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ABOUT THE CCEA

CCEA is a not-for-profit, charitable, non-governmental organization with a mission to facilitate and assist
Canadians with the establishment and management of a comprehensive network of protected areas
representative of Canada’s terrestrial and aquatic ecological natural diversity. CCEA’s objectives include
determining the ecological requirements and institutional arrangements needed to secure the integrity
of protected area networks; advancing sound stewardship, management, monitoring, and reporting of
protected areas; and facilitating the exchange of relevant information among interested partners
through regional and national forums. Most of CCEA’s members and collaborators work in protected
areas agencies and organizations or otherwise possess considerable expertise in the field, and work with
CCEA to develop sound, science-based guidance and recommendations in support of protected areas
policy, planning and management. CCEA is a member of the International Union for the Conservation of
Nature (IUCN).

This Guidebook is one of a number of objective, science-based research reports and technical guidance
documents prepared by CCEA to share collective expertise on issues among protected area agencies and
organizations and the larger conservation community.

PREFACE

In 2002, the Canadian Council on Ecological Areas (CCEA), in partnership with Environment and Climate
Change Canada and other federal, provincial, and territorial protected area agencies, began to develop a
web-based system, known as CARTS (Conservation Areas Reporting and Tracking System), to track and
report on the status of Canada’s protected areas. CARTS adopted the 1994 |IUCN protected area
definition and categories as a standardized framework for reporting. Adoption of the IUCN framework
allowed CARTS to be used for inter-jurisdictional comparisons and for national and global protected
areas reporting.

In 2008, CCEA published the first edition of its Canadian Guidebook for the Application of the IUCN
Protected Area Categories. Consistent with the intention of IUCN, the Canadian Guidebook was
developed to provide further explanation of the 1994 IUCN Guidelines and to interpret them with the
particular circumstances of Canada in mind. The Guidebook provided a common tool for all Canadian
protected area agencies and organizations and encouraged cooperation in protected areas assessment
and reporting. It also provided an example to other nations who may be struggling with the application
of the IUCN system to their protected areas networks.

The first edition of the Canadian Guidebook (CCEA, 2008) was prepared primarily by experts from
federal, provincial, and territorial protected area agencies, and focused primarily on protected areas
under their jurisdiction. Individuals from environmental non-government organizations, academia, and
the IUCN also contributed to the document, but protected areas under private tenure or other forms of
governance (shared and Indigenous), although growing in importance at that time in Canada, were
largely left out. Similarly, marine protected areas, were not covered in detail.

In 2008, IUCN updated its guidance on the identification and categorization of protected areas, giving
greater attention to a greater variety of governance types and to marine protected areas. This
necessitated some minor revisions to the Canadian Guidebook. However, more significant revisions
became necessary in 2010, when the Contracting Parties to the United Nations Convention on Biological
Diversity adopted the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and the Aichi Biodiversity Targets (CBD,
2011). Target 11 called for the conservation of 17% of terrestrial ecosystems and 10% of marine
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ecosystems in protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) by the
year 2020.

CCEA has worked to facilitate the development of a common understanding of the language of Target 11
within the Canadian conservation community of practice, and through this second edition of the
Canadian Guidebook, encourages a common approach amongst agencies and organizations to reporting
on Target 11. This edition of the Guidebook is a milestone document resulting from considerable
thought, negotiation, and consensus-building. The perspectives reflected in this document will no doubt
evolve over time through a continual process of practice, learning and discussion at the international
and national levels. Nevertheless this Guidebook will serve as a solid foundation for future work on
recognizing and categorizing protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures in
Canada.

Target 11 has been mirrored by Canada Target 1 under Canada’s National Biodiversity
Strategy and Action Plan — 2020 Biodiversity Goals and Targets for Canada, and for the
purposes of this Guidebook, the two are considered interchangeable. However, the
guidebook will refer to Target 11 due to easier connections to the international literature
and publications and comparisons and references to the other Aichi Targets in the
guidebook.

SCOPE OF THE CANADIAN GUIDEBOOK

This second edition of the Canadian Guidebook expands on the guidance given in the first edition. In
particular it expands guidance for marine environments, provides guidance on additional governance
types beyond governance by national or subnational governments, and includes guidance on other
effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs). This guidance applies to protected areas and
OECMs:

e both in the terrestrial (including freshwater) and marine environments; and

e owned, governed and managed by federal, provincial, and territorial agencies; municipal
governments; private land trusts and environmental non-governmental organizations (ENGOs);
Indigenous governments and organizations; or a combination of responsible authorities (shared
governance).

Federal, provincial, and territorial agencies own and manage the vast majority by area of protected
areas in Canada, particularly the areas that fall under IUCN Categories | through IV. However, ENGOs
that purchase and manage lands and waters have grown in number and importance across Canada.
These include national organizations such as the Nature Conservancy of Canada, as well as numerous
local and provincial nature trusts that have strong conservation and protection mandates. The areas
secured under these programs collectively constitute a significant land base, especially in southern
Canada, and often protect remnants of the most fragile and modified ecosystems, although they may
often be individually small in size.

Globally, there is increasing recognition of the important role that Indigenous and Community
Conserved Areas (ICCAs) can play in achieving biodiversity conservation targets. Indigenous Peoples in
Canada have been living and interacting with nature since time immemorial. As a result, nature is
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interconnected and interweaved with the culture of the Indigenous peoples in Canada. Thereis a
growing trend in Canada of protected areas and OECMs being established and managed in partnerships
between federal, provincial, and territorial governments and First Nations, Inuit, and Métis
governments, communities and peoples, as well as of protected areas and OECMs being created and
managed solely by Indigenous governments, communities and peoples. In certain areas of Canada,
especially northern areas where modern treaties and land claims exist, Indigenous protected areas and
OECMs have the potential to be quite large and fill representation gaps. This is still emerging work in
Canada.

CARTS

The ultimate purpose for applying IUCN guidelines to protected areas and OECMs is consistent and
comparable reporting at the national and international levels. In Canada, protected areas information is
available from each jurisdiction. The CCEA is the forum that ensures consistency and accuracy across
Canadian jurisdictions and that pulls together regional datasets as provided by the data owners into a
national perspective. The resulting database, known as the Conservation Areas Reporting and Tracking
System (CARTS) is available on the CCEA web site, along with summary statistics and a visualization tool
showing the position of protected areas on the landscape and seascape. Aside from locational
information necessary to view protected areas, the database contains attributes such as area,
ownership and IUCN category. CARTS can include both protected areas and OECMs under all [IUCN
governance types.

The attribute corresponding to the IUCN protected area category is deceptively small: it is a two-
character field. It represents, however, an enormous amount of work in assigning the proper class to
any given protected area. The IUCN provides guidance as to what it recognizes as a protected area for
international reporting and provides a framework to classify protected areas into seven categories (la,
Ib, 1, 1, IV, V, and VI) based on management objectives, and four governance types (government,
private, Indigenous and local communities, and shared). These are described elsewhere in this
document.

Every country in the world applies the IUCN protected area definition and management category
system. Protected areas information from each country is submitted to the World Conservation
Monitoring Centre, established under the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP-WCMOC) for
inclusion in the World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA). Canada reports the contents of CARTS, as
the authoritative database on Canadian protected areas, to the WDPA. International reporting, analysis
and tracking is done from the WDPA data, including the recent “Protected Planet” web-based resource.

Among the many goals and targets set by the CBD, the Aichi Target 11 is of particular relevance. Target
11 calls for 17% of the terrestrial ecosystems and 10% of marine ecosystems to be conserved in
protected areas and OECMs by 2020. The basis for tracking progress toward this goal is the WDPA
which is designed to track protected areas and OECMs on a global basis.

The guidance and understanding of OECMs is still evolving and being debated. This guidance document

will be updated to account for changes to definitions, criteria, and international guidance for OECMs as
these become available.
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DISCLAIMER

CCEA has made a significant effort to engage a representative cross-section of organizations responsible
for establishing and managing protected areas in Canada, but recognizes that this Guidebook may still
leave gaps in the treatment of certain types of protected areas or OECMs. The views expressed in this
document are those of CCEA and do not necessarily represent the views of any one conservation agency
or organization. CCEA attempts to develop sound, objective, science-based advice by harnessing the
considerable collective scientific expertise and experience of its members and collaborators.
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1 INTRODUCTION

This publication is intended to guide the identification, categorization, and tracking of recognized
protected areas in Canada, as well as those areas qualifying as other effective area-based conservation
measures (abbreviated as OECMs) according to the United Nations’ Convention on Biological Diversity
(UNCBD, or CBD).

This Guidebook aims to help answer the question: “How much of Canada’s territory is primarily
dedicated, as protected and conserved areas, to the long-term in-situ conservation of biodiversity?” The
guestion is an important one because protected areas are the key conservation tool to protect species
and ecosystems (Watson et al., 2014). However to be effective in nature conservation, protected areas
need to meet accepted standards.

In Canada and around the world, humans have altered ecosystems more rapidly and extensively than in
any period of time in human history. The current rate of species extinction is believed to be as much as
1000 times the background rate typical of the Earth’s history (Ceballos et al., 2015). The number of
species threatened with extinction is growing both in Canada and around the world (Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment, 2005). Trends in habitat loss and fragmentation, in addition to other emerging
social-ecological factors and forces such as climate change, suggest that a wide range of services derived
from ecosystems, underpinned by biodiversity, could be rapidly lost. A burgeoning number of studies
strongly suggest that the role of protected areas in maintaining and enhancing ecological integrity over
the remainder of the 21°* century will become increasingly more important (Watson et al., 2014).

1.1 ROLE OF THIS CANADIAN GUIDEBOOK

This Guidebook acts as the Canadian interpretation of Guidelines for Applying Protected Area
Management Categories, produced by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN;
Dudley, 2008), and of Guidelines for Recognizing and Reporting Other Effective Area-based Conservation
Measures (IUCN-WCPA, 2018a), produced by the IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas (IUCN
WCPA) Global Task force on OECMs. IUCN provides the global standard for the identification and
categorization of protected areas and the identification of OECMs. IUCN’s protected areas guidance was
approved by the IUCN membership by resolution at the World Conservation Congress in Barcelona,
Spain in 2010. IUCN WCPA's guidance on OECMs is nearing final draft stage as of this writing. IUCN sees
the protected area definition, criteria, and management categories, as well as the guidance on
identifying OECMs, as an important global reference for the planning, establishment, recognition, and
management of protected areas and OECMs.

This Guidebook replaces the Canadian Guidebook for the Application of IUCN Protected Area Categories
(CCEA, 2008), which was based on IUCN’s 1994 guidance for the identification and categorization of
protected areas (IUCN, 1994). Over the last several decades, the CCEA and its partners have developed
databases for reporting and tracking Canada’s protected areas. The most current version of the
database is the Conservation Areas Reporting and Tracking System (CARTS). As Canadian jurisdictions
set out to follow IUCN’s 1994 guidance for protected areas reporting, they discovered a need for
consistent and transparent interpretation of IUCN guidance in the Canadian context. The first Canadian
Guidebook was a response to that need, developed by practitioners and other experts from across the
country through a CCEA-led national process, with the intention of assisting jurisdictions decide what to

1
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report to CARTS as protected areas, and how to categorize them. The need for consistent, science-based
interpretation and application of global IUCN guidance in the Canadian context has evolved and must
now account for revised IUCN guidance, a richer variety of governance types, and an expanded
conception of area-based conservation to include OECMs. This new Guidebook updates CCEA’s 2008
version to reflect new IUCN guidance on categories (Dudley, 2008), governance (Borrini-Feyerabend et
al., 2013) and OECMs (IUCN-WCPA, 2018a).

All countries report their protected areas to the the WDPA, which is the comprehensive global database
on terrestrial and marine protected areas. It is a joint project between the United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP) and IUCN, managed by UNEP’s World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-
WCMOC). ProtectedPlanet.net is the online interface for the WDPA.

The IUCN guidance documents provide the standards for countries to report to the WDPA. Canada
reports to the WDPA primarily through CARTS, which is jointly managed by the CCEA and Environment
and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) in partnership with all Canadian federal, provincial, and territorial
protected areas agencies and other major governing authorities (e.g., large land trusts). This Guidebook
provides guidance to Canadian protected area governing authorities for reporting under CARTS and how
areas should be categorized. It is important to note this is guidance, and the ultimate decision on
reporting on protected areas remains with the federal, provincial and territorial jurisdictions. It is also
recognized that, in Canada, decisions on land and water uses are made in consultation with First Nations
and Aboriginal communities.

IUCN encourages countries to develop country-specific interpretation of the IUCN protected areas
standards. Such country-specific guidance allows for the use of local examples and clarity around
national laws and governance. This guidance was developed by CCEA with input from experts from
federal, provincial, and territorial jurisdictions, private land trusts, Indigenous governing authorities, the
academic community, and civil society organizations. In providing this expert guidance, the CCEA sought
to provide a document that adheres to the IUCN guidance, and is understanding of the Canadian
context. The IUCN guidance provides a base level of global guidance, driven by the need for a common
global denominator. In many ways, Canada can lead on improving that guidance to ensure the effective
and enduring conservation of nature using protected and conserved areas.

Box 1.1 Important terms throughout this document
“Biological diversity” or “biodiversity” means 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 diversity within species, between species and of ecosystems;

“Ecological integrity” means a condition that is determined to be characteristic of an area’s natural

region and likely to persist, including abiotic components, and the composition and abundance of
native species and biological communities, rates of change, and supporting processes;

“Ecosystem” means a dynamic complex of plant, animal and micro-organism communities and their
non-living environment interacting as a functional unit;

“Habitat” means the place or type of site where a particular organism or population naturally occurs;
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"In-situ conservation" means the conservation of ecosystems and natural habitats and the
maintenance and recovery of viable populations of species in their natural surroundings and, in the
case of domesticated or cultivated species, in the surroundings where they have developed their
distinctive properties;

“Nature” in the context of this guidebook, always refers to biodiversity, at genetic, species and
ecosystem levels, and often also refers to geodiversity, landform and broader natural values; and

"Sustainable use" means the use of components of biological diversity in a way and at a rate that
does not lead to the long-term decline of biological diversity, thereby maintaining its potential to
meet the needs and aspirations of present and future generations;

These definitions are drawn from the 1992 United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity, the
international agreement by which many nations, including Canada, have pledged to protect,
maintain, and restore the biodiversity occurring within their borders.

1.2 GLOBAL AND NATIONAL COMMITMENTS TO BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION USING
PROTECTED AREAS

It is firmly established that well managed and designed protected areas are most the effective way of
conserving biodiversity in situ (Watson et al,. 2014). They maintain wildlife populations, protect whole
ecosystems, provide ecosystem services for people, and provide a wide range of human health and
economic benefits. Individual sites and networks of protected areas can also help maintain ecological
integrity of the broader landscape or seascape. It is also understood that many protected areas are not
well managed or well designed, and as such, are not effective (Barnes et al., 2016, Gill et al., 2017).
Under the UNCBD, all countries, including Canada, aim for protected areas that are effective in
conserving nature.

The question of “How much of Canada’s territory is protected, or primarily dedicated to the long-term
conservation of biodiversity?” is important because the global community, including Canada, has
committed to conserve and protect biodiversity, in response to species declines and extinctions. One
way this is being done is by “taking direct action to safeguard, and, where necessary, restore biodiversity
and ecosystem services” (Secretariat of the CBD, 2011) through the establishment of protected areas
and OECMs. The CBD requires that progress in this regard be tracked and reported, for Canada’s
provinces and territories, its marine territory, and Canada as a whole. Progress from each nation is
compiled to provide a global picture and presented through the Protected Planet database. A primary
purpose of this Guidebook is to provide guidance for evaluating, categorizing, and reporting on Canada’s
contribution to the global effort to establish protected areas and OECMs that contribute to halting
biodiversity loss.
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Box 1.2 Canada’s Commitments to Protect Biodiversity
United Nations’ Convention on Biological Diversity (United Nations, 1992)

Each Contracting Party shall, as far as possible and as appropriate, establish a
system of protected areas or areas where special measures need to be taken to
conserve biological diversity.

A Statement of Commitment to Complete Canada’s Networks of Protected Areas (Canadian Council
of Ministers of the Environment, Canadian Parks Ministers’ Council, and Wildlife Ministers’ Council of
Canada, 1992; re-iterated in the Canadian Biodiversity Strategy, 1995 (ECCC, 1995))

... in the interest of present and future generations of Canadians, Council
members will make every effort to complete Canada’s networks of protected
areas representative of land-based natural regions by the year 2000 and
accelerate the protection of areas that are representative of marine natural
regions.

Programme of Work on Protected Areas (Seventh Conference of the Parties [COP 7] to the United
Nations Convention on Biological Diversity, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, 2004 [CBD, 2004])

Target: By 2010, terrestrially, and 2012 in the marine area, a global network of
comprehensive, representative and effectively managed national and regional
protected area systems is established ....

Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and the Aichi Biodiversity Targets (Tenth Conference of
the Parties [COP 10] to the United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity, Nagoya, Japan, 2010,
[CBD, 2010])

Target 11: By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water areas,
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 the wider landscapes and seascapes.

2020 Biodiversity Goals and Targets for Canada (ECCC, 2013)
By 2020, at least 17 percent of terrestrial areas and inland water, and 10 percent

of coastal and marine areas, are conserved through networks of protected areas
and other effective area-based conservation measures.
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United Nations 2020 Sustainable Development Goals (United Nations)

Specifically Goal 14 on Land and Goal 15 on Water, which contain the following Targets:

Take urgent and significant action to reduce the degradation of natural habitats,
halt the loss of biodiversity and, by 2020, protect and prevent the extinction of
threatened species.

By 2020, ensure the conservation, restoration and sustainable use of terrestrial
and inland freshwater ecosystems and their services, in particular forests,
wetlands, mountains and drylands, in line with obligations under international
agreements.

By 2020, sustainably manage and protect marine and coastal ecosystems to
avoid significant adverse impacts, including by strengthening their resilience,
and take action for their restoration in order to achieve healthy and productive
oceans.

By 2020, conserve at least 10 per cent of coastal and marine areas, consistent
with national and international law and based on the best available scientific
information.

373

374 1.3 TRACKING CANADA’S PROGRESS

375  To answer the question “How much of Canada’s territory is primarily dedicated to the long-term

376 conservation of biodiversity?” one first needs to answer “What is a protected area and what is an

377 OECM?”. The definition of a protected area has evolved incrementally over the years and has been
378 stable since 2008, while the definition of OECM is still under development.

379

380 In spite of some uncertainties around the interpretation of particular words or phrases, robust, useful,
381  and scientifically based guidance is available to help define criteria for protected areas and OECMs, and
382  these criteria can be used to evaluate whether any given area warrants reporting as part of Canada’s
383  contribution. The criteria for protected areas and OECMs may also have value for informing the

384  development or modification of conservation tools, and to serve as a ‘checklist’ for identifying potential
385  gaps in conservation effectiveness of particular tools or particular areas.

386
Protected areas and OECMs are important, but not the only, approaches for reversing the
ongoing loss of biodiversity. Many other kinds of conservation measures, both spatial and
non-spatial, need to be employed to achieve this goal. CCEA recognizes and value all kinds
of conservation measures. However, the focus of this Guidebook is measures that might be
considered for reporting as protected areas or OECMs.

387

388
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Box 1.3 Why Standardize Reporting of Protected and Conserved Areas?

