented 
landscapes than in highly fragmented areas? How should integration be assessed in 
areas of high landscape intactness and areas of fragmented landscapes?  

 

The CCEA banquet included the presentation of CCEA 2016 Gold Leaf Award to the Dinàgà 
Wek’èhodì Elders Working Group: 

For the knowledge shared and inspiration created, we honour the meaningful guidance 
you have provided in the pursuit of long-term protection for Dinàgà Wek’èhodì – a land 
of legend, teaching, learning, and living; a landscape of cultural narrative vital to the 
defining of the Tłįchǫ and Métis communities; and an important piece of the 
conservation network of the Northwest Territories. 

The morning of Friday, October 28th 2016 was the CCEA member only portion of the workshop, 
including the CCEAs Annual General Meeting. 

Materials from this workshop are available on the CCEA website http://www.ccea.org/   

http://www.ccea.org/
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SUMMARY OF WORKSHOP DISCUSSION 
 

Day 1 – Tuesday, October 25th 2016 
Presentations from this day are available on the CCEA website. 

Updates on National and International Efforts 

2016 IUCN World Conservation Congress in Hawaii 
- A few CCEA board members attended on behalf of the CCEA 
- Two key messages emerged from meeting: 

o Sense of urgency to protect biodiversity 
o What we have protected so far is not enough  

- Key themes were the importance of involving Indigenous people and connecting culture 
to protected areas; can media play a role in conveying urgency?  

DFO Update 
- Natural Resources Canada completes mineral and energy resource assessment as part of 

the protected area assessments 
- Discussion over if DFO’s MPA targets apply to only areas managed by DFO (answer: yes) 

or also those managed by Parks Canada and the provinces & territories especially as it 
pertains to coastal areas?    

- Other jurisdictions use a Governor in Council regulation rather than ministerial order so 
that no other ministries can carry out activities within boundaries 

Canadian Parks Summit Overview 
- Urban parks and their ability to contribute to ecological or biological objectives are 

undervalued 
- Conservation was only one pillar discussed at the summit; connectivity missing 
- Recognition of national system level goals would be useful. We should be looking at 

national, cross-jurisdictional collaborations 

Pathway to Canada Target 1 
- There were questions on if NGOs and academics should be included on the steering 

committee 
- If was felt by some that there may be differences between CCEA guidance and the 

Pathway, e.g. what is considered a MPA 
- Bodies like the CPC will be communicating information from the Pathway steering 

committee, but there was a concern that thus far this information was only getting to 
some people 

- There were comments about the possible duplication of guidance coming from Pathway 
with IUCN guidance 
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Conservation Area Reporting and Tracking System (CARTS) 
- Zoning can be used to differentiate between different types or jurisdictions of protected 

areas 
- There was a recommendation that there should be an audit to ensure all areas in CARTS 

meet IUCN criteria. The IUCN has guidelines for audits that could be used. 
- Some felt that Indigenous communities should be able to send information on their 

managed areas directly to CARTS for inclusion 
 

Differentiating between Protected Areas and Other Effective Area Based Conservation 
Measures (OECM) 

- Can we convert information to plain language so that communities can use it? 
 

Privately Protected Areas 
- If there is a particular impact (bridge pillar, forestry area), you could just remove the size 

of that area from the reported protected area 
- Always subject to expropriation with privately lands, but this may not be a relevant 

concern because it so rarely happens 
o Track record can be taken into account to show permanency 

- Just because a privately protected area doesn’t meet Aichi Target 11 doesn’t mean they 
are not valuable. Leaving them out provides motivation for agencies to give them more 
protection so they can be reported 

- Some jurisdictions are supportive of a move to change the legal framework to allow 
private NGOs to fully manage their lands (subsurface rights, etc). Federal government 
has incentive to do this to help meet the target 

OECMs in the Marine Environment 
- DFO uses a 25 year minimum to establish permanency of conservation measures, taken 

from 2014 IUCN Guidelines for Privately Protected Areas - 
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/PATRS-001.pdf  

- Stock management objectives may be better suited to a different Aichi target; the scope 
of including fishery closures needs to have an ecological basis 

- OECMs would bring percentage of protected oceans up significantly without the 
implementation of any new conservation measures 

Review of CCEA Guidance Thus Far 
- Presence of significant biodiversity – how do you define what is significant? This term is 

better as guidance than a screening tool 
- Discussion of using outcome vs. objective basis 

o Could word it in a way that addresses both: The objectives are accomplished 
through the conservation of biodiversity as a whole 

o OECMs may need to be evaluated over time with outcome-based, which 
complicates tracking in systems like CARTS 

https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/PATRS-001.pdf
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o OECM must have deliberate governance. How can you have long term outcomes 
without objectives? If objectives change, the outcomes will change 

- Aichi targets are aimed to up conservation, we should be thinking about added value 
not count more 

- Some areas have high biodiversity, but have been converted from natural areas with 
lower biodiversity. How will these be considered? 

 

 

 

 
Photo Credit: J. Perron   
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Day 2 – Wednesday, October 26th 2016 
Presentations from this day are available on the CCEA website. 

Equitable Management of Protected Areas - Discussion Paper 
- IUCN certification system (Green List Standard) for protected areas has a whole section 

about governance and equity that Canada could use. This wasn’t addressed in the 
paper, but could be used in the future as it develops 

- Differences in definitions of ‘poverty’ and ‘protected’ that should be considered 
- A copy of the Discussion Paper and Presentation are available on the CCEA website 

(http://www.ccea.org/). 
 

A Canadian Case Study - Kitasoo/Xaixais First Nation Governance and Management of 
Protected Areas 

- Kitasoo did their own land use planning process, based on vision for economic activity. 
This planning was then taken up by BC government.  

- One aim is to develop co-management with DFO for marine areas.  
- Some cultural and habitat protections might be considered OECMs to overcome 

difficulties in authority recognition 
- Guardian Watchman program provides active on-the-ground management 
- Kitasoo exercises their own authority over all entities and activities occurring in their 

territory. This has managed gaps that governments hadn’t filled, as well as provided 
leverage in negotiation with Canada 

 

Panel Discussion 

Presentation 1: 
- Communities develop land use plan that is then accepted as regulation by government 
- Livelihoods and cultural practices are maintained as part of land use plan, and they meet 

conservation objectives 
- Some equitable sharing of benefits is done 

o Some logging, hydroelectric projects allowed 
o Focus on local training 

Presentation 2: 
- A political accord has created significant positive change 
- Indigenous communities have a higher role in the consultation process than public 
- Four land use agreements have been created – co-management but First Nations are 

leading the decisions 
- Joint management done in working groups 
- Permitted use policies; First Nations get priority 
- There is direct Indigenous management of parks, but regulations did not allow them to 

do certain economic activities within them they wanted. New regulations needed 

http://www.ccea.org/
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- Partnerships between indigenous communities and local municipalities 
 

Presentation 3: 
- Have developed parks based on elders’ knowledge 
- The purpose of the protected area is to allow cultural education 
- Management board made up of various indigenous group members 
- Co-management agreement with government, which has challenges 
- Can’t get too complicated with people in the community; keep things simples and sit 

down with your people 
o Hard to understand and explain all the policies, regulations, management board, 

etc. to elder, but important and necessary 

Presentation 4: 
- Territory has one of the largest protected areas in the world 
- Important to know where you come from  family and natural area 
- Roads formed the first demarcation of boundary in territory – access to resources was 

cut off by government 
- Land claim agreement negotiated in 37 years. 3 protected areas. Cooperative 

management (not co-management)  
o Difficulties in one park that overlaps with non-treatied First Nation’s territory 

- Ensure management plans are accounting for the future 

Presentation 5: 
- Completed a traditional place names map; every place tells a story and experience. 

Agreement map is more fragmented but shows priorities for co-governance 
- Two mechanisms for protection show priorities for areas: protected area and land use 

plans. Focus is salmon 
o Management plan has many layers of protection – ecological reserve, wilderness 

reserve, protected habitat area 
- First Nations communities are an integral part 
- Process of implementing agreements is overwhelming. First Nations approach is about 

protecting resources and livelihoods  need to remember why the 
governance/management is happening 

- How does a protected area change when its fundamental resources (salmon) are 
declining? Affects ecosystem and cultural factors 

- What First Nations bring to the decision-making table needs to recognized  
- Remind partners what traditional values and teachings are – education goes both ways 

Panel Discussion 
- Both traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) and science need to be considered in 

decision making, but can be used separately to support each other rather than being 
integrated.  

o If community leads the process, TEK is more likely to be given a fair weight 
o TEK and science often agree on important areas to protect 
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- Are traditional governance mechanisms used and honoured? 
o Traditional governance used in settlement areas and decisions are agreed to by 

government 
o Decision making for protected areas lies with the government in the north 
o It is possible the use of these mechanisms may change with government changes 
o Shifting from a capitalist view of the environment will not happen in the short 

term. Need to put proper value on the land and teach next generation this first 
- How do we move towards co-governance or true co-management? 

o Considering the spirit and intent in agreements can make working together 
easier 

o Need to look at broader scope – consider decision making in protected areas, 
but also decision making near those areas 

o Individuals are only truly governed by themselves 
 
 
 