Because Canada’s biodiversity conservation community is complex, there are a many different types
of areas that are properly called protected areas. Examples include large and iconic national and
provincial parks, areas conserved by governments to protect bird migration stopover areas, some
prairie grasslands where management includes cattle grazing to maintain native plant communities
in the absence of native grazers like bison, privately protected areas, and some First Nations’ sacred
sites. Such a wide array of areas have at least 2 things in common; they all have a nature
conservation objective and that objective is dominant in case of conflict with other objectives.
Adding to the complexity are OECMs, which although not necessarily giving primacy to conservation
objectives, are nevertheless governed and managed in ways that achieve the effective, long-term
conservation of biodiversity.

Because of the wide variety of conservation types and governance arrangements, it is challenging to
answer a seemingly simple question: “How much of Canada is covered by protected areas and other
effective area-based conservation measures?” In addition, there are some areas in Canada that are
called and reported as protected areas but do not meet to the protected area definition. Finally,
there are many protected areas that incorrectly categorized.

Understanding the extent and types of protected areas requires the collaboration of numerous
agencies and organizations, and the application of common overarching guidance to facilitate
standardized interjurisdictional, national, and international comparisons. The guidance in this
document has been developed to enable and encourage standardization, although as noted further

on, the application of criteria requires some measure of interpretation. A standardized compilation
of protected areas and OECMs provides useful information for international reporting, advocacy
groups, policy makers, decision-makers, and the public.

Canada has national and international commitments and targets (Box 1.1) to establish systems or
networks of protected areas and OECMs for the protection of biodiversity. These commitments
establish the need to report on progress towards those targets, and drive the requirement to gather
and disseminate information on Canada’s protected areas and OECMs in a consistent, credible, and
transparent manner. In addition, standardized conservation area data and information can be useful
for many Canada-wide or international policy, science, and planning initiatives, and for UNEP-WCMC,
which manages the WDPA. Data from the WDPA are, in turn, used by various UN bodies including
the CBD to report on progress towards the goals and targets of the Programme of Work on Protected
Areas (PoWPA) and the Millennium Development Goal (MDG) and Sustainable Development Goal
(SDG) indicators of protected area coverage. The data also form the basis of the biennial Protected
Planet Report, which provides a summary update of all protected area data worldwide.

From a jurisdictional perspective, standard definitions and categories of protected areas and OECMs
help provinces and territories define and establish their protected area and OECM networks and
systems and facilitate cross-provincial-territorial comparisons and ecoregional planning.

A standard approach may also be useful to land trusts and other protected area governing
authorities as guidance in the classification of their special conservation areas.
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Besides providing guidance on the question of “How much is protected?”, this guidebook offers advice
on what categories of protected areas may be appropriate in specific circumstances and clarifies issues,
and questions regarding the assessment of areas as potential protected areas or OECMs. Numerous
examples and case studies are included describing areas which either do fit, may fit, or do not fit the
criteria for protected areas or OECMs.

The application of criteria involves some measure of interpretation. As [IUCN notes (Dudley, 2008), this
phenomenon of differing interpretation extends to nations as well. And, as recent analyses have
demonstrated (Day et al., 2012; Dudley, 2008), there is a global need for greater uniformity of
interpretation, so that real successes can be celebrated and real gaps, uncertainties, and inconsistencies
can be identified and addressed. The Guidebook aims to provide objective, science-based advice on the
interpretation of criteria, using biodiversity conservation effectiveness as the primary metric of
evaluation.

It also recognizes the Canadian context. As the Canadian Biodiversity Strategy (ECCC, 1995) notes:

“Canada is one of the largest countries on the planet, with approximately 13 million square
kilometers of land and water. Canadians are stewards of almost 20 percent of the planet's
wilderness, 24 percent of its wetlands, 20 percent of its freshwater, and 10 percent of its
forests; as well as 244,000 kilometers of coastline and a large arctic ecosystem that covers
nearly one quarter of the country's landmass. Some of Canada's ecological features contribute
to global ecological processes. For example, forests, wetlands and peat bogs serve as carbon
storage or sinks for greenhouse gases while the arctic region acts as a global heat sink by cooling
the air and absorbing the heat transported north from the tropics.”

Canada still possesses globally significant opportunities to effectively conserve in situ well-connected,
fully functioning ecosystems with full complements of biodiversity, including large, wide-ranging
carnivores and herbivores. This is particularly the case in northern and higher-elevation regions,
including the boreal forest, taiga, and tundra ecosystems and the Western and northern mountains.
Such opportunities have already been lost in many other countries. Species extinctions, extirpations,
range and population reductions, ecosystem loss, degradation and fragmentation, and disruption of
natural processes are more evident in the south, where conservation efforts tend to focus more on the
rescue of natural fragments, and restoration of natural areas, connectivity, and native species, as well as
the integration of conservation planning into broader land- and water-use planning. Canada’s marine
regions range from exhibiting a relatively light direct human footprint (but being significantly affected by
anthropogenic climate change) in the far north and Arctic Ocean, to being significantly degraded by both
direct and indirect impacts of human activity in such areas as the heavily fished Pacific and Atlantic
coastal areas, including Georgia Strait and the Gulf of St. Lawrence (DFO, 2010). In southern Canada,
coastlines have been generally quite densely settled and heavily fished compared to those elsewhere in
the country. These differing conditions across the country lead to a variety of conservation approaches
and priorities, depending on local and regional contexts.

The decisions on how much biodiversity Canada ultimately chooses to effectively conserve in situ are
largely social decisions, made through the political process. However, the question of how much has
been effectively conserved is both technical and scientific. It can be assessed by objective, science-based
analysis and expert knowledge. CCEA’s goal is to provide guidance on how these questions can be
answered objectively, on the basis of scientific and technical information.
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2 “PROTECTED AREAS” AND “OTHER EFFECTIVE AREA-BASED
CONSERVATION MEASURES” — SETTING THE CONTEXT

2.1 A BRIEF HISTORY OF PROTECTED AREAS

Protected areas are an ancient concept. Traditional societies have always used sacred sites and taboo
areas as a form of protection and resource management (Wild and McLeod, 2008). As noted by IUCN
(2010), royal decrees protected special areas in India more than 2000 years ago and, in Europe, rich and
powerful people have protected their hunting grounds for a thousand years. In the modern era,
protected areas were established in the 19" century in Australia, New Zealand, North America, South
Africa, and South America (IUCN, 2010). North America’s first national park, Yellowstone, was
established in 1872. Canada’s first national park, Banff, was established in 1885, and was followed
shortly by Canada’s first wildlife refuge - Last Mountain Lake - in 1887. Modern-era marine protection
lagged behind that on land. Early modern-era marine protected area (MPA) designations included the
marine portion of Royal National Park (New South Wales, Australia; 1879); the marine portion of Breton
National Wildlife Refuge (Louisiana, USA; 1904); and Fort Jefferson National Monument, now part of Dry
Tortugas National Park (Florida, USA; 1935). It was not until 1982 that MPAs were first discussed
internationally, at the 1982 World Congress on National Parks in Bali, Indonesia. Canada’s first MPA was
only established in 2003, the Endeavour Hydrothermal Vents Area, southwest of Vancouver Island,
British Columbia. The vents are home to 12 species of marine life that do not exist anywhere else in the
world, and 60 species unique to the Juan de Fuca Ridge system.

In recent decades, the amount of land and water dedicated to the protection of biodiversity in Canada
has grown, accelerating particularly in the 1990s for terrestrial areas, following Canada’s ratification of
the UNCBD. Other factors and forces also drove the growth, including the 1992 Statement of
Commitment by Canada’s parks, wildlife, and environment ministers (see Box 1.2) and World Wildlife
Fund Canada’s Endangered Spaces Campaign in 1992. Today, Canada has over 8000 protected areas and

n u

OECMs of over 60 different types, ranging from “conservation reserves”, “ecological reserves”, and
“national parks”, to “provincial parks”, “privately owned natural areas”, “wilderness areas”, “wildlife
reserves”, and “marine protected areas”. OECMs were first reported by DFO in 2017, although
international and national definitions, criteria, and guidance have not yet been finalized. Protected
areas cover about ten percent of the country’s land and freshwater, and almost three percent of
Canada’s marine area; almost five percent of Canada’s marine area is reported as OECMs (CCEA, 2018).
The various protected area governing authorities have pledged to increase coverage on both land and
sea. Canada’s protected areas represent a significant contribution to global biodiversity protection and

provide essential ecosystem services for human health and well-being.

Canada’s protected areas and OECMs are owned and managed by diverse groups, from the federal,
provincial, territorial, and municipal governments, First Nations, non-governmental organizations, and
private landowners, both individual and corporate. Over 20 federal, provincial, and territorial agencies
are responsible for programs designed to protect Canada’s natural diversity contained in its lands and
marine waters. In addition, a number of First Nations have established protected areas on lands under
their jurisdiction. There is also a growing number of national and regional charitable conservation land
trusts that are acquiring properties, or entering into long-term agreements with landowners, to protect
natural areas and biodiversity on private land. Finally, increased priority and attention is being given to
the protection of marine environments.
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Box 2.1 Loss of Biodiversity is a Global and National Challenge

We live in an era of global crises in the decline and loss of biodiversity. Since 1970, populations of
wildlife have declined, on average by over 50% (WWF, 2016). Rates of species extinction are
currently estimated to be 1000 times that of the background level throughout evolutionary history
(Pimm et al., 2014).

In Canada we face similar concerns, with large-scale declines in population of fish (e.g., west coast
salmon, Atlantic cod) and mammals (e.g., boreal caribou, little brown bat). Fully 70% of all Canadian
reptiles are considered by the Canadian Committee on the Status of Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) to
have some level of endangerment. Boreal birds in Canada have declined 12% in the last 40 years. The
rusty blackbird has declined by 90%. Overall, the level of endangerment of Canadian species is similar
to global statistics or when compared to individual countries such as Australia or the United States.

Protected areas are an effective response to biodiversity loss, used as tool by all countries in the
world. When well managed and designed, protected areas have been shown to be highly effective in
conserving biodiversity in land and sea. Many of the world’s iconic wildlife species are now primarily
found only in protected areas.

Global protected area targets have risen over time, as the scale and rate of biodiversity loss have
become more widely appreciated. Reducing the targets is not on the global biodiversity
conservation agenda for the foreseeable future; indeed new conservation tools (OECMs) are being
recognized and promoted. Biodiversity conservation is, in many respects, a race against time. As the
human population grows, per capita resource consumption rates rise, and the footprint of human

activities expands, natural areas are shrinking and becoming more fragmented and isolated.

Protected areas are often selected because they are some of the last, best remaining examples of
intact natural areas in their regions, or the best remaining ecological restoration opportunities.
Maintaining and restoring biodiversity in situ in either protected areas or OECMs requires that
conservation management regimes remain in place over the long term. Substitution opportunities
are often limited or non-existent in many areas. Temporary conservation areas that expire often
cannot be replaced by areas of equal or higher conservation value, and a net loss of biodiversity can
result.

484

485 Since 2010 a new phrase has emerged, associated with area-based conservation; that is — “other

486  effective area-based conservation measures” (OECMs). OECMs sit alongside protected areas as a

487 potential complementary avenue by which countries can account for the delivery of effective area-

488 based in-situ conservation of biodiversity through the protection and management of special places. The
489 phrase came from Aichi Biodiversity Target 11, under the Convention on Biological Diversity. Work is
490 under way to define this term, both internationally (Woodley et al., 2012; Lopoukhine & Dias, 2012;

491 Jonas et al., 2014; IUCN-WCPAa, 2018; Laffoley et al., 2017; and in the context of Canada through the
492  CCEA (MacKinnon et al., 2015) (see Chapter 4).

493
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2.2 DEFINING “PROTECTED AREAS”

While the concept of protected areas is not new, the term itself only came into widespread usage in the
1970s, in part to collectively describe the “bewildering array” (Phillips, 2007) of types of areas dedicated
to the conservation of nature. Efforts to catalogue and report on global protected area efforts began in
1958, when IUCN founded a provisional “Committee on National Parks”. In 1960, the organization and
name was formalized as the “International Commission on National Parks” and, in 1975, was renamed
as the “Commission on National Parks and Protected Areas”. In 1996, the name was changed to the
current one - the “World Commission on Protected Areas”. The first “World List of National Parks and
Equivalent Reserves” was presented at the First World Parks Congress in 1962 in Seattle, USA. The most
recent global compendium - Protected Planet Report 2016 - was presented at the IUCN World
Conservation Congress in 2016 in Hawaii, USA. The formal list of global protected areas, including
Canada’s, can be viewed on the Protected Planet website.

The term “protected area” has been defined, refined, and debated over the past several decades. In
1969, IUCN defined national park as “a relatively large area where one or several ecosystems are not
materially altered by human exploitation or occupation”.

In 1992, the UNCBD defined protected area as “a geographically defined area which is designated or
regulated and managed to achieve specific conservation objectives”.

In 1994, IUCN published its first Guidelines for Protected Area Management Categories and included a
definition of protected area as “an area of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and
maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and managed
through legal or other effective means”.

In 2008 IUCN members voted and agreed on the current internationally accepted definition at the World
Conservation Congress in Barcelona. The following definition was published as part of Guidelines for
Applying Protected Area Management Categories (Dudley, 2008). This definition is used throughout this
guidebook:

“A clearly defined geographical space, recognized, dedicated and managed, through
legal or other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with
associated ecosystem services and cultural values”.

The 2008 Guidelines were elaborated upon in 2013 (Dudley, 2008) to include additional information on
governance types and additional examples in the management categories, but the core definition and
categories remain. Day et al., (2012) provided additional guidance to clarify how the 2008 protected
area definition should be interpreted in the marine environment. These included what does, and does
not, constitute a marine protected area, and how the seven protected area management categories can
be interpreted for marine protected areas. Finally, IUCN WCPA has provided a synthesis of all existing
IUCN policies, standards, recommendations, and guidance on marine protected areas (IUCN WCPA,
2018b) (see Chapter 7).

10
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Because of an ongoing debate on how broad or narrow a range of land and water management regimes
the term “protected area” should include, IUCN has further clarified its position on the distinction
between protected areas and other land or water management regimes having conservation objectives
or incidental conservation outcomes by stating:

“For IUCN, only those areas where the main objective is conserving nature can be
considered protected areas; this can include many areas with other goals as well, at the
same level, but in the case of conflict, nature conservation will be the priority” (Dudley,
2008).

The IUCN provides further clarity on what activities are permitted inside a protected areas through its
membership resolution process, which occurs every 4 years during the World Conservation Congress.
There are a number of relevant resolutions which are available online. For example, at the 2016 World
Conservation Congress in Hawaii, members voted to accept the following resolution which clarified that
damaging industrial activities (including mining, oil & gas and agriculture, and environmentally damaging
infrastructure, such as dams, roads and pipeline) should be prohibited in all categories of protected
areas.

WCC-2016-Rec 102-EN Protected areas and other areas important for biodiversity in
relation to environmentally damaging industrial activities and infrastructure
development-

3. CALLS ON governments to prohibit environmentally damaging industrial activities and
infrastructure development in all IUCN categories of protected area, and to take
measures to ensure that all activities are compatible with the conservation objectives of
these areas, through appropriate, transparent and rigorous pre-emptive appraisal
processes, such as international best practice environmental and social impact
assessments, strategic environmental assessments, and appropriate regulation.

2.3 DEFINING OTHER EFFECTIVE AREA-BASED CONSERVATION MEASURES (OECMS)

The term “other effective area-based conservation measure” was introduced in the Strategic Plan for
Biodiversity 2011-2020 and the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. The Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020
is the second plan for implementation of the UNCBD (the first ran from 2002 to 2010), and was adopted
by the Contracting Parties to the UNCBD at their tenth Conference of the Parties (COP10) in 2010 in
Nagoya, Japan.

The clause on OECMs was a late amendment which aimed to acknowledge the contribution that many
areas, not legally designated as protected areas, can contribute to effective conservation. The example
most cited by delegates was indigenous and community conserved areas, which were important for
conservation, but had not been recognized by governments. It has, however, led to some uncertainty
from CBD member states about the steps needed to meet Target 11. Generally, it has been
acknowledged that the primary tool for protecting and conserving biodiversity and contributing to
Target 11 would be protected areas (Lopoukhine and Dias, 2012) but OECMs, under different types of
governance and management regimes, can also contribute to better ecological representation,
connectivity and networks. Detailed guidance on OECMs is provided in Chapter 4.

11
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In 2015, IUCN’s World Commission on Protected Areas established a Global Task Force on OECMs,
comprised of over 100 experts from around the world. The Task Force submitted draft guidance on
OECMs to the UNCBD Parties in 2017, noting plans for further refinement, testing, and case-study
development. The definition of OECM provided by that document is given below, and provided with the
strong caveat that it may change after further consultation:

“A geographically defined space, not recognized as a protected area, which is governed
and managed over the long-term in ways that deliver the effective and enduring in-situ
conservation of biodiversity, with associated ecosystem services and cultural and
spiritual values”.

The key points in this definition are that the measure be: 1) clearly defined; 2) adequately governed; 3)
in place for the long-term; and 4) effective for the in-situ conservation of biodiversity. See Chapter 4 for
a detailed discussion on the definition, examples, and guidance on OECMs.

2.4 THE UNITED NATIONS CONVENTION ON BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

The idea for an international convention on biological diversity was conceived at a United Nations
Environment Programme Ad Hoc Working Group of Experts on Biological Diversity in November, 1988.
The next year, legal text was drafted which addressed the conservation and sustainable use of biological
diversity, as well as the sharing of benefits arising from its utilization with sovereign states and local
communities. In 1991, an intergovernmental negotiating committee was established and the text of the
CBD was negotiated in Nairobi, Kenya, in 1992. The Convention entered into force on December 29,
1993 (Secretariat of the CBD, 2016).

The Convention recognized for the first time in international law that the conservation of biodiversity is
"a common concern of humankind" and is an integral part of the development process. The agreement
covers all ecosystems, species, and genetic resources. It links traditional conservation efforts to the
economic goal of using biological resources sustainably. It sets principles for the fair and equitable
sharing of the benefits arising from the use of genetic resources, notably those destined for commercial
use. It also covers the rapidly expanding field of biotechnology through its Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety, addressing technology development and transfer, benefit-sharing and biosafety issues.
Importantly, the Convention is legally binding; countries that join it (‘Parties') are obliged to implement
its provisions.

The Convention reminds decision-makers that natural resources are not infinite and sets out the notions
of in-situ conservation and sustainable use. The Convention recognizes that ecosystems, species and
genes must be used for the benefit of humans in ways and at rates that does not lead to the long-term
decline of biological diversity. It also recognizes that “the fundamental requirement for the conservation
of biodiversity is the in-situ conservation of ecosystems and natural habitats and the maintenance and
recovery of viable populations of species in their natural surroundings.” (UNCBD Preamble).

12
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Box 2.2 The Objectives of the UNCBD

The United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity (UNCBD) has three objectives: the

conservation of biological diversity; the sustainable use of its components; and the fair and equitable
sharing of benefits arising out of the utilization of genetic resources. Article 8 focuses on the in-situ
conservation of biological diversity, defined as “the conservation of ecosystems and natural habitats
and the maintenance and recovery of viable populations of species in their natural surroundings and,
in the case of domesticated or cultivated species, in the surroundings where they have developed
their distinctive properties.”