 

 

Equitable management panel. From left to right: Jason Kelly – Government of Manitoba; Erika 
Tizya – Vuntut Gwitchin Government; Rob Davis – Government of Ontario; Dolphus Tutcho - Co-
Chair of the Saoyú-ʔehdacho National Historic Site Management Board; and Mary-Jane Johnson 
– Kluane First Nation.   Photo Credit: J. Perron   
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Exploring Protected Areas Governance and Management Models in Canada and Australia 
- The key issue is equity in decision making 
- When there are jurisdiction differences in consensus decision making, the Management 

Board can provide recommendations to jurisdictions or invite other representatives to 
the table 

o This can be difficult to manage but can be addressed and worked on 
- Negotiations between treaty and non-treaty First Nations can take place to set up 

equitable management boards 
- When elders were making decisions, kids would be present and listened. We are missing 

the inclusion of the next generation in order for them to be good decision makers in the 
future. We also need to leave them resources to be able to make decisions about 

 

 

Photo Credit: J. Perron 
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Round Table Discussions: 

Question 1 - How could we measure equitable management of our protected areas/OECMs 
or networks?  What are the criteria or factors? 

- IUCN Green List as a framework with slight customization to Canadian or regional 
contexts 

o Assessed by expert assessment group which is being set up in Canada 
o Equity is very difficult to assess 

- Content of IUCN filter tool would still be relevant in all contexts (legitimacy means 
different things in different situations) 

o Equality is scope- and scale-dependent 
 

Question 2 - Should we be measuring at the scale of the individual site, a jurisdiction’s 
network, or as Canada as a whole?  Would we measure differently at each scale?  
Consensus answer: What is important to people have to be measured at the individual site 
level. Then we can maybe roll it up to a regional, territorial/provincial/federal level. Will need 
to have some consistency on what is being measured to enable a roll up. 

Question 3 - In situations where there are differing perspectives in management 
approaches, how do we reconcile them while not jeopardizing equitable management and 
ensuring biodiversity conservation is maintained? For example, consensus-based decision 
making or dispute mechanisms. 

- We need to keep in mind all governance types. Some criteria won’t apply for privately 
protected areas 

- Consensus based decision making should be an aspiration, but gives people at the table 
a veto if they don’t want to move forward  

o The dispute resolution process could be voting on the issue 
- The NCC has adapted the open standard and is a member of the governing board for 

development 
- We need to distinguish between rights holders and stakeholders 

 

Question 4 & 5: Are there different models of equitable management?  What are they? 
Should these different models be assessed differently to determine how well they are 
achieving equitable management? Should equitable management be measured differently 
based upon governance type (government, shared, private, and indigenous and community 
based)?  Do different governance models lend themselves to higher degrees of equitable 
management?  Can we have a ‘best practice’ for all governance types?  

- We can’t treat them differently. Whatever metric we look at for equitable, whatever we 
measure should be the same. 

- Every governance type has its characteristic – government, indigenous, private. What if 
its private own, do they have to open it up to others for decision-making? Land trusts 
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don’t have to ask permission to protect their area now, does this mean they have to do 
it? It puts more barriers to private protection of land. There is little in the way of checks 
and balances on resource extraction, are we going to shackle our existing tools? 

- If we put different parameters on government, it doesn’t work. Not thinking about 
private lands.  

- You can’t apply the same parameters for different models. Maybe the element you are 
trying to measure is the same, but how you ask is different. E.g. community-derived 
benefits. We don’t measure the equitability; the people involved in the site do 

 

Further Discussion 
- Definition of ‘equitable management’? 

o Equitable management should focus on ‘equity in decision making’. We can give 
sense to this in context 

o Suggestion for definition: “Equity in protected areas management is the fair and 
inclusive participation of all rights holders and stakeholders” 
 Rights holders should not be at the same level as stakeholders 

- Projects working under regulations do not have equity in decision making 
o Are people ready for co-governance? What is the timeline? We should actually 

bring something to conclusion 
o Examples from today are still technically under purview of Parks Canada, but 

Parks Canada has agreed to equity in decision making. It’s unlikely the Parks Act 
would be amended 

- Are we threatening progress by trying to fit equitable management into a model? 
Following indigenous consensus decision making is suggested instead 

- Consensus based decision making is much broader than just agreement on just one 
issue. It has to be expanded to be able to be effective 

 

How do we measure equitable management at a national scale? What are the indicators? 
- A working group is suggested to modify IUCN Green List to Canadian context 
- We could look at the degree to which we are using all of the governance types of 

protected areas. We are not considering Indigenous Conservation Areas 
o IUCN has found no significance of governance type, so it may not be a good 

measure to use 
- The reason to measure equitable management is to improve it so it should not be 

considered an end goal (by ‘achieving’ it) 
- What are the conditions and barriers to achieve what we are looking for, in addition to 

biodiversity outcomes? 
- How do we include indigenous people in the measurement of equitability so it is acted 

on locally? 
- We should figure out indicators for each pillar of equity 

o Is a full CCEA workshop needed to address equity? 
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- What about management that leads to equity? What about people that are affected by 
the protected area? 

o Management has multiple meanings; the term should be made more clear 
- We should examine multiple case studies and then come back to address this issue 

o We haven’t looked at cases in southern Canada, where there has been less 
progress. This may help in understanding  

- Try to find a common language/culture for everyone at the table; CCEA’s questions need 
to be simpler and more straightforward so they don’t exclude First Nations 

- There is a clear separation between governance and management. Equity is on the 
governance side 

- International documentation is trying to redress equity issues. Canada is in a good place 
because individuals are being considered equals 

o But many examples of little to no equitability are occurring in Canada.  
- Are First Nations expected to provide the biodiversity and lose out on economic 

opportunities? 
- Northern communities may appreciate CCEA looking at their consensus based model 

and determining how it could be adapted to other contexts. Could be a productive 
contribution 

 

  



 

CCEA Annual Workshop 2016 Yellowknife, NT - Summary and Results  17 | P a g e  
 

Day 3 – Thursday, October 27th 2016 
Presentations from this day are available on the CCEA website. 

Connectivity Discussion Paper 
- Scale and context is important for connectivity and protection 

o Start initiatives and then assess connectivity based on increased biodiversity 
outcomes.  

- Landscape permeability could be one measure for connectivity 
- Could ‘representative connectivity’ be used to ensure that biodiversity is represented 

more equally across Canada? Work by NCC could be used as a case study 
- Measurements should be for connectivity in the future, not the present, because 

climate change and land use change is occurring so rapidly 
o More uncertainty involved in predictions 

 

Wildlife Conservation, Protected Areas, and Climate Change in Canada 
- Connectivity measures are currently species- or taxa-specific, but could they be made to 

cover general biodiversity? 
o Percolation perspectives and landscape mosaics are suggested as tools 
o Benefit of Canada-wide analyses is not to look at specific species 

- Climate envelopes are only part of the factors for species distributions. There are other 
factors like competition and anthropogenic impacts that need to be considered 

- Working with data from changes that have already happened can help improve or 
validate projections 

- We could continue with “protect, connect, restore” in general to communicate results, 
although the ‘connect’ part needs to be clarified 

- Protected areas have been proposed based on cultural land use intensity, but they also 
have high connectivity. The First Nations perspective needs to be added to planning. 

 

Nature Conservancy of Canada Connectivity Planning 
- Fee simple securement is not feasible as a national strategy 

o Conservation agreements with private land owners could facilitate corridor 
creation  

- Should funding be diverted from the most critical areas to areas with more hope? 
- Jurisdictions need to be made aware of the costs involved in securing land to prompt 

larger land use regulations. Target 1 Steering Committee should consider this 
o Conservation requirements could be added to privately owned lands 
o First, we need to develop the social license and change perceptions 
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Panel Discussion 

Presentation 1: 
- Types/factors in connectivity 

o larval dispersal, oceanographic conditions, vertical connectivity, ontogenetic 
shifts, food webs, species that have been moved by humans 

- Don’t manage vertical zones of an area separately because they are connected 
- Impacts on one component of a system will affect the other components 

 

Presentation 2: 
- Nova Scotia secures key pinch point areas, but doesn’t (effectively) influence non-

protected land use 
- Chignecto Isthmus and Central NS are pinch points being addressed by government and 

NCC, but still issues with connectivity and integration 
- Planning for integration includes environmental impact assessments and collaborating 

with land trusts 
o Industry occurs right to the edge of protected areas 
o Voluntary planning and management is not considered, but is part of the 

Wilderness Areas Protection Act. This creates conflicts between natural 
resources and conservation departments 

- Connectivity is not assessed by government, but is by others 
o Policies include this, but it is not happening 

 

Presentation 3: 
- Context is important. Alberta hasn’t considered connectivity in a systematic way, but it 

is considered as part of planning protected areas 
- Alberta has focused on riparian areas because they have been better retained 
- Protection has occurred in multiple jurisdictions 
- Government has looked at future connectivity in relation to climate change and 

planning for it – Regional Plan for Wood Buffalo (still in the works) 
o The motivation was better integration and connectivity of components 
o How can regulatory mechanisms be used to achieve the goal? 