The preamble to the UNCBD notes that “the fundamental requirement for the conservation of
biodiversity is the in-situ conservation of ecosystems and natural habitats and the maintenance and
recovery of viable populations of species in their natural surroundings”. Article 8(a) states that “each
contracting party shall, as far as possible and as appropriate: (a) establish a system of protected
areas or areas where special measures need to be taken to conserve biological diversity ...”

625

626  The Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 acknowledges that, in spite of some successes, the

627  previous (2002-2010) Strategic Plan for the implementation of the Convention largely failed to halt or, in
628  many cases, even slow down, the global loss of biodiversity. Some blame has been placed on the 2002-
629 2010 plan’s rather vague commitment to “a more effective and coherent implementation of the three
630  objectives of the Convention, to achieve by 2010 a significant reduction of the current rate of

631 biodiversity loss at the global, regional and national level ...” The lack of measurable objectives in the
632 2002-2010 plan was addressed to a degree in the 2011-2020 Strategic Plan by the inclusion of five

633  Strategic Goals and twenty targets to be achieved by 2020 - the Aichi Biodiversity Targets .

634

Box 2.3 The Five Goals of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020.

Of the 5 goals in the Strategic Plan, Goal C on safeguarding ecosystems is the place for protected and
conserved areas, and includes Aichi Target 11.
A. Address the underlying causes of biodiversity loss by mainstreaming biodiversity across
government and society.
Reduce the direct pressures on biodiversity and promote sustainable use.
Improve the status of biodiversity by safeguarding ecosystems, species and genetic diversity.
Enhance the benefits to all from biodiversity and ecosystem services.

Enhance implementation through participatory planning, knowledge management and
capacity-building.

635
636
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Goal C of the Strategic Plan 2011-2020 responds primarily to the first objective of the UNCBD - the
conservation of biological diversity - and to Article 8(a) - In-situ Conservation. Goal C aims to “Improve
the status of biodiversity by safeguarding ecosystems, species and genetic diversity”. Within the context
of Goal C, Aichi Target 11 states:

“By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water areas, 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 the wider landscapes
and seascapes.”

Target 11 has been mirrored by Canada Target 1 under Canada’s National Biodiversity
Strategy and Action Plan — 2020 Biodiversity Goals and Targets for Canada, and for the
purposes of this Guidebook, the two are considered interchangeable. However, the
guidebook will refer to Target 11 due to easier connections to the international literature
and publications and comparisons and references to the other Aichi Targets in the
guidebook.

Box 2.4 The Development of Protected Area Targets

Protected area targets have evolved over the last 35 years, and continue to do so. Targets are
evolving from being based on political expediency to being based on science underpinning the
prevention of biodiversity loss. Below is a list of key milestones in the development of protected area
targets.
1982 - 3" World Parks Congress - 10% of terrestrial ecosystems
1987 - Brundtland Commission - increase protected area land base by a factor of three to
about 12%
1992 - 4" World Parks Congress - 10% of each biome by 2000
2004 - Programme of Work on Protected Areas - By 2010, terrestrially, and 2012 in the
marine area, a global network of comprehensive, representative and effectively managed
national and regional protected area systems is established ...."”, recognizing four different
classes of governance (government, co-managed, private, and indigenous and local
community conserved areas)
2010 - Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 - 17% terrestrial and freshwater/10% marine
in PAs and OECMs

2015 - 6 World Parks Congress - 30% of oceans in no-take marine reserves

Recent Public Campaigns by scientists and NGOs for far larger conservation initiatives, in the
order of 50%, to actually halt biodiversity loss — e.g., Nature Needs Half (Canadian Parks and
Wilderness Association) - 50% or Half Earth (E.O. Wilson Foundation)
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2.5 THE WORLD HERITAGE CONVENTION AND PROTECTED AREAS IN CANADA

Canada is a signatory to the World Heritage Convention, adopted by the United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) in 1972. The primary mission of the World Heritage
Convention is to identify, protect and preserve cultural and natural heritage sites around the world that
are thought to be of outstanding value to humanity. The World Heritage List is a means of
acknowledging that these sites are important enough to deserve recognition by the international
community. Canada has 10 natural sites listed under the convention, all of them listed as formal
protected areas, or parts of formal protected areas, by Canada. The World Heritage Status confers
additional responsibility for Canada to manage these protected areas on behalf of all humanity.
Canada’s 10 sites include:

Canadian Rocky Mountain Parks (1984)

Dinosaur Provincial Park (1979)

Gros Morne National Park (1987)

Joggins Fossil Cliffs (2008)

Kluane / Wrangell-St. Elias / Glacier Bay / Tatshenshini-Alsek (1979)
e Miguasha National Park (1999)

e Mistaken Point (2016)

e Nahanni National Park (1978)

e Waterton Glacier International Peace Park (1995)

e Wood Buffalo National Park (1983)

2.6 OTHER INTERNATIONAL DESIGNATIONS FOR CONSERVATION

In addition to the World Heritage Convention, there are a number of other international designations
that recognize the globally significant conservation value of certain areas of Canada. Some of these sites
are protected areas, while others are not. Some of these designations entail responsibilities to maintain
conservation and other values (e.g., Ramsar sites), although not necessarily through formal legal
protection, while others simply recognize a site’s high value to biodiversity (e.g., Ecologically and
Biologically Significant Areas, Key Biodiversity Areas). These designations, in and of themselves, do not
change the fundamental legal status of areas as either protected areas or otherwise, but they can be
effective in leveraging conservation effort towards these important sites.

Ramsar Sites - The Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, called the Ramsar Convention,
is the intergovernmental treaty that provides the framework for the conservation and wise use of
wetlands and their resources. The Convention was adopted in the Iranian city of Ramsar in 1971 and
came into force in 1975. Since then, almost 90% of UN member states, including Canada, have become
“Contracting Parties”. Canada currently has 37 sites designated as Wetlands of International Importance
(Ramsar Sites), with a surface area of 13,086,767 hectares. Most of these sites are formal protected
areas.

Biosphere Reserves — Biosphere Reserves are areas comprising terrestrial, marine and coastal
ecosystems, which promote solutions reconciling the conservation of biodiversity with its sustainable
use (http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/biosphere-
reserves/). The program is administered by UNESCO. The designation does not, in and of itself, confer
any legal or other protection, but typically a Biosphere Reserve has a ‘core’ zone which is legally
protected by other means (e.g., as a national park), surrounded by a managed landscape where the
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designation aims for an experimental approach to taken to sustainability. Canada has 18 Biosphere
Reserves, for example Waterton Lakes National Park and the surrounding areas.

EBSAs — are “Ecological and Biologically Significant Areas” in the ocean. The 9" conference of the CBD
Parties (COP 9) adopted EBSAS as a set of scientific criteria for identifying ecologically or biologically
significant marine areas in need of protection in open-ocean waters and deep-sea habitats. EBSAs are
selected by expert groups and can extend beyond territorial waters. Some EBSAs, or parts of EBSAs, in
Canada are also protected areas (e.g., Anguniagvia Nigiqgyuam Marine Protected Area in Darnley Bay of
the Canadian Arctic). However the majority of EBSAs in Canadian waters are not currently protected
areas.

KBAs — or Key Biodiversity Areas, are sites contributing significantly to the global persistence of
biodiversity. KBAs are identified by applying the criteria and thresholds included in the “A Global
Standard for the Identification of Key Biodiversity Areas” approved by the IUCN Council in 2016. This
standard applies to all taxa and all levels of biodiversity; genetic, species and ecosystems. There are 11
criteria grouped under five categories:

e Threatened biodiversity

e Geographically restricted biodiversity

e Ecological integrity

e Biological processes and

e |Irreplaceability through quantitative analysis.

Data on KBAs are held in the World Database on Key Biodiversity Areas, and include KBAs identified
under the Standard as well as existing KBAs (Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas, Alliance for Zero
Extinction sites, KBAs identified under previous criteria) which are in the process of being assessed using
the new Standard. Those that do not meet the new Standard’s criteria will become Regional KBAs.

In Canada, KBAs have been identified to date for only one taxa (birds), because of the precursor
program to identify Important Bird Areas led by BirdLife International and their Canadian partner Bird
Studies Canada. Efforts are underway to establish a national coordination body in Canada to identify
KBAs for all taxa and all criteria. These sites will be fundamental as an input to planning protected and
conserved areas in Canada.

2.7 IUCN GUIDANCE REGARDING MINING AND PROTECTED AREAS

In 2000, IUCN formally recognized that the exploration and development of mineral resources, including
minerals, rocks, oil, and gas, can degrade natural ecosystems and compromise the objectives for which
protected areas are established. As such, they explicitly called upon member states to (WCC 2000 Rec
82) “prohibit by law, all exploration and extraction of mineral resources in protected areas corresponding
to IUCN Protected Areas Management Categories | to IV” (IUCN, 2000).

In 2008, IUCN further called upon state members to “uphold the integrity of critical ecosystems, and of
IUCN’s Protected Area Categories in the management of the world’s protected areas” and urged global
mining companies to “avoid mineral exploration and mining activities that will affect the long-term
integrity of high conservation value areas (protected and not protected), critical ecosystems, water
catchment areas and biological corridors”. This resolution extended the call for a moratorium on mining
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beyond Categories | to IV Protected Areas to include protected areas in Categories V and VI (IUCN,
2008).

In 2016, at the World Conservation Congress, IUCN members passed a recommendation to avoid mining
to all categories of protected areas (WCC 2016 Rec 102 - Protected areas and other areas important for
biodiversity in relation to environmentally damaging industrial activities and infrastructure
development). This recommendation “CALLS ON governments to prohibit environmentally damaging
industrial activities and infrastructure development in all IUCN categories of protected area, and to take
measures to ensure that all activities are compatible with the conservation objectives of these areas,
through appropriate, transparent and rigorous pre-emptive appraisal processes, such as international
best practice environmental and social impact assessments, strategic environmental assessments, and
appropriate regulation” (IUCN, 2016b). Environmentally damaging activities are defined as “including
mining, oil & gas and agriculture, and environmentally damaging infrastructure, such as dams, roads
and pipelines”.

With regard to OECMs, resolution WCC 2016 Rec 102 further “CALLS ON governments and relevant
authorities, when preparing development plans and plans for infrastructure, to adopt and implement
policies that restrict environmentally damaging industrial activities and infrastructure development that
may have negative impacts on protected areas, or on any areas of particular importance for
biodiversity and ecosystem services that are identified by governments as essential to achieving the
Aichi Biodiversity Targets” (IUCN, 2016b).

The recommendation references the language of Target 11 and the Aichi Biodiversity Targets more
broadly. The interpretation of this is that if an areas is determined to be an OECM counting toward
Target 11 and safeguarded as an area of particular importance for biodiversity or ecosystem services, it
should also be free of mining.
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3 THE IUCN PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES:
APPLICATION IN CANADA

3.1 BACKGROUND

A system of protected area categories was adopted by the IUCN in 1994, and revised in 2008, as a basis
for encouraging consistency in reporting on the status of protected areas at the global level (IUCN, 1994;
Dudley, 2008). The categories are management categories and are used to reflect overall intent for
protected areas management. IUCN sees the protected area management categories as the global
standard for the planning, establishment and management of protected areas, including defining the
main uses that are consistent with the categories. In 2013, IUCN’s guidance was supplemented to
include additional information on protected area assessment and governance, with no changes to the
categories (see Dudley, 2008).

IUCN’s current guidance is based on several years of global consultation and endorsed by the IUCN
membership at the World Conservation Congress in Barcelona in 2008. Both the protected areas
definition (Chapter 1) and management categories have evolved over several decades of discussion,
review and refinement, an evolutionary process that is now quite stable. However, it is reasonable to
expect that there will be some level of evolution of the guidance in a changing world. This chapter does
not cover OECMs (see Chapter 4) as they are not separated into categories. Protected areas, by
definition, have the intention to conserve nature as the dominant management objective, so they can
be categorized by variations on that intent. OECMs on the other hand, are places that deliver the
effective and enduring in-situ conservation of biodiversity, regardless of their objectives, so they are not
readily categorized by management intention.

The IUCN management categories are complemented by a range of governance types, including
government, private, Indigenous and community, and shared (discussed in Chapter 8). The matrix of
governance types and management categories makes possible a wide variety of protected areas.
Globally, the original model of a “national park managed by government” has flowered into a wide
range of possible protected area configurations.

Categories also provide clarity of terminology. Terms such as “park”, “nature reserve”, “game refuge”,
and “wildlife sanctuary” often mean different things in different jurisdictions. The term “park” in one
place might refer to a large, highly protected wilderness area with limited human access and low
ecological impact, whereas, in another place, the same term might be used to refer to a small roadside
picnic area or waterside boat launch where associated management objectives are predominantly
recreational, with little or no biodiversity protection. Protected areas, throughout the world and within
Canada, are secured and managed under a variety of types of legislation with a range and diversity of
conservation objectives, management regimes, and governance types. Descriptive names alone provide
only limited and imprecise insight into the intended purpose and level of effective protection. The IUCN
protected areas definition and management categories have been designed to ensure that, regardless of
the nomenclature used, a protected area can be recognized and categorized in accordance with the
objectives for which it was established and is managed. Efforts to encourage and create a globally
consistent and coherent system for categorizing national parks and equivalent reserves began in earnest
a half century ago and have continued to the present day.
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Box 3.1 History of the Protected Areas Categories

Early efforts to categorize parks and protected areas for comparative and recording purposes began
in the 1930s and 1940s, and eventually led to the presentation and debate of the World List of
National Parks and Equivalent Reserves at the First World Parks Congress in 1962 in Seattle, USA. A
second version of the World List, published by the IUCN in 1966, included three categories: national
parks, scientific reserves and national monuments. The process of revising and refining parks and
protected areas categories continued through to 1972 when, at the Second World Parks Congress in
Yellowstone, USA, six categories of parks and protected areas were proposed jointly by the

Commission on National Parks and Protected Areas (CNPPA) and IUCN, for use on a provisional and
consultative basis. These categories included protected anthropological areas, protected historical
and archaeological areas, multiple-use areas, national parks, and related protected areas.

In 1978, the CNPPA and the IUCN expanded the list of categories to 10, again for use on a provisional
and consultative basis — scientific reserve/strict nature reserve, national park, national
monument/national landmark, nature conservation reserve/managed nature reserve/wildlife
sanctuary, protected landscape, resource reserve, natural biotic area/anthropological reserve,
multiple-use management area/managed resource area, biosphere reserve, and world heritage site
(natural).

Before any discussion of the categories, it is important to restate that all categories must
first meet the basic definition of a protected area, which has nature conservation as its
primary, and in the case of conflict among objectives, overriding objective, as discussed in
Chapter 2.

In 1994, the IUCN settled on six categories (with Category 1 having 2 sub-categories) of protected areas,
which remain in use today and are considered to be stable. Note that the names attached to the
categories are indicative and generic, and not meant to be completely descriptive. A Category Il
protected area need not be called a national (or provincial) park. A description of each category is
provided after the name:

e Category la — strict nature reserve (Protected area managed mainly for science and research);

e Category Ib — wilderness area (Protected area managed mainly for wilderness protection);

e Category Il — national park (Protected area managed mainly for ecosystem protection and
recreation);

e Category lll — natural monument or feature; (Protected area managed mainly for conservation
of specific natural features);

e Category IV — habitat/species management area; (Protected area managed mainly for
conservation of habitat and species through management intervention);

e Category V - protected landscape/seascape; (Protected area managed mainly for
landscape/seascape conservation and recreation); and

e Category VI — protected area with sustainable use of natural resources. (Protected area
managed mainly for the sustainable use of natural ecosystems for local communities.).
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In establishing global guidance on categories, the IUCN anticipated the development of regional and
national guidelines aimed at providing more local focus and clarification. The initial Canadian Guidebook
(CCEA, 2008) responded to the IUCN’s 1994 guidelines by offering further explanation and interpretation
with the particular circumstances of Canada in mind. The update presented in this document follows the
IUCN’s 2008 revisions, which were released shortly after Canada’s 2008 Guidebook had been
completed. This current version of the Guidebook incorporates information on the protected area
definition, management categories, priorities, and targets that have evolved through that time.

In its application and use, the 2008 Canadian Guidebook was intended especially to serve as a common
tool for all Canadian jurisdictions, and to encourage coherence and consistency in the reporting on the
status of protected areas across the country. This remains central to the intent behind this 2018 version
of the Canadian Guidebook.

3.2 CANADIAN INTERPRETATION: CONTEXT

The unique circumstances of Canada that compel a national interpretation of the IUCN Guidelines
include:

e (Canada is a federation of provinces and territories, each with their own definitions, strategies
and systems plans for protected areas. Within jurisdictions, there are often multiple agencies
responsible for protected areas;

e Canada’s ecosystems were largely intact until relatively recently. Intense anthropogenic
degradation of ecosystems and depletion, range reductions, and losses of species and
populations have occurred primarily in the developed south, while extensive areas of
ecologically intact wilderness remain in portions of the boreal forest, taiga, tundra, mountains,
and far northern oceans. In remoter parts of Canada, the same complement of species that
existed prior to the Industrial Revolution is essentially still present. However in many areas,
species populations have dramatically declined, ecosystems have become a novel mixture of
disturbance-tolerant species and non-native invasive species, with disturbance-intolerant
species persisting in relatively small habitat fragments set within matrices of intense
development. All regions are experiencing species range shifts due to anthropogenic climate
change, leading to shifting ecosystem compositions and boundaries;

e In Canada Indigenous people (First Nation, Inuit and Métis) have inherent rights to harvest,
collect, practice cultural activities and ceremonies, etc. These treaty and Aboriginal rights are
recognized in the Constitution Act (1982), historical treaties, and modern treaties. Because of
these treaty and Aboriginal rights, federal, provincial, and territorial governments must consult
with First Nations, Inuit and Métis regarding any action that would restrict the exercising of
these rights within any protected area. Some details vary according to treaties, and exceptions
exist (e.g., governments can restrict activities for the purposes of public safety or critical
conservation). Generally however, Indigenous people within Canada are able to exercise their
treaty and Aboriginal rights in all protected areas in Canada on lands held by the Crown (i.e.,
‘owned’ by the provinces, territories, or Canada), unless restrictions are put in place via
consultation processes;

e There are First Nations, Inuit, and Métis peoples and communities in Canada who maintain an
intimate cultural connection to the land and who have made land claims on much of the land
and sea within Canada. First Nations, Inuit, and Metis communities are playing an increasingly
prominent role in the establishment and management of protected and conserved areas, and
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this trajectory is expected to continue, often through partnerships between Indigenous,
provincial, territorial, and federal governments. Many biodiversity conservation opportunities in
Canada are linked to the cultural conservation of these communities;

Canada still possesses globally significant opportunities to effectively conserve and restore in-
situ well-connected, fully functioning ecosystems with full complements of biodiversity,
including large, wide-ranging carnivores and herbivores. At the same time, in more disturbed
regions, the need is for the rescue and restoration of natural areas, ecological connectivity, and
native species, and the integration of conservation planning into broader land- and water-use
planning;