- Example: Habitat fragmentation in the Bow Valley 
o Planned wildlife corridors, but they are also used for recreation 
o Addressed wildlife connectivity in combination with human development 
o Specific species disappear from the region with increased human presence in the 

wildlife corridors 
 

Presentation 4: 
- NWT Conservation Planning Unit is aware of importance but hasn’t been planning for 

connectivity; focus has been on community-interest protected areas 
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- Focus on how the landscape is managed to support ecosystem process and how 
protected areas fit into the larger management framework  

o Supported through land management and permitting 
- Land use includes zoning for special management. This could be used for connectivity 
- Landscapes are still largely intact, so interest would be in evaluating connectivity 

maintenance over time. State of Conservation reporting every 5 years 
 

Questions: 
- Current protected area planning has considered connectivity only within provincial 

jurisdiction. NGOs can help span these boundaries 
- Major complexity is that the majority of lands in the south are privately owned. A 

variety of tools are needed 
- Scientists produce information, but this is not well communicated to the public. More 

marketing and education needs to occur so that municipalities and communities know 
what their role is in conservation 

o Major successes can be used to raise the profile of this issue 
o Connectivity isn’t understood well in the marine environment but we should be 

moving forward with the information that we do have 
o Marketing only gets us so far. The governance systems are complex and 

partnership should be encouraged  
o Importance of media and media strategies to create pressure and engagement 

at a higher level. NGOs and government could partner on these media strategies 
- In marine environments, species recommended for listing for threatened status are 

consistently rejected by the government 
- Australia developed a nationwide connectivity strategy – possible case study 

 

IUCN Guidelines: Areas of Connectivity Conservation 
- Connectivity is not always desirable (disease, anthropogenic impacts), but the overall 

benefits outweigh the shortfalls 
o Potential negatives could be considered when designing individual networks 

- Connectivity corridors for migratory peoples and their land use should be investigated. 
Their livelihood depends on an intact system, so there are examples where they have 
become stewards of traditional migratory routes which protects the ecosystem 

- The First Nations approach is conservation through culture. By strengthening 
interactions with the land, the land is in better condition 
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Round Table Discussions 

Question 1: Specifically thinking about well-connected networks, what should we be thinking 
about assessing/measuring (i.e.umbrella species, landscape, proximity between PAs, etc.)? 

- There is a difference between structural and functional connectivity. The north may 
appear connected but is functionally disconnected 

- Questions should be asked and measured in the First Nations way of knowing 
o Species distributions/functional connectivity can be generally determined 

through asking First Nations. You may not need to know why a species isn’t in a 
particular location, just that it isn’t there or that movement patterns have 
changed 

- Municipalities have a role to play 
 

Question 2: How are we measuring how well-connected and integrated our networks are? 
No Discussion 

Question 3: Recalling the definitions in the Nunn et al report, what should Canada strive to 
achieve, structural or functional connectivity? How can either be readily measured? 

- It’s so hard to know that sticking with structural connectivity and physical processes 
makes more sense. Using functional connectivity is likely to be very complicated and we 
can’t wait until this is resolved to improve resilience 

o Functional connectivity is species-specific. If you only manage at a structural 
level, it is like establishing protected areas and not determining if you are 
achieving your outcomes 

o Both are important. There should not be a dichotomy 
o More corridors can be created based on structural connectivity for the same cost 

relative to the corridors created by functional connectivity 
 

Question 4: Should Canada be measuring whether or not a network is well connected today 
(or 2020), or measuring whether or not a network is well connected under climate change 
scenarios well into the future?  Do they differ in the metrics measured?  What are the 
metrics?   

- We could measure resilience as a metric – e.g. topographic variability, enduring features 
- We should be constantly measuring connectivity as the landscape changes 

 

Question 5: In areas of Canada where there is a high degree of landscape 
intactness/integrity how should connectivity be assessed?  How should it be assessed in 
areas of high landscape intactness and areas of fragmented landscapes? 

- Is lack of use equal to connectivity? Land use claims are important to consider, because 
an area may not impacted now but have a future threat/use 
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- We could evaluate the use of connectivity using biodiversity data and changes from the 
past 20 years 

o Jeremy Kerr’s work incorporates that. Some of his results indicate that landscape 
permeability is the most or one of the most significant indicators 

o There is data available for that, but we need to find an index for connectivity 
 

Question 6: In areas of Canada where there is a high degree of landscape 
intactness/integrity, how should connectivity be assessed? How should it be assessed in 
areas of fragmented landscapes? 

• May go down to species habitat level in areas of intactness. Look at species that might 
have a problem at that scale (e.g. wolves and grizzly bears – think AB example). What’s 
the land use tenure? Do you measure that because it could turn into a mine? Or do you 
measure something else? You could have an index of connectivity – no human footprint, 
down to 0 (lots of footprint). Is it being protected for connectivity or is it just unused 
land. Security of connectivity is an issue. Find the pattern of connectivity. You might 
have a large degree of connectivity, but species use one area over another so prioritize 
areas of highest use. Have to focus on one species – a corridor for which animal? Look at 
umbrella species – e.g. caribou or another focal species. 

• In fragmented landscapes – once you’ve lost your focal species, still need assessment 
process for what is left. Connectivity for what? Where do they need to go? Context 
dependant questions. 

• Consensus A: % natural cover? Level of human disturbance? What about fire impacts? % 
of habitat in large core areas? Isn’t some of this another Aichi target? #7 – sustainable 
forestry? Connectivity is context specific. Which species are you trying to connect to 
where? In intact areas, going from high connectivity and guarding against loss. In 
fragmented landscapes, going from low connectivity and trying to build it up. 

Question 7: Is having a well-integrated network more important to focus on in unfragmented 
landscapes than in highly fragmented areas? How should integration be assessed in areas 
of high landscape intactness and areas of fragmented landscapes? 

- We are making an assumption that we know if the landscape is fragmented or not 
before we’ve done any measurements 

- There is a temporal component to connectivity. In un-fragmented areas, it is easier and 
cheaper to take pre-emptive action, but fragmented areas are more critical to address. 
Both are very important 

- Neither is more important, because integration is ‘planning with your neighbours’. This 
is important in both fragmented and un-fragmented 

- Is it better to prevent loss or build connectivity? 
o When you have an intact landscape that may have threats, the highest priority 

should be to protect it because it is so much easier 
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o Look at it as a whole; a protected area is home to species, wherever it is 
o If you look at it as overall species loss, we are dooming more species by focusing 

on un-fragmented landscapes. There is still time in other regions 
o What you choose to measure is based on your values. We should not prioritize 

one over the other 
- Has research addressed habitat formation, like soils? So far, many studies have 

considered only the climate envelope. There will be a lag time and there is lots of 
uncertainty. 

o Enduring geophysical features may be a better way to look at this 
o Science is iterative; it adds complexity to these models over time 
o We are not trying to predict a specific outcome, just determine a range of 

possible scenarios. Conservation and biology already has a lot of uncertainty 
 What are the best bets? Conservation could address crises or leave intact 

landscapes protected and let nature do its thing  probably more 
effective 

- When thinking about marine places to protect in terms of integration and connectivity, 
we should be thinking about places likely to be impacted in the near future. An offshore 
protected area that is not likely to impacted by humans anytime in the near future 
should not be protected if it is at the cost of areas that are more at risk 
 
 

 
Dinàgà Wek’èhodì Elders Working Group receiving the CCEA Gold Leaf Award. From left 

to right, Charlie Apples, Louis Franki, Michel Louis Rabesca, Moise Rabesca (Tłįchǫ 
Elders), and North Slave Métis Alliance Elder, Ed Jones. Photo Credit: J. Perron 
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Measuring Connectivity and Integration at a National Scale 
- Two different concepts so they need to be measured differently, but overall: How far 

apart are the protected areas, what’s the stickiness between them, and benefit from 
connecting them? 

- We could come up with some key species that we are concerned about and rely on 
connectivity, then determine the core areas for those species that aren’t necessarily 
within protected areas 

- We have not addressed measuring integration 
o We could look at key biological areas and consider connectivity more broadly to 

facilitate more permeability and conservation 
- We can protect some places and make others more amenable (to achieving Aichi Target 

11) 
- It is one thing to measure connectivity and another to set a target for how much we 

should have 
o One answer is that we should keep adding more until we stop losing species, 

then we know we have achieved a well-connected network 
o Look at all species and determine which are highly migratory, so we know we 

need to plan for those. We could look at the COSEWIC species and find those 
impacted by fragmentation. Then we could compile a list of those so we know 
which areas we need to focus on 
 Ottawa University maintains a database of this, plus recovery strategies. 