Not all IUCN categories are equally well suited to achieving biodiversity conservation in the
Canadian context. Relative to most other countries, Canada has many large protected areas in
Categories Ib and Il (within which there are sometimes small pockets of activities considered
inconsistent with those categories), as well as many smaller protected areas in categories la, lll,
and IV. Category VI is uncommon and Category V is rare in Canada, owing to a relatively recent
European settlement history better characterized as displacing than supporting native
biodiversity. A growing body of evidence suggests that Category V and VI protected areas are
less effective at protecting biodiversity in some circumstances (e.g., Davis et al., 2014; Francoso
et al., 2015; Winkel et al., 2015; see Shafer [2015] for a review). It further suggests that
widespread application of these categories in Canada, at the expense of more stringent
categories, may not be the most effective conservation approach for the Canadian context,
especially regarding the conservation and restoration of fully functioning ecosystems with full
complements of biodiversity, including large, wide-ranging carnivores and herbivores;
Government protected area agencies in Canada are the governance authorities responsible for
most Category Ib and Il areas, due to the history of Canada and the fact that about 90% of
Canada is Crown Land. Categories la, lll, and IV are also frequently government-governed, but
there is a growing number of such areas under private governance, primarily by land trusts, in
southern Canada. There are relatively few areas that currently or possibly could meet the IUCN
definition of a protected area as Category V protected areas. There may be significant
opportunities for large Category VI protected areas to be established under Indigenous
governance;

Canada’s Indigenous and Aboriginal people may exercise legal rights to use protected areas for
traditional practices such as hunting and trapping, which may otherwise influence
categorization. An ongoing evolution toward increasing management or co-management of all
categories of protected areas by Indigenous and Aboriginal people is anticipated; and

In addition to uses by Indigenous peoples, some Canadian protected areas accommodate local
low-level harvesting, either by legislation or as local exception (e.g., under the authority of a
special permit, local users can gather berries, deadwood flowers and other natural products for
domestic use within Wapusk National Park). Typically, these uses will be permitted on a
conditional basis, so as to minimize impacts on outcomes of primary management objectives.
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3.3 ADDITIONAL GUIDANCE FOR THE CANADIAN INTERPRETATION OF THE IUCN

CATEGORIES

The following additions clarify or expand on descriptions of the IUCN categories as they apply to
protected areas in Canada. These additions come from: a) IUCN resolutions passed since the 2008 IUCN
guidelines were published; or b) clarifications provided by jurisdictions as a result of experience in
implementing the IUCN guidelines in Canada. These additions do not change the nature or intent of the
IUCN guidelines:

1 Environmentally damaging industrial activities and infrastructure development should be
prohibited in all IUCN categories of protected areas. Measures should be taken to ensure that all
activities are compatible with the conservation objectives of these areas, through appropriate,
transparent, and rigorous pre-emptive appraisal processes (adapted from IUCN
Recommendation WCC-2016-Rec-102, adopted in Hawaii, 2016). The IUCN list of
environmentally damaging activities includes mining, oil & gas, intensive agriculture, and

environmentally damaging infrastructure, such as dams, roads and pipelines. In Canada, the
Auditor General of Canada provides guidance for identifying and assessing environmental and
sustainable development risks in “Integrating Environmental and Sustainable Development

Considerations in Direct Engagement Work”, which contains a useful reference list of human

activities having impacts on the natural environment;

2 Commercial extraction and use of natural resources are not acceptable in Categories | through
IV. Where justified, these activities may be grandfathered until pre-existing plans or agreements
expire. Historical water control structures that have created modified natural habitats may also
be grandfathered. Any other commercial activity that may impair the ecological condition or
ecological integrity of the protected area, including commercial harvesting at a level or in a
manner that may compromise the objectives of management of the protected area, is not
acceptable in Categories | through 1V;

3 In Categories V and VI protected areas, commercial extraction is acceptable only where the
nature and extent of the proposed activities is compatible with the objectives of management of
those sites, and consistent with the category. Commercial extraction in Category VI is meant to
be small in scale, non-industrial, and intended for the benefit of local communities under a
sustainable harvest model. Category V protected areas are where the interaction of people and
nature over time has produced an area of distinct character with significant ecological,
biological, cultural and scenic value; and where safeguarding the integrity of this interaction is
vital to protecting and sustaining the area and its associated nature conservation and other
values. There are few examples of Category V protected areas in Canada because of the
relatively recent conversion of natural landscapes and degradation, endangerment, and/or
extirpation of associated vulnerable species, habitats, and ecosystems;

4 Category VI protected areas conserve ecosystems and habitats, together with associated
cultural values and traditional natural resource management systems. They are generally large,
with most of the area in a natural condition, but with a proportion under sustainable natural
resource management. Management systems are focused on low-level, non-industrial use of
natural resources (e.g., non-timber forest products) by local communities that are compatible
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964 with nature conservation. The main aim of the area is still nature conservation. Canadian

965 protected areas should have at least two-thirds of category VI protected areas be in a

966 permanently natural condition and not be impacted by the non-industrial extractive activities
967 that may be permissible in the remainder of the area;

968 5 All activities in protected areas should be consistent with the relevant objectives of

969 management. Canada recognizes there will be exceptions to this rule, but they should be

970 justifiable and kept to a minimum;

971 6 Active management to mimic natural processes is acceptable if such an intervention meets the
972 objectives of management and other guidance for selection associated with the IUCN category
973 description. In addition, active management should not replace a functioning natural process.
974

975 3.4 DESCRIPTIONS OF THE MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES

976  The six IUCN categories are described in more detail in the following pages, under the following
977 headings:

978

979 e Definition

980 e Other Objectives

981 e Distinguishing Features

982 e Rolein the landscape/seascape
983 e What makes this Category unique?
984 e Canadian Interpretation

985 e (Canadian Examples

986 e Primary Objective

987

988  The following text for “Category Definition” through to “What Makes the Category Unique?” is taken
989  directly from the IUCN Guidelines. The sections entitled “Canadian Interpretation” and “Canadian
990 Examples” are original to this document and are intended to supplement and expand on the IUCN
991 guidance application in Canada.

992

Box 3.2. Objectives common to all six protected area categories

The accepted IUCN definition of a protected area implies a common primary purpose and priority,
that of nature conservation, for all protected areas. The categories in turn define differences in
management approaches for each of the categories. The following objectives should or can apply to
all protected area categories - i.e., they do not distinguish one category from another.

All protected areas should aim to:

Conserve the composition, structure, function and evolutionary potential of biodiversity;
Contribute to regional conservation strategies (as core reserves, buffer zones, corridors,
stepping-stones for migratory species, etc.);

Contribute to the maintenance of landscape or habitat diversity, and of associated species
and ecosystems;
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994

Be of sufficient size to ensure the integrity and long-term maintenance of the specified
conservation targets or be capable of being increased to achieve this end;

Maintain the values for which it was assigned in perpetuity;

Be operating under the guidance of a management plan, and a monitoring and evaluation
programme that supports adaptive management;

Possess a clear and equitable governance system.

All protected areas should also aim, where appropriate?!, to:

Be located in areas that are important for the conservation of biodiversity; and specifically
target Key Biodiversity Areas (http://www.keybiodiversityareas.org/home), or other areas
known to be important for biodiversity;

Conserve significant representative areas, landscape features, geomorphology and geology;
Provide regulatory ecosystem services, including buffering against the impacts of climate
change;

Conserve natural and scenic areas of national and international significance for cultural,
spiritual and scientific purposes;

Conserve areas known to be important for species movement or ecological connectivity;
Deliver benefits to resident and local communities consistent with the other objectives of
management;

Deliver recreational benefits consistent with the other objectives of management; where
conservation of nature is always a pre-requisite to use;

Facilitate low-impact scientific research activities and ecological monitoring related to and
consistent with the values of the protected area;

Use adaptive management strategies to improve management effectiveness and governance
quality over time;

Help to provide educational opportunities (including about management approaches);

Help to develop public support for protection.

1 This distinction is made because not all protected areas will contain significant geology, ecosystem services, opportunities for
local livelihoods etc., so such objectives are not universal, but are appropriate whenever the opportunity occurs. The following
pages describe distinct features of each management category that add to these basic aims. In some cases an objective such as
scientific research or recreation may be mentioned because it is a major aim of a particular category.
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3.4.1 Category la: Strict Nature Reserve

Definition

Category la are strictly protected areas set aside to protect biodiversity and also possibly
geological/geomorphological features, where human visitation, use and impacts are strictly
controlled and limited to ensure protection of the conservation values. Such protected areas can

serve as indispensable reference areas for scientific research and monitoring.

Primary Objective

e To conserve regionally, nationally or globally outstanding ecosystems, species (occurrences or
aggregations) and/or geodiversity features: these attributes will have been formed mostly or
entirely by non-human forces and will be degraded or destroyed when subjected to all but very
light human impact.

Other Objectives

To preserve ecosystems, species and geodiversity features in a state as undisturbed by recent
human activity as possible;

To secure examples of the natural environment for scientific studies, environmental monitoring
and education, including baseline areas from which all avoidable access is excluded;

To minimize disturbance through careful planning and implementation of research and other
approved activities;

To conserve cultural and spiritual values associated with nature.

Distinguishing features
The area should generally:

Have a largely complete set of expected native species in ecologically significant densities or be
capable of returning them to such densities through natural processes or time-limited
interventions;

Have a full set of expected native ecosystems, largely intact with intact ecological processes, or
processes capable of being restored with minimal management intervention;

Be free of significant direct intervention by modern humans that would compromise the
specified conservation objectives for the area, which usually implies limiting access by people
and excluding settlement;

Not require substantial and on-going intervention to achieve its conservation objectives;

Be surrounded when feasible by land uses that contribute to the achievement of the area’s
specified conservation objectives;

Be suitable as a baseline monitoring site for monitoring the relative impact of human activities;
Be managed for relatively low visitation by humans; and

Be capable of being managed to ensure minimal disturbance (especially relevant to marine
environments).

The area could be of religious or spiritual significance (such as a sacred natural site) so long as
biodiversity conservation is identified as a primary objective. In this case the area might contain sites
that could be visited by a limited number of people engaged in faith activities consistent with the area’s
management objectives.
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Role in the landscape/seascape

Category la areas are a vital component in the toolbox of conservation. As the Earth becomes
increasingly influenced by human activities, there are progressively fewer areas left where such
activities are strictly limited. Without the protection accompanying the la designation, there would
rapidly be no such areas left. As such, these areas contribute in a significant way to conservation
through:

e Protecting some of the earth’s richness that will not survive outside of such strictly protected
settings;

e Providing reference points to allow baseline and long-term measurement and monitoring of the
impact of human-induced change outside such areas (e.g., pollution);

e Providing areas where ecosystems can be studied in as pristine an environment as possible;

e Protecting additional ecosystem services;

e Protecting natural sites that are also of religious and cultural significance.

What makes category la unique?

Allocation of category is a matter of choice, depending on long-term management objectives, often with
a number of alternative options that could be applied in any one site. The following box outlines some of
the main reasons why Category la may be chosen in specific situations vis-a-vis other categories that
pursue similar objectives.

Table 3.1: Category la Differences

Category la differs from the other categories in the following ways:

Category Ib | Category Ib protected areas will generally be larger and less strictly protected from
human visitation than category la; although not usually subject to mass tourism they
may be open to limited numbers of people prepared for self-reliant travel such as on
foot or by boat, which is not always the case in la.

Category |l Category Il protected areas usually combine ecosystem protection with recreation,
subject to zoning, on a scale not suitable for category I.
Category lll | Category lll protected areas are generally centred on a particular natural feature, so

that the primary focus of management is on maintaining this feature, whereas
objectives of la are generally aimed at a whole ecosystem and ecosystem processes.
Category IV | Category IV protected areas protect fragments of ecosystems or habitats, which often
require continual management intervention to maintain. Category la areas on the
other hand should be largely self-sustaining and their objectives preclude such
management activity or the rate of visitation common in category IV. Category IV
protected areas are also often established to protect particular species or habitats
rather than the specific ecological aims of category la.

Category V Category V protected areas are generally cultural landscapes or seascapes that have
been altered by humans over hundreds or even thousands of years and that rely on
continuing intervention to maintain their qualities including biodiversity. Many
category V protected areas contain permanent human settlements. All the above are
incompatible with category la.

Category VI | Category VI protected areas contain natural areas where biodiversity conservation is
linked with sustainable use of natural resources, which is incompatible with category
la. However large category VI protected areas may contain category la areas within
their boundaries as part of management zoning.
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Canadian Interpretation
e (Category la applies to areas managed for strict nature protection and only permits very low
impact visitor access with a minimum of facilities.
e Managers should ensure the value of the areas for appropriate low-impact scientific research.
e All activities should be consistent with the objectives of management and guidance for
selection: there should be no non-conforming uses.

Canadian Examples

QC/NU Boatswain Bay Migratory Bird Sanctuary
NL Funk Island Ecological Reserve

AB Kennedy Coulee Ecological Reserve

NS Panuke Lake Nature Reserve
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3.4.2 Category Ib: Wilderness area

Definition

Category |Ib protected areas are usually large unmodified or slightly modified areas, retaining their
natural character and influence, without permanent or significant human habitation, which are
protected and managed so as to preserve their natural condition.

Primary Objective

To protect the long-term ecological integrity of natural areas that are undisturbed by significant
human activity, free of modern infrastructure and where natural forces and processes
predominate, so that current and future generations have the opportunity to experience such
areas.

Other objectives

To provide for public access at levels and of a type which will maintain the wilderness qualities
of the area for present and future generations;

To enable Indigenous communities to maintain their traditional wilderness-based lifestyle and
customs, living at low density and using the available resources in ways compatible with the
conservation objectives;

To protect the relevant cultural and spiritual values and non-material benefits to Indigenous or
non-Indigenous populations, such as solitude, respect for sacred sites, respect for ancestors etc.;
To allow for low-impact minimally invasive educational and scientific research activities, when
such activities cannot be conducted outside the wilderness area.

Distinguishing features
The area should generally:

Be free of modern infrastructure, development and industrial extractive activity, including but
not limited to roads, pipelines, power lines, cellphone towers, oil and gas platforms, offshore
liguefied natural gas terminals, other permanent structures, mining, hydropower development,
oil and gas extraction, agriculture including intensive livestock grazing, commercial fishing, low-
flying aircraft, etc., preferably with highly restricted or no motorized access;

Be characterized by a high degree of intactness; containing a large percentage of the original
extent of the ecosystem, complete or near-complete native faunal and floral assemblages,
retaining intact predator-prey systems, and including large mammals;

Be of sufficient size to protect biodiversity; to maintain ecological processes and ecosystem
services; to maintain ecological refugia; to buffer against the impacts of climate change; and to
maintain evolutionary processes;

Offer outstanding opportunities for solitude, enjoyed once the area has been reached, by
simple, quiet and non-intrusive means of travel (i.e., non-motorized or highly regulated
motorized access where strictly necessary and consistent with the biological objectives listed
above);

Be free of inappropriate or excessive human use or presence, which will decrease wilderness
values and ultimately prevent an area from meeting the biological and cultural criteria listed
above. However, human presence should not be the determining factor in deciding whether to
establish a category Ib area. The key objectives are biological intactness and the absence of
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permanent infrastructure, extractive industries, agriculture, motorized use, and other indicators
of modern or lasting technology.

However, in addition they can include:

Somewhat disturbed areas that are capable of restoration to a wilderness state, and smaller
areas that might be expanded or could play an important role in a larger wilderness protection
strategy as part of a system of protected areas that includes wilderness, if the management
objectives for those somewhat disturbed or smaller areas are otherwise consistent with the
objectives set out above.

Where the biological integrity of a wilderness area is secure and the primary objective listed above is
met, the management focus of the wilderness area may shift to other objectives such as protecting
cultural values or recreation, but only so long as the primary objective continues to be secure.

Role in the landscape/seascape

In many ways wilderness areas play similar roles to category Il national parks in protecting large,
functioning ecosystems (or at least areas where many aspects of an ecosystem can flourish). Their
particular roles include:

Protecting large, mainly untouched areas where ecosystem processes, including evolution, can
continue unhindered by human, including development or mass tourism;

Protecting compatible ecosystem services;

Protecting particular species and ecological communities that require relatively large areas of
undisturbed habitat;

Providing a “pool” of such species to help populate sustainably managed areas surrounding the
protected area;

Providing space for a limited number of visitors to experience wilderness;

Providing opportunities for responses to climate change including biome shift.

What makes category Ib unique?

Table 3.2: Category Ib Differences

Category Ib differs from the other categories in the following ways:

Category la | Category la protected areas are strictly protected areas, generally with only limited

human visitation. They are often (but not always) relatively small, in contrast to Ib.
There would usually not be human inhabitants in category la, but use by Indigenous
and local communities takes place in many Ib protected areas.

Category |l Category Ib and Il protected areas are often similar in size and in their aim to protect

functioning ecosystems. But whereas Il usually includes (or plans to include) use by
visitors, including supporting infrastructure, in Ib visitor use is more limited and
confined to those with the skills and equipment to survive unaided.

Category lll | Category lll is aimed at protecting a specific natural feature, which is not the aim of

category Ib. Category lll protected areas are frequently quite small and, like category
I, aimed at encouraging visitors sometimes in large numbers; Ib sites on the other
hand are generally larger and discourage anything but specialist visitors.

Category IV | Category IV protected areas are usually relatively small and certainly not complete

functioning ecosystems; most will need regular management interventions to
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maintain their associated biodiversity; all these attributes are the reverse of
conditions in Ib.

Category V

Category V protected areas comprise cultural landscapes and seascapes, shaped by
(usually long-term) human intervention and usually containing sizable settled human
communities. Category Ib should be in as natural a state as possible and would only
contain cultural landscapes if the intention were to restore these back to near-natural
conditions.

Category VI

Category Vl is predicated on setting internal zoning and management regimes to
support sustainable use; although wilderness areas sometimes include limited
traditional use by indigenous people, this is incidental to management aims rather
than an intrinsic part of those aims.

Canadian Interpretation
e Category Ib applies to areas managed for strict nature protection and should only permit very
low-impact visitor access with a minimum of facilities.
e All activities should be consistent with the objectives of management and guidance for
selection: there should be no non-conforming uses.

Canadian Examples

SK Athabasca Sand Dunes Provincial Wilderness Park
NL Baie du Nord Wilderness Reserve

BC Khutzeymateen/K’tzim-a-Deen Grizzly Sanctuary
NS Tobeatic Wilderness Area

NT/NU Thelon Game Sanctuary
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3.4.3 Category ll: National Park

Definition

Category Il protected areas are large, natural or near-natural areas set aside to protect large-scale
ecological processes, along with the complement of species and ecosystems characteristic of the
area, which also provide a foundation for environmentally and culturally compatible spiritual,
scientific, educational, recreational and visitor opportunities. (note that ‘National Park’ is a generic
IUCN title for the Category, which may also be applicable to some provincial and territorial parks in

Canada)

Primary Objective

To protect natural biodiversity along with its underlying ecological structure and supporting
environmental processes, and to promote education and recreation.?

Other Objectives

To manage the area in order to perpetuate, in as natural a state as possible, representative
examples of physiographic regions, biotic communities, genetic resources and unimpaired
natural processes;

To maintain viable and ecologically functional populations and assemblages of native species at
densities sufficient to conserve ecosystem integrity and resilience in the long term;

To contribute in particular to conservation of wide-ranging species, regional ecological processes
and migration routes;

To manage visitor use for inspirational, educational, cultural and recreational purposes at a level
which will not cause significant biological or ecological degradation to the natural resources;

To take into account the needs of Indigenous people and local communities, including
subsistence resource use, in so far as these will not adversely affect the primary management
objective;

To contribute to local economies through tourism.

Distinguishing features

Category Il areas are typically large and conserve a functioning “ecosystem”, although to be able to
achieve this, the protected area may need to be complemented by sympathetic management in
surrounding areas.