We could look at the recovery strategies to see if connectivity is 
identified 

- Connectivity is good for bolstering the amount of habitat in general for metapopulation 
dynamics and for wide-ranging species 

- There are some species that could easily get from one protected area to the next in 
densely populated landscapes if they weren’t shot/hit by cars or trains/etc. Some 
underpasses and overpasses could make a big difference 

 

Discussion of Privately Protected Lands Working Group Decisions 
- Independent audit of CARTS program needed to strengthen brand – could result in 

improved funding 
- Final statement refers to ‘in a protected area’ 

o Some wordsmithing needed for ‘commercial motive’ 
- Do a scoping study of jurisdictions to determine technical options for securing areas 

from surface rights 
- Green = easily solvable, Yellow = potentially solvable with some work, Red = hard or 

impossible to solve 
 

Screening Tool 
- If yellow boxes show the intent of the OECM green box, can the site be an OECM 

o The new green box is based on outcomes, not objectives. PAs need objectives 
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o One green in Column F makes it turn from PA to OECM 
- Need to put some examples through to test the screening tool 
- Ecosystem services moved from PA to OECM designation because PAs should not be 

solely for ecosystem services 
- Not clear of benefit of differentiating term for PAs from IUCN term for PAs. 

o We had to figure out something to figure out what counts for Aichi Target 11 to 
provide a tool to practitioners 

o IUCN is saying that OECMs don’t have to have conservation objectives 
o Once IUCN settles on a definition, we will likely adopt it but will decide what is 

appropriate in the Canadian context 
- Uncomfortable with potential industrial outcomes. We should provide some examples 

of what is not appropriate (forestry) 
o How would you define this? 
o Can’t distinguish between grazing as an industry vs. a management tool, as many 

people would say forestry is. Grazing would be considered an industry 
- If a site didn’t contribute to Target 11, it may contribute to another target. We could 

provide guidance on this in the guidebook 
 

 
CCEA Gala at the Prince of Wales Northern Heritage Centre Café 

Photo Credit: J. Perron  
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Parking Lot Items 
Action Item for the CCEA to consider: Set up a working group to determine the definition of 
‘Equitable Management’ 

IUCN Publication - The Futures of Privately Protected Areas   
http://www.worldparkscongress.org/drupal/sites/default/files/documents/docs/Privately%20P
rotected%20Areas.pdf 
Speaks to long-term being at least 25 years, though the intent should be conservation ‘in 
perpetuity. 
 
Discussion of Privately Protected Lands Working Group Decisions 

- Independent audit of CARTS program needed to strengthen brand – could result in 
improved funding 

- Final statement refers to ‘in a protected area’ 
o Some wordsmithing needed for ‘commercial motive’ 

- Do a scoping study of jurisdictions to determine technical options for securing areas 
from surface rights 

- Remove reference to bad actors before sending it around 
- Green = easily solvable, Yellow = potentially solvable with some work, Red = hard or 

impossible to solve 
 

Discussion around the CCEA Screening Tool (see Appendix B for the version of the screening 
tool that was discussed) 

- If yellow boxes show the intent of the OECM green box, can the site be an OECM 
o The new green box is based on outcomes, not objectives. PAs need objectives 
o One green in Column F makes it turn from PA to OECM 

- Need to put some examples through to test the screening tool 
- Ecosystem services moved from PA to OECM designation because PAs should not be 

solely for ecosystem services 
- Not clear of benefit of differentiating term for PAs from IUCN term for PAs. 

o We had to figure out something to figure out what counts for Aichi Target 11 to 
provide a tool to practitioners 

o IUCN is saying that OECMs don’t have to have conservation objectives 
o Once IUCN settles on a definition, we will likely adopt it but will decide what is 

appropriate in the Canadian context 
- Uncomfortable with potential industrial outcomes. We should provide some examples 

of what is not appropriate (forestry) 
o How would you define this? 
o Can’t distinguish between grazing as an industry vs. a management tool, as many 

people would say forestry is. Grazing would be considered an industry 

http://www.worldparkscongress.org/drupal/sites/default/files/documents/docs/Privately%20Protected%20Areas.pdf
http://www.worldparkscongress.org/drupal/sites/default/files/documents/docs/Privately%20Protected%20Areas.pdf
http://www.worldparkscongress.org/drupal/sites/default/files/documents/docs/Privately%20Protected%20Areas.pdf
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- If a site didn’t contribute to Target 11, it may contribute to another target. We could 
provide guidance on this in the guidebook 

 

Outcomes 
This workshop report, along with supporting material that was reviewed at the workshop and 
most presentations, are available on the CCEA website at http://www.ccea.org/ 

Results from this workshop will be included in a path forward on the tracking and reporting of 
all elements on Aichi Target 11 and Canada’s Target 1, including contributing to science-based 
guidance on how to report on equitable management and connectivity. Additionally, this could 
lead to the identification of new CCEA projects or working groups. 

As always, the CCEA workshop provided for the opportunity to establish and build connections 
among the network of protected area specialists across Canada. The final day of the workshop 
was devoted to jurisdictional reporting and a roundtable, allowing practitioners to share 
progress, knowledge, and experiences with each other.  

http://www.ccea.org/
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Agenda for the Workshop 
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Appendix B: Decision-Screening Tool for Aichi Target 11 Protected Areas and 
Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measures (April 2015 version) 
 

 

Definitions

Context
Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020, Goal C:

GREEN = agreement on criteria that help define a Protected Area or Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measure.