The area should contain representative examples of major natural regions, and biological and
environmental features or scenery, where native plant and animal species, habitats and
geodiversity sites are of special spiritual, scientific, educational, recreational or tourist
significance;

The area should be of sufficient size and ecological quality so as to maintain ecological functions
and processes that will allow the native species and communities to persist for the long term
with minimal management intervention;

2 Note that the name “national park” is not exclusively linked to Category Il. Places called national parks exist in all
the categories (and there are even some national parks that are not protected areas at all). The name is used here
because it is descriptive of Category Il protected areas in many countries. The fact that an area is called a national
park is independent of its management approach. In particular, the term “national park” should never be used as a
way of dispossessing people of their land.

31

DRAFT — MAY 2018




1189
1190
1191
1192
1193
1194
1195
1196
1197
1198
1199
1200
1201
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1209
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214
1215
1216
1217
1218
1219

e The composition, structure and function of biodiversity should be to a great degree in a
“natural” state or have the potential to be restored to such a state, with relatively low risk of
successful invasions by non-native species.

Role in the landscape/seascape

Category Il provides large-scale conservation opportunities where natural ecological processes can
continue in perpetuity, allowing space for continuing evolution. They are often key stepping stones for
designing and developing large-scale biological corridors or other connectivity conservation initiatives
required for those species (wide-ranging and/or migratory) that cannot be conserved entirely within a
single protected area. Their key roles are therefore:

e Protecting larger-scale ecological processes that will be missed by smaller protected areas or in
cultural landscapes;

e Protecting compatible ecosystem services;

e Protecting particular species and communities that require relatively large areas of undisturbed
habitat;

e Providing a “poo
protected area;

e To be integrated with surrounding land or water uses to contribute to large-scale conservation
plans;

e To inform and excite visitors about the need for and potential of conservation programmes;

e To support compatible economic development, mostly through recreation and tourism, that can
contribute to local and national economies and in particular to local communities.

|II

of such species to help populate sustainably managed areas surrounding the

Category Il areas should be more strictly protected where ecological functions and native species
composition are relatively intact; surrounding landscapes can have varying degrees of consumptive or
non-consumptive uses but should ideally serve as buffers to the protected area.

What makes category Il unique?

Table 3.3: Category |l Differences

Category Il differs from the other categories in the following ways:

Category la | Category Il will generally not be as strictly conserved as category la and may include
tourist infrastructure and visitation. However, category Il protected areas will often
have core zones where visitor numbers are strictly controlled, which may more closely
resemble category la.

Category Ib | Visitation in category Il will probably be quite different from in wilderness areas, with
more attendant infrastructure (trails, roads, lodges etc.) and therefore probably a
greater number of visitors. Category Il protected areas will often have core zones
where numbers of visitors are strictly controlled, which may more

closely resemble category Ib.

Category Il Management in category Il is focused around a single natural feature, whereas in
category Il it is focused on maintaining a whole ecosystem.

Category IV | Category Il is aimed at maintaining ecological integrity at ecosystem scale, whereas
category IV is aimed at protecting habitats and individual species. In practice, category
IV protected areas will seldom be large enough to protect an entire ecosystem and the
distinction between categories Il and IV is therefore to some extent a matter of
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degree: category IV sites are likely to be quite small (individual marshes, fragments of
woodland, although there are exceptions), while category Il are likely to be much
larger and at least fairly self-sustaining.

Category V Category Il protected areas are essentially natural systems or in the process of being
restored to natural systems while category V are cultural landscapes and aim to be
retained in this state.

Category VI | Category Il will not generally have resource use permitted except for subsistence or

minor recreational purposes.

Canadian Interpretation
e (Category Il areas should be large enough to represent the ecosystems of the region and

maintain ecological integrity, while allowing for acceptable recreational uses. Minimum size
criteria for category Il sites are difficult to quantify precisely. Published examples based on
representing mammal populations in southern Canada are around 5000 km? (95% Cl: 2700—
13,296 km?) (Gurd et al., 2001). The government of Manitoba published guidelines for
conserving large enduring features at 4000 km?. Moving north into the tundra and arctic
ecosystem, the areas required for a representative ecosystem increase substantially. Parks

Canada has calculated that the required areas for a minimum viable population of grizzly bears
is 30,000 km?, which helped determine the size of Nahanni National Park (Parks Canada, 2010).

So Category Il protected areas, with an aim to protect ecological integrity in representative
ecosystems, need to be large. Small protected areas, certainly areas less than 100 km?, should
be not categorized as Category Il

e Maintenance of the areas ecological integrity should be a prerequisite to use.

Canadian Examples:

SK/AB Cypress Hills Interprovincial Park
QC Parc National des Pingualuit
NT Nahanni National Park
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3.4.4 Category lll: Natural monument or feature

Definition

Category lll protected areas are set aside to protect a specific natural monument, which can be a
landform, sea mount, submarine cavern, geological feature such as a cave, or even a living feature
such as an ancient grove. They are generally quite small protected areas and often have high visitor
value.

Primary Objective
e To protect specific outstanding natural features and their associated biodiversity and habitats.

Other Objectives
e To provide biodiversity protection in landscapes or seascapes that have otherwise undergone
major changes®;
e To protect specific natural sites with spiritual and/or cultural values where these also have
biodiversity values;
e To conserve traditional spiritual and cultural values of the site.

Distinguishing features

Category lll protected areas are usually relatively small sites that focus on one or more prominent
natural features and the associated ecology, rather than on a broader ecosystem. They are managed in
much the same way as category Il. The term “natural” as used here can refer to both wholly natural
features (the commonest use) but also sometimes features that have been influenced by humans. In the
latter case these sites should also always have important associated biodiversity attributes, which
should be reflected as a priority in their management objectives if they are to be classified as a
protected area rather than an historical or spiritual site. Category Ill protected areas could include:

¢ Natural geological and geomorphological features: such as waterfalls, cliffs, craters, caves,
fossil beds, sand dunes, rock forms, valleys and marine features such as sea mounts or coral
formations;

e  Culturally-influenced natural features: such as cave dwellings and ancient tracks;

e Natural-cultural sites: such as the many forms of sacred natural sites (sacred groves, springs,
waterfalls, mountains, sea coves etc.) of importance to one or more faith groups;

e Cultural sites with associated ecology: where protection of a cultural site also protects
significant and important biodiversity, such as archaeological/historical sites that are
inextricably linked to a natural area.

Nature conservation attributes of category lll protected areas fall into two main types:

e Biodiversity that is uniquely related to the ecological conditions associated with the natural
feature — such as the spray zones of a waterfall, the ecological conditions in caves, or plant
species confined to cliffs;

e Biodiversity that is surviving because the presence of cultural or spiritual values at the site have
maintained a natural or semi-natural habitat in what is otherwise a modified ecosystem — such

3 Noting that protection of specific cultural sites can often provide havens of natural or semi-natural habitat in areas
that have otherwise undergone substantial modification — e.g., ancient trees around temples.
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as some sacred natural sites or historical sites that have associated natural areas. In these cases
the key criteria for inclusion as a protected area will be (i) value of the site as a contribution to
broad-scale conservation and (ii) prioritization of biodiversity conservation within management
plans.

Category lll has been suggested as providing a natural management approach for many sacred natural
sites, such as sacred groves. Although sacred natural sites are found in all categories and can benefit
from a wide range of management approaches, they may be particularly suited to management as
natural monuments.

Role in the landscape/seascape

Category lll is really intended to protect the unusual rather than to provide logical components in a
broad-scale approach to conservation, so that their role in landscape or eco-regional strategies may
sometimes be opportunistic rather than planned. In other cases (e.g., cave systems) such sites may play
a key ecological role identified within wider conservation plans:

e Important natural monuments can sometimes provide an incentive for protection and an
opportunity for environmental/cultural education even in areas where other forms of protection
are resisted due to population or development pressure, such as important sacred or cultural
sites and in these cases category Il can preserve samples of natural habitat in otherwise cultural
or fragmented landscapes.

What makes category Ill unique?

Because it is aimed at protecting a particular feature, category lll is perhaps the most heavily influenced
of all the categories by human perceptions of what is of value in a landscape or seascape rather than by
any more quantitative assessments of value. This is less applicable in category Il protected areas
designated for geological features, where systematic identification is possible. Management is usually
focused on protecting and maintaining particular natural features. The fact that an area contains an
important natural monument does not mean that it will inevitably be managed as a category Ill; for
instance the Grand Canyon in Arizona is managed as category I, despite being one of the most famous
natural monuments in the world, because it is also a large and diverse area with associated recreation
activities making it better suited to a category Il model. Category Il is most suitable where the
protection of the feature is the sole or dominant objective.

Table 3.4: Category lll Differences
Category lll differs from the other categories in the following ways:
Category la | Category lll is not confined to natural and pristine landscapes but could be established
Category Ib in areas that are otherwise cultural or fragmented landscapes. Visitation and
recreation is often encouraged and research and monitoring limited to the
understanding and maintenance of a particular natural feature.

Category |l The emphasis of category lll management is not on protection of the whole
ecosystem, but of particular natural features; otherwise category Ill is similar to
category Il and managed in much the same way but at a rather smaller scale in both
size and complexity of management.

Category IV The emphasis of category Ill management is not on protection of the key species or
habitats, but of particular natural features.
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Category V Category lll is not confined to cultural landscapes and management practices will
probably focus more on stricter protection of the particular feature than in the case of
category V.

Category VI Category lll is not aimed at sustainable resource use.

Canadian Interpretation

The primary focus of Category lll is to protect unusual and unique features, as opposed to
representative ecosystems. Examples might be a delta, a sand spit, an archipelago, or a particular
wetland complex. Many smaller Canadian parks that are currently categorized at Category I, should re-
evaluate their category as lll.

e Generally these areas will not require extensive or ongoing management to maintain their
ecological value.

Canadian Examples

QcC fle Bonaventure et du Rocher Percé Migratory Bird Sanctuary
YK Nisutlin River Delta National Wildlife Area, Yukon Territory
MB Tie Creek Basin — Whiteshell Provincial Park
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3.4.5 Category IV: Habitats/species management area

Definition

Category IV protected areas aim to protect particular species or habitats and management reflects
this priority. Many category IV protected areas will need regular, active interventions to address
the requirements of particular species or to maintain habitats, but this is not a requirement of the
category.

Primary Objective
e To maintain, conserve and restore species and habitats.*

Other Objectives
e To protect vegetation patterns or other biological features through traditional management
approaches;

e To protect fragments of habitats as components of landscape or seascape-scale conservation
strategies;

e To develop public education and appreciation of the species and/or habitats concerned;

e To provide a means by which the urban residents may obtain regular contact with nature.

Distinguishing features
Category IV protected areas usually help to protect, or restore:
e Flora species of international, national or local importance;
e Fauna species of international, national or local importance including resident or migratory
fauna; and/or
e Habitats.

The size of the area varies but can often be relatively small; this is however not a distinguishing feature.
Management will differ depending on need. Protection may be sufficient to maintain particular habitats
and/or species. However, as category IV protected areas often include fragments of an ecosystem, these
areas may not be self-sustaining and will require regular and active management interventions to
ensure the survival of specific habitats and/or to meet the requirements of particular species. A number
of approaches are suitable:

e Protection of particular species: to protect particular target species, which will usually be under
threat (e.g., one of the last remaining populations);

e Protection of habitats: to maintain or restore habitats, which will often be fragments of
ecosystems;

e Active management to maintain target species: to maintain viable populations of particular
species, which might include for example artificial habitat creation or maintenance (such as
artificial reef creation), supplementary feeding or other active management systems;

4 This is a change from the 1994 guidelines, which defined Category IV as protected areas that need regular
management interventions. The change has been made because this was the only category to be defined by the
process of management rather than the final objective and because in doing so it meant that small reserves aimed to
protect habitats or individual species tended to fall outside the categories system.
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e Active management of natural or semi-natural ecosystems: to maintain natural or semi-natural
habitats that are either too small or too profoundly altered to be self-sustaining, e.g., if natural
herbivores are absent they may need to be replaced by livestock or manual cutting; or if
hydrology has been altered this may necessitate artificial drainage or irrigation;

e Active management of culturally-defined ecosystems: to maintain cultural management
systems where these have a unique associated biodiversity. Continual intervention is needed
because the ecosystem has been created or at least substantially modified by management. The
primary aim of management is maintenance of associated biodiversity.

Active management means that the overall functioning of the ecosystem is being modified by, e.g.,
halting natural succession, providing supplementary food or artificially creating habitats: i.e.,
management will often include much more than just addressing threats, such as poaching or invasive
species, as these activities take place in virtually all protected areas in any category and are therefore
not diagnostic. Category IV protected areas will generally be publicly accessible.

Role in the landscape/seascape
Category IV protected areas frequently play a role in “plugging the gaps” in conservation strategies by
protecting key species or habitats in ecosystems. They could, for instance, be used to:

e Protect critically endangered populations of species that need particular management
interventions to ensure their continued survival;

e Protect rare or threatened habitats including fragments of habitats;

e Secure stepping-stones (places for migratory species to feed and rest) or breeding sites;

e Provide flexible management strategies and options in buffer zones around, or connectivity
conservation corridors between, more strictly protected areas that are more acceptable to local
communities and other stakeholders;

e Maintain species that have become dependent on cultural landscapes where their original
habitats have disappeared or been altered.

What makes category IV unique?
Category IV provides a management approach used in areas that have already undergone substantial
modification, necessitating protection of remaining fragments, with or without intervention.

Table 3.5: Category IV Differences

Category IV differs from the other categories in the following ways:

Category la Category IV protected areas are not strictly protected from human use; scientific
research may take place but generally as a secondary objective.

Category Ib | Category IV protected areas cannot be described as “wilderness”, as defined by IUCN.
Many will be subject to management intervention that is inimical to the concept of
category Ib wilderness areas; those that remain un-managed are likely to be too small
to fulfil the aims of category Ib.

Category I Category IV protected areas aim their conservation at particular species or habitats
and may in consequence have to pay less attention to other elements of the
ecosystem, whereas category |l protected areas aim to conserve fully functional
ecosystems. Categories Il and IV may in some circumstances closely resemble each
other and the distinction is partly a matter of objective —i.e., whether the aim is to
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protect to the extent possible the entire ecosystem (category Il) or is focused to
protect a few key species or habitats (category IV).

Category llI

The objective of category IV areas is of a more biological nature whereas category Il is
site specific and more morphologically or culturally oriented.

Category V

Category IV protected areas aim to protect identified target species and habitats
whereas category V aims to protect overall landscapes/ seascapes with value for
nature conservation. Category V protected areas will generally possess socio-cultural
characteristics that may be absent in IV. Where category IV areas may use traditional
management approaches this will explicitly be to maintain associated species as part
of a management plan and not more broadly as part of a management approach that
includes a wide range of for-profit activities.

Category VI

Management interventions in category IV protected areas are primarily aimed at
maintaining species or habitats while in category VI protected areas they are aimed at
linking nature conservation with the sustainable use of resources. As with category V,
category VI protected areas are generally larger than category IV.

Canadian Interpretation
e The primary focus of Category IV is to ensure the maintenance of native species, their habitats,
and/or biotic communities. Active management may or may not be required to maintain these

values.

e Areas requiring intensive and regular active management at the site level, in order to maintain
desired ecological conditions, belong in Category IV. Some of these areas may be managed to
“enhance” habitat conditions for significant species or groups of species, and others may be
managed to restore or maintain physical features of the environment or representative
ecosystems.

Canadian Examples

NL
SK
BC

Eastport Marine Protected Areas (Round Island & Duck Islands)
Last Mountain Lake National Wildlife Area
Boundary Bay Wildlife Management Area
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3.4.6 Category V: Protected landscape/seascape

Definition

A protected area where the interaction of people and nature over time has produced an area of
distinct character with significant ecological, biological, cultural and scenic value, and where
safeguarding the integrity of this interaction is vital to protecting and sustaining the area and its
associated nature conservation and other values.

Primary Objective

To protect and sustain important landscapes/seascapes and the associated nature conservation
and other values created by interactions with humans through traditional management
practices.

Other Objectives

To maintain a balanced interaction of nature and culture through the protection of landscape
and/or seascape and associated traditional management approaches, societies, cultures and
spiritual values;

To contribute to broad-scale conservation by maintaining species associated with cultural
landscapes and/or by providing conservation opportunities in heavily used landscapes;

To provide opportunities for enjoyment, well-being and socio-economic activity through
recreation and tourism;

To provide natural products and environmental services;

To provide a framework to underpin active involvement by the community in the management
of valued landscapes or seascapes and the natural and cultural heritage that they contain;

To encourage the conservation of agrobiodiversity and aquatic biodiversity;

To act as models of sustainability so that lessons can be learnt for wider application.

Distinguishing features
Category V protected areas result from biotic, abiotic and human interaction and should have the
following essential characteristics:

Landscape and/or coastal and island seascape of high and/or distinct scenic quality and with
significant associated habitats, flora and fauna and associated cultural features;

A balanced interaction between people and nature that has endured over time and still has
integrity, or where there is reasonable hope of restoring that integrity;

Unique or traditional land-use patterns, e.g., as evidenced in sustainable agricultural and
forestry systems and human settlements that have evolved in balance with their landscape.

The following are desirable characteristics:

Opportunities for recreation and tourism consistent with lifestyle and economic activities;
Unique or traditional social organizations, as evidenced in local customs, livelihoods and beliefs;
Recognition by artists of all kinds and in cultural traditions (now and in the past);

Potential for ecological and/or landscape restoration.
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Role in the landscape/seascape

Generally, category V protected areas play an important role in conservation at the landscape/seascape
scale, particularly as part of a mosaic of management patterns, protected area designations and other
conservation mechanisms:

e Some category V protected areas act as a buffer around a core of one or more strictly protected
areas to help to ensure that land- and water-use activities do not threaten their integrity;
e (Category V protected areas may also act as linking habitat between several other protected

areas.

Category V offers unique contributions to conservation of biological diversity. In particular:

e Species or habitats that have evolved in association with cultural management systems and can
only survive if those management systems are maintained;

e To provide a framework when conservation objectives need to be met over a large area (e.g., for
top predators) in crowded landscapes with a range of ownership patterns, governance models
and land use;

e In addition, traditional systems of management are often associated with important
components of agrobiodiversity or aquatic biodiversity, which can be conserved only by
maintaining those systems.

What makes category V unique?
Table 3.6: Category V Differences

Category V differs from the other categories in the following ways:

Category la

Human intervention is expected. Category V does not prioritize research, though it can
offer opportunities to study interactions between people and nature.

Category Ib

Category V protected areas are not “wilderness” as defined by IUCN. Many will be
subject to management intervention inimical to the concept of category Ib.

Category |l

Category Il seeks to minimize human activity in order to allow for “as natural a state as
possible”. Category V includes an option of continuous human interaction.

Category Il

Category lll focuses on specific features and single values and emphasises the
monumentality, uniqueness and/or rarity of individual features, whereas these are not
required for category V protected areas, which encompasses broader landscapes and
multiple values.

Category IV

Category V aims to protect overall landscapes and seascapes that have value to
biodiversity, whereas category IV aims often quite specifically to protect identified
target species and habitats. Category V protected areas will often be larger than
category IV.

Category VI

Category VI emphasises the need to link nature conservation in natural areas whilst
supporting sustainable livelihoods: conversely category V emphasises values from
long-term interactions of people and nature in modified conditions. In category VI the
emphasis is on sustainable use of environmental products and services (typically
hunting, grazing, management of natural resources), whereas in category V the
emphasis is on more intensive uses (typically agriculture, forestry, tourism). Category
VI will usually be more “natural” than category V.
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Canadian Interpretation

Commercial extraction would be acceptable in Category V only where the nature and extent of
the proposed activities is compatible with the objectives of management, as part of the
interaction between nature and culture that results in important ecological values. Per IUCN
resolution WCC-2016-Rec-102-EN, environmentally damaging industrial activities and
infrastructure development should be prohibited in all categories of protected areas.

Before considering the assignment of Category V, it should first be determined whether the area
under consideration meets the basic definition of a protected area, which has nature
conservation as its a primary, and in the case of conflict among objectives, overriding objective.
This category is not common in Canada because of the relative short period of intensive land
use, in comparison to parts of Europe or Asia. In many parts in Canada, changing land uses have
not yielded an interaction of people with a distinct character with significant ecological,
biological, cultural and scenic value. In Europe, where this Category is common, thousands of
years of traditional use have created a situation where some elements of biodiversity are
dependent on a particular human landscape. Examples of this in Canada are far more unlikely
simply because of of the history of land use.

People living and working within Category V Protected Areas should be assisted to understand
and support the conservation objectives of the site.

Canadian Examples

MB
NWT

Hecla/Grindstone Provincial Park
Igalugaarjuup Nunanga Territorial Park
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3.4.7 Category VI: Protected area with sustainable use of natural resources

Definition

Category VI protected areas conserve ecosystems and habitats, together with associated cultural
values and traditional natural resource management systems. They are generally large, with most
of the area in a natural condition, where a proportion is under sustainable natural resource
management and where low-level non-industrial use of natural resources compatible with nature
conservation is seen as one of the main aims of the area

Primary Objective

To protect natural ecosystems and use natural resources sustainably, when conservation and
sustainable use can be mutually beneficial.

Other Objectives

To promote sustainable use of natural resources, considering ecological, economic and social
dimensions;

To promote social and economic benefits to local communities where relevant;

To facilitate inter-generational security for local communities’ livelihoods — therefore ensuring
that such livelihoods are sustainable;

To integrate other cultural approaches, belief systems and world-views within a range of social
and economic approaches to nature conservation;

To contribute to developing and/or maintaining a more balanced relationship between humans
and the rest of nature;

To contribute to sustainable development at national, regional and local level (in the last case
mainly to local communities and/or indigenous peoples depending on the protected natural
resources);

To facilitate scientific research and environmental monitoring, mainly related to the
conservation and sustainable use of natural resources;

To collaborate in the delivery of benefits to people, mostly local communities, living in or near to
the designated protected area;

To facilitate recreation and appropriate small-scale tourism.

Distinguishing features

Category VI protected areas, uniquely amongst the IUCN categories system, have the
sustainable use of natural resources as a means to achieve nature conservation, together and in
synergy with other actions more common to the other categories, such as protection.

Category VI protected areas aim to conserve ecosystems and habitats, together with associated
cultural values and natural resource management systems. Therefore, this category of protected
areas tends to be relatively large (although this is not obligatory).

The category is not designed to accommodate large-scale industrial harvest.

In general, IUCN recommends that a proportion of the area is retained in a natural condition®,
which in some cases might imply its definition as a no-take management zone. Some countries

5 Note that this does not necessarily preclude low-level activity, such as collection of non-timber forest products.
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have set this as two-thirds; IUCN recommends that decisions need to be made at a national level
and sometimes even at the level of individual protected areas.
Role in the landscape/seascape

e (Category VI protected areas are particularly adapted to the application of landscape
approaches.

e This is an appropriate category for large natural areas, such as tropical forests, deserts and other
arid lands, complex wetland systems, coastal and high seas, boreal forests, etc., — not only by
establishing large protected areas, but also by linking with groups of protected areas, corridors
or ecological networks.

e Category VI protected areas may also be particularly appropriate to the conservation of natural
ecosystems when there are few or no areas without use or occupation and where those uses
and occupations are mostly traditional and low-impact practices, which have not substantially
affected the natural state of the ecosystem.

What makes category VI unique?

Allocation of category VI depends on long-term management objectives and also on local specific
characteristics. The following table outlines some of the main reasons why category VI may be chosen in
specific situations vis-a-vis other categories.

Table 3.7: Category VI Differences

Category VI differs from the other categories in the following ways:

Category la

Category VI protected areas do conserve biodiversity, particularly at ecosystem and
landscape scale, but the aim would not be to protect them strictly from human
interference. Although scientific research may be important, it would be considered a
priority only when applied to sustainable uses of natural resources, either in order to
improve them, or to understand how to minimize the risks to ecological sustainability.

Category Ib

Category VI protected areas in certain cases could be considered close to “wilderness”,
however they explicitly promote sustainable use, unlike the situation in category Ib
wilderness areas where such use will be minimal and incidental to conservation aims.
They also contribute to the maintenance of environmental services, but not only by
exclusive nature conservation, as the sustainable use of natural resources can also
contribute to the protection of ecosystems, large habitats, and ecological processes.

Category |l

Category VI protected areas aim to conserve ecosystems, as complete and functional
as possible, and their species and genetic diversity and associated environmental
services, but differ from category Il in the role they play in the promotion of
sustainable use of natural resources. Tourism can be developed in category

VI protected areas, but only as a very secondary activity or when they are part of the
local communities’ socio-economic strategies (e.g., in relation to ecotourism
development).

Category Il

Category VI protected areas might include the protection of specific natural or cultural
features, including species and genetic diversity, among their objectives, whenever the
sustainable use of natural resources is also part of the objectives, but they are more
oriented to the protection of ecosystems, ecological processes, and maintenance of
environmental services through nature protection and promotion of management
approaches that lead to the sustainable use of natural resources.
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Category IV | Category VI protected areas are more oriented to the protection of ecosystems,

ecological processes, and maintenance of environmental services through nature
protection and promotion of the sustainable use of natural resources. While category
IV protected areas tend to prioritize active management, category VI promotes the
sustainable use of natural resources.

Category V Category V applies to areas where landscapes have been transformed as a result of

long-term interactions with humans; category VI areas remain as predominantly
natural ecosystems. The emphasis in category VI is therefore more on the protection
of natural ecosystems and ecological processes, through nature protection and
promotion of the sustainable use of natural resources.

Canadian Interpretation

Commercial extraction in Category VI should only occur where the nature and extent of the
proposed activities is compatible with the site’s nature conservation objectives. Per IUCN
resolution WCC-2016-Rec-102-EN, environmentally damaging industrial activities and
infrastructure development should be prohibited in all categories of protected areas.

Before considering the assignment of Category VI, it should first be determined whether the
area under consideration meets the basic definition of a protected area, which has nature
conservation as its primary, and in the case of conflict among objectives, overriding objective.
Any commercial extraction should be based on benefiting local communities. In Canada there is
an opportunity to use category VI for protected areas under Indigenous governance where non-
industrial, sustainable harvest can benefit local communities.

As with all categories, the protection and maintenance of biological diversity must be the
primary objective of Category VI. Sustainable use of resources is a secondary objective and must
be means to achieve the primary objective, rather than a risk to its achievement. Sites with
sustainable use as the primary objective do not meet the IUCN definition of a protected area or
the criteria for Category VI, but may be reportable as contributions to Aichi Targets 6 or 7.

The “minimum 66 percent natural area” guideline was an element of the 1994 IUCN guidance
and should continue to be applied in the Canadian context. The permanently natural portions of
Category VI should not be exchanged against modified areas. For example, forests cannot be
harvested and then rezoned as natural landscapes and included in the 66-percent-natural
portion of a reserve.

Resource use in Category VI protected areas must be defined in the related protected area
legislation, management plan or equivalent statement of management intent, which should be
subject to a public consultation process.

Commercial harvest within Category VI should benefit local communities and be based on
traditional resource management activities.

Any commercial harvest in a Category VI protected areas should be monitored against
established thresholds to ensure the long-term conservation of nature. The monitoring program
and data should be publically available.

Canadian Examples

BC
NWT
MB

Churn Creek Protected Area
Saoyu-?ehdacho National Historic Site of Canada
Whitewater Lake Wildlife Management Area (partially protected component)
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3.5 RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE PROTECTED AREAS CATEGORIES

The categories do not imply a simple hierarchy in terms of quality, importance or
naturalness. Nor are the categories necessarily equal in each situation, but rather should be
chosen in order to maximize opportunities for conservation and also to address threats to
conservation

The categories do not imply any kind of simple hierarchy, either in terms of quality and importance— for
example the degree of intervention or naturalness. But neither are the categories equal in the sense
that they will all be equally useful or appropriate in any given situation. One of the associated principles
to the protected area definition states: “All categories make a contribution to conservation but
objectives should be chosen with respect to the particular situation; not all categories are equally useful
in every situation”.

This implies that a well-balanced protected area system should consider using all the categories,
although it may not be the case that all of the options are necessary or practical in every region or
country. In the large majority of situations, at least a proportion of protected areas should be in the
more strictly protected categories - i.e., I-IV. This is especially the case in Canada where land-use
history, conservation needs, and conservation opportunities make appropriate a focus on categories |
thru IV. The choice of categories is often complex and should be guided by the needs and urgency of
biodiversity conservation, the certainty that the management category can deliver the expected
conservation outcomes, the opportunities for delivery of ecosystems services, the needs, wants and
beliefs of human communities, land ownership patterns, strength of governance, and population levels.
Decisions relating to protected areas will usually be subject to a certain amount of trade-offs as a result
of competing land uses and of consultative processes. It is important that conservation objectives are
given adequate attention and weight in relevant decision-making processes.

Management approaches and categories are not necessarily fixed forever and can and do change if
conditions change or if one approach is perceived to be failing. However, changing the category of a
protected area should be subject to procedures that are at least as rigorous as those involved in the
establishment of the protected area and its category in the first place. Many people assume that the
categories imply a gradation in naturalness in order from | to VI but the reality is more complicated as
shown in Figure 3.1 below, which attempts to compare average naturalness of all the categories.
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Sustainably
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Protected Areas — »

—» Dedication to Nature Conservation

low » Level of Human Modification > high

Figure 3.1. The relationship between Protected Area Categories and other land and sea use.

3.6 APPLYING THE CATEGORIES

All Canadian protected area agencies should carefully review their existing protected areas to ensure the
area is correctly categorized and reported in CARTS. In addition, when new protected areas are added,
there should be documented consideration of the proper management category when reporting to the
CARTS. Category information is important to understand management intent and is reported globally to
the UNEP’s World Database on Protected Areas .

Many protected areas serve more than one objective, so a fundamental task when assigning
categories is to determine the importance of each objective in the management of the protected area.
In many cases, the primary management objectives for any group of government protected areas will be
found in enabling legislation. In management plans, conservations goals are vaguely or ambiguously
stated making it difficult to determine if the “protection and maintenance of biodiversity, and associated
natural and cultural features” is the intended primary objective. Supplementary information may be
found in other supporting documents. Clarity of goals is the first step to proper categorizations of
protected areas.
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The recommended process for establishing protected area categories is hierarchical as should follow
these steps:

1 Does the area in question fit the IUCN definition and principles for a protected area?
2 If yes, compare objectives to those for the 6 categories and select the one that best matches.

a. If there is no match, re-evaluate the answer to Question 1. If the area is still considered
a protected area, report as such but do not assign a category.

b. In areas where the management objectives are complex or multi-faceted or have
recognizable zones, consider whether the 75% rule (i.e., the primary management
objective for the areas should apply to at least three-quarters of the protected areas,
and uses in the remainder of the area should not compromise the area’s conservation
objectives [Dudley, 2008, p. 35]). If the area in question does not have a clear
conservation management intent, do not proceed with assignment of a category.

3 If the area in question does not fit the definition and category of a protected area, consider if
the area fits the definition of an OECM (see Chapter 4).

Additional notes:

In practice, the responsibility for deciding whether areas fit the IUCN protected area definition and
principle and for assigning categories should reside with protected area specialists within the
government agencies, First Nations, or non-governmental organizations responsible. Reporting to CARTS
is typically the responsibility of federal, provincial, and territorial protected area agency representatives
and selected other governing authorities, liaising as necessary within their respective governments and
with First Nations, non-governmental, or other organizations managing protected areas within their
jurisdictions. Disagreements within jurisdictions regarding what constitutes a protected area or
appropriate category assignment should be resolved through dialogue amongst the relevant parties,
applying science-based guidance to the greatest extent possible. CCEA is available to respond to
guestions of interpretation, act as a sounding board, and can convene voluntary science-based peer-to-
peer feedback processes upon request.

It should be recognized that the IUCN management categories have been developed for international
comparisons, and some flexibility in their application is expected among countries. Consistency of
application within Canada is a highly desirable and expected outcome. Through the shared experience of
using this Canadian Guidebook, it is hoped that a more uniform assignment of categories will emerge
over time.
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4 GUIDANCE FOR APPLYING OTHER EFFECTIVE AREA-BASED
CONSERVATION MEASURES (OECMS) IN CANADA

In response to a formal request from the UNCBD Conference of the Parties, IUCN’s World Commission
on Protected Areas established a Task Force to provide global guidance on the interpretation of other
effective area-based conservation measures in 2015. The Task Force consists of a global network of over
100 experts and at the time of writing has held three workshops (in Cambridge, UK and Vilm, Germany,
in 2016, and Vancouver, Canada in 2017) and had several consultations with concerned national parties
and conservation organizations at CBD meetings (Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical & Technological
Advice (SBSTTA), Convention of the Parties (COP13) and at the 2016 IUCN World Conservation Congress
in Hawai’i). The CCEA held four pan-Canadian workshops in 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016, specifically on
defining OECMs on land and sea in Canada, and published a refereed paper on the subject (MacKinnon
et al., 2015). In addition, CCEA members have been an instrumental part of the IUCN Task Force. The
IUCN Task Force has completed a draft definition and guidance on determining OECMs. Much of the
following text is taken directly from the IUCN Task Force report (IUCN-WCPA, 2018a), which CCEA
members helped write. Guidance has been adapted to the Canadian context with examples and
additional guidance for clarity. Chapter 5 includes decision-support tools created by the CCEA for
detailed screening of potential OECMs based upon IUCN criteria for OECMs and protected areas.

4.1 DEFINITION OF AN OECM — A DETAILED DISCUSSION

An ‘other effective area-based conservation measure’ (OECM), as referenced in Aichi Biodiversity Target
11, is defined as (IUCN-WCPAa, 2018):

A geographically defined space, not recognized as a protected area, which is governed
and managed over the long-term in ways that deliver the effective and enduring in-situ
conservation of biodiversity, with associated ecosystem services and cultural and
spiritual values.

The distinguishing criterion is that protected areas should have a primary conservation objective,
whereas an OECM should deliver the effective in-situ conservation of biodiversity, regardless of its
objectives. Areas recognized by governments as protected areas are listed on the World Database on
Protected Areas and included in international statistics. In Canada, areas reported as OECMs by
government will be included in CARTS, which in turn serves as a basis for reporting to the WDPA.

There are several reasons why areas that deliver important in-situ conservation outcomes may not be
recognised by governments and reported as protected areas (Borrini-Feyerabend and Hill, 2015), and

such areas should be recognised as OECMs - see Box 4.1.

Although both protected areas and OECMs contribute towards the same Target 11, they have a number
of other important differences. See Appendix 1 for a comparison of OECMs and protected areas.
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Box 4.1 Identifying Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measures (OECMs) (IUCN-WCPA,
2018a)

OECMs and protected areas both result in the long-term and effective in-situ conservation of
biodiversity. However, whereas protected areas have nature conservation as the primary
management objective, and the conservation objective has primacy in the case of conflict with other
aims, OECMs may or may not have nature conservation as an objective.

Types of approaches leading to recognition of OECMs

1 ‘Primary conservation’ - refers to areas that may meet all elements of the IUCN definition of
a protected area, but which are not officially designated as such because the governance
authority does not want the area to be recognised or reported as a protected area. For
example, in some instances Indigenous peoples and local communities may not want areas
of high biodiversity value that they govern to be designated as protected areas or recorded
in government protected area databases. The governance authority has the right to withhold
or give its consent to an area being recognised as an OECM, assuming it meets the OECM
criteria.

‘Secondary conservation’ - is achieved through the active conservation of an area where
biodiversity outcomes are a secondary management objective. For example, enduring
watershed protection regimes and management may result in effective protection of
biodiversity in watersheds, even though the areas may be managed primarily for objectives
other than conservation. Sites managed to provide ecological connectivity between
protected areas or other areas of high biodiversity, thereby contributing to their viability,
may also qualify as OECMs.

‘Ancillary conservation’ - refers to areas that deliver in-situ conservation as a by-product of
management activities, even though biodiversity conservation is not a management
objective. For example, Scapa Flow in the Orkney Islands protects shipwrecks and war graves
from World War Il. This protection has led to the ancillary conservation of important
biodiversity.

Unrecognised and unreported areas that meet the definition of a protected area

IUCN recommends that areas that meet all elements of the IUCN definition of a protected area, and
are recognised as such by the governance authority, be reported in accordance with WDPA
procedures as protected areas rather than as OECMs (see Figure 4.1 and Section 4.4). For example,
some privately protected areas are not included by national governments in their reporting to the
WDPA, even though they may satisfy all IUCN criteria for protected areas, and the private governing
authority may wish them to be recognised.

Other intact natural areas

All of the above cases must be distinguished from other intact natural areas that are not subject to
any deliberate form of conservation management but nevertheless currently harbour intact
biodiversity; e.g., often due to remoteness or conflict conditions. These areas are not considered to
be either OECMs or protected areas since such sites have little long-term security if conditions
change, or if they are eventually subject to environmentally damaging activities.
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The relationship between OECMs and protected areas is illustrated in Figure 4.1 below.

OECMs Protected
Areas

Ancilliary conservation

Government PAs

Secondary
conservation

/

Primary conservation

PAs with under other
governance types

Sites with a primary conservation
objective would move from OECM to
Protected Area if recognised as a
protected area by the relevant
governance authority

Figure 4.1. The relationship between OECMs and pfotected areas (IUCN-WCPA, 2018a). (Note: sizes of segments
are illustrative only and not based on actual data)

4.2 ELEMENTS OF THE OECM DEFINITION
The following sub-sections elaborate on each element of the overall OECM definition:

A geographically defined space, not recognised as a protected area, which is governed
and managed over the long-term in ways that deliver the effective in-situ conservation
of biodiversity, with associated ecosystem services and cultural and spiritual values.

a. ‘geographically defined space’

Geographically defined space implies a spatially defined area with agreed and demarcated boundaries,
which can include land, inland waters, marine and coastal areas, or any combination of these. In
exceptional circumstances, boundaries may be defined by physical features that move over time, such
as river banks, the high-water mark, or extent of sea ice — see Box 4.2.

Box 4.2 A Closer Look at Geographical Space

Geographical space has three dimensions; this requires any governance or management regime for a
two-dimensional area also to account for the third (vertical) dimension if all the biodiversity of the
area is to be effectively conserved in-situ. Designations of OECMs or protected areas will often have
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limits in the third dimension (e.g., only apply to a certain depth underground or below the water
surface, or have an altitude limit to allow passage of commercial aircraft). This has become
particularly controversial in marine protected areas, where vertical zoning for commercial purposes

undermines conservation outcomes, disrupts ecological connectivity, and creates monitoring and
enforcement challenges. For both protected areas and OECMs, the height and depth dimensions
need to be consistent with effective conservation management to protect the full range of native
biodiversity.