RED = agreement on criteria that define a measure not sufficiently effective to be a Protected Area or Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measure.
YELLOW = disagreement or hesitation on whether criteria define a measure sufficiently effective to be a Protected Area or Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measure.

Primary measuring stick for assessing effectiveness:   The long-term conservation of biodiversity

Left side - greater potential effectiveness Right side - less potential effectiveness

Ge
og

ra
ph

ic
al

 
Sp

ac
e

The geographical space is clearly defined 
with agreed and demarcated borders.

The geographical space is intended to be 
clearly defined but may not be easily or 
widely recognizable.

The geographical space is not clearly 
defined.

Sc
op

e 
of

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
O

bj
ec

tiv
es

The objectives are for conservation of 
biodiversity as a whole, including 
ecosystems, species, and genetic 
diversity.

The objectives are for conservation of a 
subset of biodiversity or indigenous 
cultural values accomplished through the 
conservation of biodiversity as a whole.

The objectives are for conservation of a 
subset of biodiversity, such as particular 
species or habitats, but not for 
biodiversity as a whole.

The objectives are not for the 
conservation of any elements of 
biodiversity.

Pr
im

ac
y 

of
 N

at
ur

e 
Co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
O

bj
ec

tiv
e(

s)

Conservation of biodiversity is stated as 
the primary overriding objective.

Based on allowable and prohibited 
activities and evident intent, 
conservation of biodiversity is the 
primary overriding objective.

Based on allowable and prohibited 
activities and evident intent, 
conservation of biodiversity is an 
objective, and in cases of conflict among 
objectives, is given priority over other 
objectives.

Conservation of biodiversity is either 
not an objective or, where it is an 
objective, is not necessarily given 
priority in cases of conflict among 
objectives.

Go
ve

rn
an

ce

All relevant governing authorities 
acknowledge and abide by the 
conservation objectives of the area.

Most key, but not all, relevant governing 
authorities acknowledge and abide by 
the conservation objectives of the area.

Few or no relevant governing 
authorities acknowledge and abide by 
the conservation objectives of the area.

Ef
fe

ct
iv

e 
m

ea
ns

 -
1

The mechanism(s) has the power to 
exclude, control, and manage all 
activities within the area that are likely to 
have impacts on biodiversity.

The mechanism(s) has the power to 
exclude, control, and manage most 
activities within the area that are likely to 
have impacts on biodiversity.

The mechanism(s) does not have the 
power to exclude, control, and manage 
activities within the area that are likely 
to have impacts on biodiversity.

Ef
fe

ct
iv

e 
m

ea
ns

 -2 The mechanism(s) compels the authority 
to prohibit activities that are 
incompatible with the conservation of 
biodiversity.

The mechanism(s) does not compel the 
authority to prohibit activities 
incompatible with the conservation of 
biodiversity but the authority is excluding 
those activities.

The mechanism(s) does not compel the 
authority to prohibit activities 
incompatible with the conservation of 
biodiversity and incompatible activities 
are being allowed.

Lo
ng

-t
er

m The mechanism is intended to be in 
effect in perpetuity.

The mechanism is intended or expected 
to be in effect indefinitely.

The mechanism is not intended or 
expected to be in effect for the long 
term.

De
di

ca
te

d The mechanism can be reversed only 
with great difficulty.

The mechanism can be reversed with 
moderate difficulty.

The mechanism can be reversed without 
much difficulty.

Ti
m

in
g The mechanism is in effect year-round. The mechanism is not in effect year-

round.

Decision-Screening Tool for Aichi Target 11 Protected Areas and Other Effective 
Area-based Conservation Measures

"Improve the status of biodiversity by safeguarding ecosystems, species, and genetic diversity"

Criteria and Thresholds of Effectiveness
Level of Agreement 

Regarding 
Potential 

Effectiveness

Conservation, in this context, refers to the in-situ maintenance of ecosystems and natural and semi-natural habitats and of 
viable populations of species in natural surroundings.
Biodiversity, in this context, refers to the variability among living organisms from all sources including, inter alia, terrestrial, 
marine, and other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which they are a part; this includes the diversity 
within species, between species, and of ecosystems.  
Note: "biodiversity" and "nature" are used interchangeably and are intended to include geodiversity.

Target 11 "Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measure", in this context, refers to a clearly defined geographical 
space, recognized, dedicated and managed, through effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature, but 
which is not recognized as a formal protected area.
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