While the sizes of OECMs vary, they should be large enough to achieve the long-term in-situ
conservation of biodiversity, including all species or ecosystems for which the site is important.
Conservation regulations that apply only to a particular species, a specific threat, or an activity type,
should not be considered OECMs. ‘Sufficient size’ is highly contextual and is dependent on the
ecological requirements for the persistence of the relevant species and ecosystems. For example,
OECMs should not be applied to large-scale regional environmental management measures, such as a
hunting regulations on seabirds, or whale-watching rules. Another example of a large-scale measure
would be shipping and fish-harvesting regulations to avoid conflicts with North Atlantic Right Whale
habitats in the Bay of Fundy and Gulf of St. Lawrence. While such measures are important for whales,
they would not, on their own, constitute an OECM. In this example, the shipping and fish-harvesting
regulations are wide-scale measures directed at a single species and do not effectively protect an
ecosystem.

Neither should OECMs be based on conservation measures that are so small in scale that many
elements of biodiversity could not persist in the long term. Examples of such measures are narrow
vegetated watercourse setbacks regularly applied under forestry rules, agriculture, or land development
schemes. While these measures have conservation value, they are not OECMs and thus should be
considered for reporting under other Aichi Targets (see Appendix 2 for the relationship between Aichi
Target 11 and the other Aichi Targets).

b. ‘not recognized as a protected area’

The wording of the CBD’s Aichi Target 11 makes clear that OECMs can contribute in their own right to
the area-based targets for terrestrial and marine conservation. This means that areas that are already
designated as protected areas or lie within protected areas should not also be recognised or reported
as OECMs. While protected areas and OECMs are mutually exclusive at any point in time, both
protected areas and OECMs have value for biodiversity conservation. Some OECMs may become
recognised as protected areas if, for example, nature conservation becomes the primary management
objective, or where it already meets the definition of a protected area and the governing authority now
requests its recognition.

C. ‘governed’
Governed implies that the area is under the authority of a specified entity, or an agreed upon
combination of entities. OECMs can be governed under the same range of governance types as
protected areas (see Chapter 8), namely:

1 governance by governments (federal, provincial, territorial or municipal);

2 shared governance (i.e., governance by various rights-holders and stakeholders together);

3 governance by private individuals, organizations or companies; and
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4 governance by Indigenous peoples and/or local communities (Dudley, 2008; Borrini-Feyerabend
etal., 2013).

As with protected areas, the governance of OECMs should strive to be ‘equitable’ and reflect human
rights norms recognized in international and regional human rights instruments and in national
legislation. Any recognition of OECMs should require the free, prior and informed consent of the
relevant governance authority(ies).

d. ‘managed’

Managed specifies that the area is being managed in a way that leads to positive biodiversity
conservation outcomes. This means that an area where there is no management regime is not an OECM,
even though its biodiversity may remain intact. For example, unmanaged areas of the high seas, areas
under military conflict, and other areas currently in a natural or near-natural state should not be
considered as OECMs in the absence of a management regime that provides effective and enduring in-
situ biodiversity conservation. ‘Managed’ can include a deliberate decision to leave the area untouched.

Unlike protected areas, OECMs do not require a primary objective of conservation, but there must be a
direct causal link between the area’s overall objective and management and the in-situ conservation
of biodiversity over the long-term. For example, the management approaches of some municipal
watershed protection areas for clean water also result in effective and enduring biodiversity outcomes.
In such cases there is clear causal link.

Accordingly, the management of OECMs should include ‘effective means’ of control of activities that
could impact biodiversity, whether through legal measures or other effective means (such as customary
laws or binding agreements with the landowners).

e. ‘long-term’

The governance and management of OECMs is expected to be long-term in intent (i.e., considered to be
ongoing and without any endpoint, in ways that deliver the effective in-situ conservation of
biodiversity). OECMs do not result from short-term or temporary management strategies. For example,
a commercial fishing closure that stays in place only until an overfished area recovers, is not an OECM.
Conservation measures with defined time limits that are not expected to be systematically renewed are
not considered OECMs.

On the other hand, sites with a range of management approaches, including seasonal arrangements
(e.g., sites managed for migratory bird species) may qualify as OECMs if the seasonal measures are part
of a long-term overall management regime that results in the year-round in-situ conservation of
biodiversity within the site. Additionally, there may be cases where short-term regulatory instruments
are renewed continuously and are de facto long-term measures.

f. ‘effective’

OECMs should be effective at delivering the in-situ conservation of biodiversity, i.e., the biodiversity
outcomes associated with the management should be understood to be effective and likely to continue
long-term.

Effective conservation outcomes may arise from strict protection or certain forms of sustainable
management consistent with the CBD definitions of “in-situ conservation” and “biodiversity”. Most
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areas managed for industrial production, that also have biodiversity benefits, including sustainably
managed commercial forests, should not be considered as OECMs; rather they should be reported
under other Aichi Targets (e.g., Target 7, see Appendix 2).

Practical steps must be in place for monitoring and reporting on the effectiveness of OECMs (see Section
4.6).

g. ‘in-situ conservation’
The CBD defines in-situ conservation, with respect to biodiversity, as:

“The conservation of ecosystems and natural habitats and the maintenance and
recovery of viable populations of species in their natural surroundings and, in the case
of domesticated or cultivated species, in the surroundings where they have developed
their distinctive properties. (CBD definition)”

OECMs are expected to achieve the conservation of nature (i.e., as a whole), rather than only selected
elements of biodiversity. The CBD definitions of “biodiversity” and “in-situ conservation” clearly
recognise that a single species can only exist in-situ as part of an interconnected web with other species
and the abiotic environment. Therefore, conservation measures targeting single species or subsets of
biodiversity should not allow the broader ecosystem to be compromised. Recognising the connection to
biological diversity, geological diversity, or geodiversity, will also sometimes be an important
management focus in OECMs. For example, a cave system protected for its geological features might
also protecting biological diversity such as roosting bat populations.

h. ‘biodiversity’

Given the explicit link in Aichi Target 11 between OECMs and biodiversity conservation outcomes, it is
implicit that OECMs must achieve the effective and enduring in-situ conservation of biodiversity. While
approaches for identifying such areas vary according to national, subnational, and local circumstances,
global guidance now exists for identifying Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs), for describing areas such as
Ramsar sites, and Ecologically and Biologically Significant Marine Areas (EBSAs).

Recognition of an OECM should include the identification of the range of biodiversity attributes for
which the site is considered important and be based upon the best available knowledge — see Box 4.3.
These key biodiversity values, as well as the broader conservation values of OECMs, should be described
and tracked over time.

Box 4.3 A Closer Look at Biodiversity

OECMs will effectively protect one or more of the following elements of native biodiversity:
Rare, threatened or endangered species and habitats, and the ecosystems that support

them, including species and sites identified on the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species, Red
List of Ecosystems, or national equivalents;

Representative natural ecosystems;

Areas with high levels of ecological integrity or ecological intactness, which are characterised
by the occurrence of the full range of native species and supporting ecological processes.
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These areas will be intact or be capable of being restored under the proposed management
regime;

Range-restricted species and ecosystems in natural settings;

Important species aggregations, including during migration or spawning;

Ecosystems especially important for species life stages, feeding, resting, moulting and
breeding;

Areas of importance for ecological connectivity or that are important to complete a
conservation network within a landscape or seascape;

Areas that provide critical ecosystem services, such as clean water and carbon storage, in
addition to in-situ biodiversity conservation;

Ecosystem hosting species and habitats that are important for traditional human uses, such
as native medicinal plants.

In this context, an intensively managed farm with a small proportion of the original native plants and
birds will likely not be an OECM. Conversely, an area of native grassland, dominated by native plants,
and having healthy populations of a large variety of native birds and mammals, might well be an
OECM if a lower-intensity management and governance regime ensures these outcomes over the
long-term. Just as for protected areas, there may be instances where an OECM is especially
important for protecting a particular threatened species by protecting the entire ecosystem.

As climate change alters ecosystems, understanding of what is natural and effective in a particular
place may also change. OECMs may need to be recognised and managed with adaptation to climate
change in mind.

i ‘ecosystem services’

Healthy and functioning ecosystems provide a range of services. Ecosystem services include
provisioning services such as food and water; regulating services such as regulation of floods, drought,
land degradation and disease; and supporting services such as soil formation and nutrient recycling.
Protection of these ecosystem services will be a frequent driver in the recognition of OECMs. However,
management to enhance one particular ecosystem service should not impact negatively on the site’s
overall biodiversity conservation values. Ecosystems services are associated with biodiversity
conservation.

j. ‘cultural and spiritual values’

OECMs include areas where the protection of key species and habitats and management of biodiversity
may be achieved as part of long-standing and traditional cultural and spiritual values and practices. In
such cases, it will be essential to ensure the recognition and protection of the associated cultural and
spiritual values and practices that lead to positive biodiversity outcomes. Conversely, management for
cultural and spiritual values within an OECM should not impact negatively on biodiversity conservation
values.

4.3 IDENTIFYING OECMS IN PRACTICE — IUCN’S RAPID ASSESSMENT SCREENING TOOL

All efforts to conserve biodiversity are valuable but only those area-based measures which contribute
directly to long-term in-situ conservation should be considered as relevant to Target 11. Other
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1881 conservation efforts will be more appropriately reported against other Aichi Targets that relate more to
1882  sustainable use (Laffoley et al., 2017 — see Appendix 2).

1883
1884  To support decision-making processes, WCPA has developed a simple four-step screening tool, directly
1885 linked to the definition and the explanation of terms in Section 4.2. Any area being considered for

1886  recognition as an OECM should be screened for its eligibility against these criteria by or with the
1887  consent of the governing authority.

1888 4.3.1 Screening Tool

1889  The screening tool applies four eligibility criteria.

1890

1891 e Criterion 1. Ensure that the area is not already recognised and/or recorded as a protected area.
1892 e Criterion 2. Ensure that Aichi Target 11, as opposed to other Aichi Targets, is the right focus (i.e., that
1893 the area is providing in-situ conservation of biodiversity).

1894 e Criterion 3. Ensure that the area has the essential conservation characteristics of an OECM.

1895 e Criterion 4. Ensure that the conservation outcome will be sustained in the long term.

1896 The elements of each criterion are elaborated in Section 4.3.2. Potential OECMs must pass all four
1897 screening criteria.
1898

Box 4.4 A recommended approach for using the screening tool
The following application of the screening tool is recommended:

Step 1: For cases in which a party other than the governing authority is managing the process -
including areas governed by Indigenous peoples and local communities, to whom the principle of
free, prior and informed consent applies - confirm the interest of the governing authority in having
the area evaluated and potentially reported as an OECM.

Step 2: Thoroughly read and discuss the guidelines and the screening criteria and assemble a review
team consisting of people familiar with the diversity of approaches being taken locally to area-based
conservation.

Step 3: Prior to applying the screening tool, compile a comprehensive set of maps and information
on possible locations that might qualify as OECM having compared them to maps of known

designated or proposed protected areas so the relationship is readily understood.

Step 4: Apply each of the four screening criteria to each area being assessed as an OECM.

Step 5: Identify those areas that meet all four criteria as OECMs, subject to more detailed review
involving empirical evidence. Report those areas that then meet all the criteria, including consent
from the governance authority, to the WDPA.

Step 6: For those areas that do not meet the criteria, record reasons for decisions against each
criteria. This information may be helpful in identifying whether any changes to the governance or
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management might lead to the area qualifying as an OECM. Where desired, reapply Steps 1-5, as
appropriate.

For Steps 5 and 6, the CCEA recommends the use of the decision support tools in Chapter 5, which
‘drill down’ into the questions that must be answered in Steps 5 and 6, above.

1899
1900
1901

1902 4.3.2 Applying the Screening Tool

1903  This section provides guidance on how to apply the screening tool. All references to ‘elements’ refer to
1904 the elements of the definition, described in Section 4.2.

1905

1906  Criterion 1. Ensure that the area is not already recorded as a protected area

1907

1908 The areais neither already recognised nor proposed as a marine, freshwater or terrestrial protected

1909  area, nor does it lie within one (see element b).

1910

1911 Criterion 2. Ensure that Aichi Target 11, as opposed to other Aichi Targets, is the right focus.

1912

1913  Within the context of reporting to the CBD, ensure Target 11 is the most relevant Aichi Biodiversity
1914  Target. There are 20 Aichi Biodiversity Targets, many encompassing area-based approaches. As

1915  elaborated in Box 4.5, some area-based approaches will better contribute to other Targets (e.g., Target
1916 6 on sustainable management of fisheries, Target 7 on sustainable agriculture and forestry) and may
1917  therefore not be OECMs. See Appendix 2 on the relationship between Target 11 and other associated
1918  Aichi Targets and Appendix 3 for a decision tree on selecting the most appropriate Aichi Target for a
1919 given conservation measure.

1920

Box 4.5 Ensuring that Aichi Target 11 is the right focus

The Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and the 20 Aichi Biodiversity Targets call for a
comprehensive set of approaches to stem biodiversity loss, including raising awareness of
biodiversity, eliminating perverse incentives for its degradation, implementing sustainable
production plans, reducing habitat loss, preventing species extinction, reducing direct pressures on
biodiversity to sustainable levels, and conserving biodiversity in-situ.

Area-based conservation measures can contribute to the achievement of several Aichi Targets, but
not all area-based measures achieve their objectives through the in-situ conservation of biodiversity
consistent with Target 11 criteria.

For example, many fisheries closures apply to specific geographic areas and therefore are area-based
measures, but may only be closed to the fishing of specific depleted commercial fish species, the use
of certain habitat-damaging or non-selective gear types, or at certain times of year when vulnerable
species are present at a vulnerable life stage (e.g., spawning aggregations). They may continue to

57



allow fishery and non-fishery activities (e.g., oil drilling), as long as such activities do not compromise
the purposes for which they have been established. As such, they may be effective tools in helping to
ensure that fisheries are managed sustainably (the objective of Aichi Target 6), without necessarily
achieving the in-situ conservation of biodiversity (the objective of Aichi Target 11).

Similarly, forestry management plans are applied on an area basis and may vary in their degree of
ecological impact. Lower-impact approaches may retain more species, habitat structures, and
ecosystem functions than higher-impact approaches, and some may indeed achieve the CBD
meaning of “sustainable use” —i.e., the use of components of biological diversity in a way and at a
rate that does not lead to the long-term decline of biological diversity. However, because of their
extractive, ecosystem-altering impacts, they may not necessarily also achieve the in-situ
conservation of all biodiversity. Such measures might best be considered as contributions to Aichi

Target 7, which calls for areas under forestry to be managed sustainably by 2020. The threshold
between a Target 7 and a Target 11 measure may be difficult to decide in cases of customary use of
biological resources in largely natural settings by Indigenous peoples and local communities. In such
cases, it may be useful to look at how well protected such areas are from forestry and non-forestry
threats alike over the long-term to determine whether an area is an OECM.

Other Aichi Targets for which area-based measures may frequently be employed include Target 10
(minimize multiple anthropogenic threats on coral reefs), Target 12 (prevent the extinction and
improve the conservation status of threatened species), Target 14 (restore and safeguard
ecosystems that provide essential services), and Target 15 (conserve and restore degraded
ecosystems). Where such measures achieve their objectives through the long-term in-situ
conservation of biodiversity, they may also be contributions to Target 11.

1921

1922 Criterion 3. Ensure that the area has the essential conservation characteristics that are associated with
1923 an OECM.

1924

1925 1 LOCATION: The area must be a geographically defined space. Wider measures for species

1926 and/or environment that are not ‘area-based’ fail this test. For example, species-specific

1927 national or regional hunting bans, whale-watching rules, or temporary fishing closures (see
1928 element a) are regional species-specific measures and not in-situ area-based conservation.
1929

1930 2 GOVERNED, MANAGED AND LONG-TERM: The area is governed and managed over the long-
1931 term and such arrangements are expected to be ongoing. There should be a direct causal link
1932 between: a) the area’s overall objective and management and b) the in-situ conservation of
1933 biodiversity over the long-term. Areas where there is neither a governance authority nor

1934 conscious management are not OECMs (see elements c, d and e). Accordingly, an area currently
1935 in a natural or near-natural state is not automatically an OECM.

1936

1937 3 EFFECTIVE IN-SITU CONSERVATION OF BIODIVERSITY: The area delivers the effective in-situ
1938 conservation of biodiversity, with associated ecosystem services.

1939 There should be a clear understanding that the area is effectively conserving native biodiversity and
1940 the ecosystem processes that support biodiversity. This may be achieved through a variety of

1941 management practices, including those associated with cultural and spiritual values. Areas that
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deliver conservation outcomes only over the short-term or areas that are intended or offer potential
to conserve nature but do not yet deliver conservation outcomes do not qualify as OECMs (see
elements f, g, h, i, and j).

Criterion 4. Ensure that the conservation outcome can be sustained

This refers to the probability of the conservation outcome being sustained through legal or other
effective means (such as customary laws or formal agreements with landowners, see element d). This
test emphasises the difference between current conservation efforts that can be reversed easily and an
OECM that can sustain conservation outcomes over the long term.

Areas that pass ALL four criteria can be considered as potential OECMs, subject to more
detailed review, involving empirical evidence to support the preliminary assessment and
agreement with the governance authority. This more detailed review can be conducted by
applying the CCEA Decision Support Tools in Chapter 5. It is essential that all areas being
assessed should be screened very carefully to evaluate each specific case.

4.4 EXAMPLES OF POTENTIAL OECMS

The following situations can be considered as potential OECMs. These examples cover the range of
governance types for purposes of illustrating their applicability.

4.4.1 Primary conservation
Examples include:

Some territories or areas governed by Indigenous peoples, local communities or private entities
that have a primary conservation objective and deliver the in-situ conservation of biodiversity,
but where the governing body wishes the territories or areas to be recognized and reported as
OECMs, rather than as protected areas;

Privately conserved areas, which are managed with a specific conservation objective but which
are not recognized as protected areas under national legislation;

Areas identified as Key Biodiversity Areas that are managed in ways that deliver long-term in-
situ conservation of biodiversity through, for example, regulation or other effective approaches;
Some permanently set-aside areas of forest, such as old-growth, primary, or other high-
biodiversity value forests, which are protected from both forestry and non-forestry threats;
Some natural areas managed by universities for biological research.

4.4.2 Secondary conservation
Examples include:

Territories and areas managed by Indigenous peoples and/or local communities (or sections of
these areas) to maintain natural or near-natural ecosystems, with low levels of use of natural
resources practiced on a sustainable basis and in a way that does not degrade the areas’
biodiversity. For example, coastal and marine areas where local community-based harvesting
and management practices result in de facto conservation of fish populations and other
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associated marine biodiversity (such as traditional harvesting of kelp and herring roe practiced
by the Haida people);

Traditional management systems that maintain high levels of associated biodiversity. These
could include certain agricultural systems that maintain native species and their habitat, such as
pastures of native grassland managed in ways that support livestock grazing while maintaining
native biodiversity;

Urban or municipal parks managed primarily for public recreation but which are large enough
and sufficiently natural to also effectively achieve the in-situ conservation of biodiversity (e.g.,
wild grassland, wetlands) and which are managed to maintain these biodiversity values;
Military lands and waters, or portions of military lands and waters that are primarily managed
for the purpose of defense, but with specific secondary objectives focused on the conservation
of biodiversity;

Watersheds or other areas managed primarily for water resource management that also result
in the in-situ conservation of biodiversity. This can include, for example, water meadows,
riverine forest, coastal forests, wetlands, streams, upland catchments, or other areas managed
for long-term soil and slope stabilization, flood mitigation, or other ecosystem services;
Permanent or long-term fisheries closure areas designed to protect complete ecosystems for
stock recruitment, to protect specialized ecosystems in their entirety, or protect species at risk
through the in-situ conservation of biodiversity as a whole, and that are demonstrated to be
effective against fishery and non-fishery threats alike;

Hunting reserves that maintain natural habitats and other flora and fauna as well as viable
populations of hunted and non-hunted native species;

Areas successfully restored from degraded or threatened ecosystems, to provide important
ecosystem services but which also contribute to effective biodiversity conservation (e.g.,
freshwater and coastal wetlands restored for flood protection);

Areas that achieve in-situ conservation and also contribute to conservation because of their role
in connecting protected areas and other areas of particular importance for the conservation of
biodiversity, thereby contributing to the long-term viability of larger ecosystems.

Ancillary conservation

Examples include:

Sacred natural sites with high biodiversity values that are protected and conserved long-term for
their associations with one or more faith groups;

Coastal and marine areas protected for reasons other than conservation, but that nonetheless
achieve the in-situ conservation of biodiversity (e.g., historic wrecks);

Military lands and waters, or portions of military lands and waters that are managed for the
purpose of defense, but also achieve the effective conservation of biodiversity in the long term.

4.5 EXAMPLES OF AREAS UNLIKELY TO MEET THE OECM CRITERIA

The following areas and management regimes are unlikely to qualify as OECMs:

Small, semi-natural areas within an intensively-managed landscape with limited biodiversity
conservation value, such as municipal parks, formal/domestic gardens, arboreta, field margins,
roadside verges, hedgerows, narrow shoreline/watercourse setbacks firebreaks, recreational
beaches, marinas and golf courses;
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e Forests that are managed commercially for timber supply and are intended for logging, even
though they may support some species of interest. Such areas should be considered as
contributing to Aichi Target 7;

e Fishery closures, temporary set-asides or gear restriction areas with a single species, species-
group, or habitat focus, that may be subject to periodic exploitation and/or be defined for stock
management purposes, and that do not deliver in-situ conservation of the associated
ecosystems, habitats and species with which target species are associated. Such areas should be
considered for contributing to Aichi Target 6;

e Agricultural lands which are managed in a manner that limits the in-situ conservation of
biodiversity. This may include, for example, pastures that are grazed too intensively to support
native grassland ecosystems or species, and grassland replanted with monocultures or non-
native species for livestock;

e Temporary agricultural set-asides, summer fallow and grant-maintained changes to agricultural
practice that may benefit biodiversity;

e Conservation measures that apply to a single species or group of species, over a wide
geographical range such as hunting regulations or whale-watching rules; these are better
considered as being part of wider species conservation measures (Targets 5, 6, 7 and/or 12).

Neither of the above two lists are meant to be exhaustive or without exception, but are intended to
indicate which kinds of areas may qualify as OECMs and which would not. When considering any area,
the definitions and criteria applied during the four-criterion screening test will be the appropriate route
to ensure consistent identification of possible OECMs. Given the diversity of situations where OECMs
can occur it is essential that all areas being assessed should be screened very carefully to evaluate
each specific case.

4.6 RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF GOVERNANCE AUTHORITIES

Governance authorities can identify an area as a possible OECM and either assess it themselves or seek
support to determine whether the area qualifies as an OECM using this guidance. They have the right to
object to the external nomination or recognition of their area as an OECM in cases where their consent
has not been given. This applies to all four governance types, as set out above (see element a).

When an area is recognised as an OECM, it places a responsibility on the governance authority to
continue to govern and manage the area in ways that achieve the in-situ conservation of biodiversity.
While jurisdictional circumstances will differ, it is hoped that any related legislation provides greater
support and recognition to existing governance systems and does not seek to supplant or unnecessarily
alter those local arrangements that are effective.

4.7 MONITORING AND REPORTING OECMS

‘The concept of ‘other effective area-based conservation measures’ is a product of Decisions by the
Parties to the CBD, and therefore reporting on OECM:s is likewise an obligation of State Parties. All
national data providers are encouraged to review the complete suite of area-based conservation
measures and existing protected areas networks in line with these guidelines. Area-based measures that
are found to qualify as protected areas or OECMs should be reported CARTS and then to the WDPA.
Data providers are also encouraged to monitor recognized OECMs, and report them to the WDPA. The
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WDPA is updated on a monthly basis and made available and downloadable online through the
Protected Planet platform. UNEP-WCMC uses data in the WDPA to measure progress against
international conservation goals, such as Target 11. For more information on reporting requirements to
the WDPA and verification of data.

Effectiveness of OECMs is a key part of the definition. Therefore, monitoring and reporting on the
effectiveness of OECMs will be critical to ensure that sites continue to deliver conservation outcomes
(Woodley et al., 2015). Measuring Protected Areas Management Effectiveness (PAME) will in many
cases be the most pragmatic way to measure the effectiveness of OECMs, but the PAME tools should be
supported by additional quantitative information on biodiversity outcomes. The use of the IUCN Green
List of Protected and Conserved Areas Standard will further support such documentation (IUCN, 2017).
Authorities responsible for OECMs should ensure that adequate monitoring is undertaken of the
effectiveness of management to ensure long-term conservation outcomes, and this information should
also be reported to UNEP-WCMC.
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5 DECISION SUPPORT TOOLS FOR CANADA: DOCUMENTING AND
DECIDING ON PROTECTED AREAS AND OECMS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

CCEA has developed decision-support tools for helping decide which areas are sufficiently conservation-
effective to warrant reporting as protected areas or OECMs under Aichi Target 11 in Canada. The
process by which this occurred is described below, and in a summary paper by MacKinnon et al. (2015).
The tools are fully consistent with IUCN criteria, principles, definitions, and resolutions for protected
areas and OECMs, but consider the Canadian context and encourage users to ‘drill down’ into the
guestions that may need to be answered when determining if an area is likely to be effective at
achieving the long-term in-situ conservation of nature. Importantly, the decision-support tools
encourage users to compile the necessary documentation that will not only help answer the question of
whether an area is indeed an OECM, protected area, or other conservation measure, but permit others
to understand the process by which the decision was arrived at.

NOTE: Case studies, with documentation, are presented in Appendix 6 of this Guidebook. These case
studies are intended to illustrate the application of the guidance contained in this Guidebook to
specific, real-world Canadian protected areas, OECMs, and other areas. The case studies are intended
to illustrate the kind of review, interpretation, and documentation process that may be needed when
making decisions on the reporting of such areas as contributions to Aichi Target 11. The case studies
are intended to be illustrative only, and not representative any official position a governing authority
may take regarding suitability of any particular site for reporting to CARTS or as a contribution to
Target 11.

5.2 PRIMARY DECISION SUPPORT TOOL FOR CANADA: DOCUMENTING AND DECIDING
ON OECMS AND PROTECTED AREAS

5.2.1 Developing the Decision-Support Tool for Canada

The CCEA began working to define OECMs in 2012, before the IUCN Global Task Force on OECMs was
formed. This initial work is summarized here. Since the Task Force was formed in 2015, CCEA has
participated as a member, including in the three major international workshops and various associated
events and consultations (see Chapter 4), and in the writing, editing, and review processes for the
various drafts of the IUCN guidance. Since 2015, CCEA’s guidance has evolved in parallel and hand-in-
hand with that of IUCN, resulting in a product that is fully aligned with the guidance from the IUCN Task
Force (IUCN-WCPA, 2018a).

In an effort to develop guidance for the conservation community of practice on the interpretation of
OECMs, CCEA held a National Workshop on “Interpreting Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 in the Canadian
Context: Towards Consensus on Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measures” in February, 2013 in
Ottawa, Canada. Discussions continued and the tool was refined at subsequent CCEA workshops in
Winnipeg (2014), Edmonton (2015), Fredericton (2016), and Yellowknife (2016). The workshops
attracted representatives of protected area and conservation agencies from across Canada as well as
representatives of the Secretariat to the Convention on Biological Diversity (SCBD), IUCN, land
stewardship organizations, Aboriginal governments and organizations, universities, and other experts.
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The workshops produced consensus statements and recommendations regarding the necessary
characteristics of Aichi Target 11 OECMs, a draft decision-support tool for screening protected areas and
OECMs, and recommendations for further development of the decision-support tool, the results of
which are reflected in this Guidebook.

Although initial efforts were to develop a screening tool for OECMs only, the CCEA, in conjunction with
workshop participants, developed, refined, and preliminarily tested a decision-support tool (Table A5.1)
for determining which areas are sufficiently conservation-effective to warrant reporting as protected
areas or OECMs under Aichi Target 11 in Canada.

Protected areas and OECMs are intended to share many of the same traits and address Strategic Goal C
of the Aichi Biodiversity Targets (i.e., to “improve the status of biodiversity by safeguarding ecosystems,
species and genetic diversity”’), begging the questions “How much do they actually differ?”” and “What
are the traits of an OECM?” In 2013, CCEA workshop participants developed consensus statements
about the key traits of OECMs.

1. Purpose of area-based measure / intention

“Areas included under Target 11 as OECMs must have an expressed purpose to conserve nature
(biodiversity). We understand that this purpose might be achieved as a co-benefit of other management
purposes or activities.”

2. Long term

“Areas included under Target 11 as OECMs must be managed for the long term to be effective. We
accept a working definition of long term to mean there is an expectation that conservation will continue
indefinitely.”

3. Importance of nature conservation objectives
“In areas included under Target 11 as OECMs, in cases of conflict with other objectives, nature
conservation objectives shall not be compromised.”

4. Nature conservation outcomes

“Areas included under Target 11 as OECMs should result in effective and significant nature (biodiversity)
conservation outcomes. When there are existing measures/areas that are to be considered as OECMs,
evidence of conservation outcomes should be used as part of the screening process.”

5. Strength of conservation measures

“Areas included under Target 11 as OECMs should have a management regime that, through one or
more measures that are effective alone or in combination, can reasonably be expected to be strong
enough to ensure effective conservation, and if there are gaps, these will be addressed over time.”

These consensus statements describe the primary characteristics that qualify a spatial conservation
measure as an OECM contributing to the objectives of Target 11 (i.e., purpose, long-term, importance of
nature conservation objectives, nature conservation outcomes, and strength of measures). The
statements can apply to all governance types recommended for recognition by Dudley (2008): (1)
governance by government, (2) shared governance, (3) private governance, and (4) governance by
indigenous peoples and local communities. Participants noted two kinds that have particular potential
for increased recognition in Canada—certain Indigenous Peoples’ and Community Conserved Areas
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(ICCAs), and certain private lands dedicated to biodiversity conservation (e.g., sites owned and managed
by land trusts such as the Nature Conservancy of Canada).

Criteria Within the Tool
The development of the tool involved three major steps:
1. Identification of characteristics or elements pertinent to determining conservation
effectiveness;
2. ldentification of discrete criteria that describe each of the characteristics, along a spectrum from
most effective (on the left) to least effective (on the right) for the conservation of biodiversity;
3. Identification of thresholds of conservation effectiveness that would help define PAs and
OECMs; those thresholds that would define conservation measures not sufficiently effective to
be PAs or OECMs; and those thresholds that require further supporting information to be able
to assess if the conservation measures is sufficiently effective to be PAs or OECMs.

Workshop participants agreed that criteria pertinent to the five consensus statements above were the
most important criteria to be satisfied by OECMs. Not all criteria presented in the draft decision-
screening tools (CCEA, 2013) during the workshop were seen as equally important or useful for
screening by participants. The revised tools presented here incorporate a reduced set of criteria which,
taken together, express the traits necessary for an area to be a protected area or for an OECM to be
considered effective. The revised tools also reflect that, although the 2013 CCEA workshop
recommended that all Aichi Target 11 areas have a purpose to conserve nature, later workshops
incorporated the principle, arising from the IUCN-led global discussions on OECMs (see IUCN-WCPA,
2018a), that OECMs are not required to have biodiversity conservation as a primary objective, as long as
the long-term, effective in-situ conservation of biodiversity is achieved, and the management objectives
are consistent, and not in conflict, with this outcome.

The criteria in the decision-support tools represent the critical characteristics that define protected
areas and the same criteria can be applied to evaluate the effectiveness of OECMs. However, the more
qualitative elements of the Aichi Target 11 (ecological representativity, management effectiveness,
protecting particularly important areas, and interconnectedness) were not covered by the decision-
support tools. To contribute effectively to Goal C, protected areas and OECMs are called upon to take
into account the qualitative context in which they are created (in 2013, more than half of the national
reports to the UNCBD Secretariat did not contain information on the ecological representativeness of
protected areas or on the integration of protected areas into the wider landscape and seascape. In
addition, more than a third of reports contained no information on protecting areas particularly
important for biodiversity or on ensuring the effective and equitable management of protected areas
[UNEP/CBD/COP/13/8/Add.2/Rev.1,page 11]).

Some qualifiers such as “of particular importance for biodiversity”, “well-connected”, and “integrated
into wider landscapes and seascapes”, address site fitness for purpose or broader planning contexts, and
are problematic to use for screening. In other words, just because an area is not located in an area of
importance to biodiversity, is not equitably managed, or is isolated by hostile surrounding uses, does not
mean that it is not a protected area or OECM. It means that the area does not possess all of the
desirable qualities that will make it maximally effective in the conservation of biodiversity.
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5.3 SECONDARY DECISION-SUPPORT TOOL: DETERMINING BEST PRACTICES AND
MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF MINING ACTIVITIES ON
PROTECTED AREAS AND OECMS

5.3.1 IUCN Guidance Regarding Mining and Protected Areas

In 2000, IUCN recognized that the exploration and development of mineral resources, including
minerals, rocks, oil, and gas, can degrade natural ecosystems and compromise the objectives for which
protected areas are established, and called upon member states to “prohibit by law, all exploration and
extraction of mineral resources in protected areas corresponding to IUCN Protected Areas Management
Categories | to IV” (IUCN, 2000; WCC-2000-Rec-2.82).

In 2008, IUCN further called upon state members to “uphold the integrity of critical ecosystems, and of
IUCN’s Protected Area Categories in the management of the world’s protected areas” and urged global
mining companies to “avoid mineral exploration and mining activities that will affect the long-term
integrity of high conservation value areas (protected and not protected), critical ecosystems, water
catchment areas and biological corridors”. This resolution acknowledged the call for a moratorium on
mining in protected area categories | thru IV, and extended that call to Category V and VI protected
areas (IUCN, 2009).

In 2016, at the World Conservation Congress, IUCN members passed recommendation “WCC-2016-Rec-
102 - Protected areas and other areas important for biodiversity in relation to environmentally damaging
industrial activities and infrastructure development”. This recommendation “CALLS ON governments to
prohibit environmentally damaging industrial activities and infrastructure development in all IUCN
categories of protected area, and to take measures to ensure that all activities are compatible with the
conservation objectives of these areas, through appropriate, transparent and rigorous pre-emptive
appraisal processes, such as international best practice environmental and social impact assessments,
strategic environmental assessments, and appropriate regulation”. Environmentally damaging activities
are defined as “including mining, oil & gas and agriculture, and environmentally damaging
infrastructure, such as dams, roads and pipelines” (IUCN, 2016).

The recommendation further urged “companies, public sector bodies, financial institutions (including
development banks), relevant certification bodies and relevant industry groups not to conduct, invest in
or fund environmentally damaging industrial activities and infrastructure development within, or that
negatively impact, protected areas or any areas of particular importance for biodiversity and

ecosystem services that are identified by governments as essential to achieving the Aichi Biodiversity
Targets, and to make public commitments to this effect” (IUCN, 2016). OECMs are clearly essential to
achieving the Aichi Biodiversity Targets, and are included amongst the kinds of areas being called for by
IUCN as off-limits to environmentally damaging activities.
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5.3.2 Developing Guidance for Mining and Protected areas and OECMs in the Canadian Context
In an effort develop a consensus within, and guidance for, the conservation community of practice on
how protected areas might best be protected from the impacts of mining activities, CCEA held a

National Workshop on “Protected Areas and Subsurface Rights” in February 2012 in Ottawa, Ontario.
The objectives were to:

A. present the results of CCEA's cross-Canada survey on protected areas and subsurface rights;

B. review the mechanisms and strategies which appear to give the most effective protection for
protected areas from subsurface resource exploration and development and discuss their
potential wider applicability to state, private, and other types of protected areas;

C. develop recommendations for minimum standards with respect to protection from subsurface
resource exploration and development for areas being reported in CARTS to ensure consistency
with IUCN guidance; and

D. Develop recommendations for best practices for achieving these minimum standards, based in
part on examples from jurisdictions that have successfully met them.

The workshop included representatives of Canadian protected area and conservation agencies, as well
as representatives of land stewardship organizations, universities, and other experts.

For the purpose of the workshop, ‘mining activities’ referred to mineral and petroleum
exploration and exploitation activities that would require the granting of subsurface rights.

The key outcomes of the workshop included two consensus-based statements developed by the
workshop participants, several recommendations, and a summary table of the conservation
effectiveness of mechanisms for managing subsurface resources in protected areas.

Workshop Consensus Statements
CCEA workshop participants reached agreement on the following two points:
1. “From a scientific point of view, and consistent with the precautionary principle, we conclude
that mining activities are incompatible with the objectives of IUCN defined protected areas.
Mining activities adjacent to protected areas, and accessing resources within them, may or may
not be compatible with protected areas, depending on case-specific circumstances.”; and
2. “For the purpose of IUCN Protected Areas reporting, all jurisdictions and organisations should
adhere to minimum standards for protection against mining activities”;

Recommendations
Based on the workshop results and existing international guidance from the IUCN, CCEA recommends
that:
1. forthe purpose of reporting on IUCN categories, jurisdictions should not report on areas where
active mining activities occur within protected areas that make them incompatible with the
IUCN definition of a protected area; and
2. Canadian jurisdictions utilize Table A5.2, presented below, as a tool to establish minimum
standards for reporting on IUCN protected areas with respect to mining activities.
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2299 CCEA recognises that additional guidance is required on defining ‘zones of influence’ with respect to
2300 mining activities in protected areas.

2301

2302 While this guidance was developed in the context of protected areas, given that IUCN WCC-2016-Rec-
2303 102 calls for environmentally damaging industrial activities not to be undertaken in any areas important
2304  for achieving the Aichi Biodiversity Targets, it is clearly applicable to all Aichi Target 11 sites — that is, to
2305 both protected areas and OECMs.

2306

Box 5.1 Zones of Influence

Zones of influence related to subsurface activities refer to not just the specific footprint of surface
activities accessing the subsurface, but the broader area where direct and indirect impacts occur.
The allocation of subsurface rights within a protected area or OECM potentially allows for mining
activities to occur anywhere within the area covered by the subsurface right. Mining activities
adjacent to protected areas and OECM s also potentially impact protected areas and OECMs. The
area potentially impacted may be the licensed area plus any zone of impact associated with actual
mining activities, such as described in these potential impact scenarios:

A small, peripheral overlap of pre-existing rights with a protected area generally poses less
risk than a large and/or interior overlap;

Rights that do not include a right of surface access or ground disturbance will generally pose
less threat than otherwise;

Subsurface access to a protected area or OECM from outside the protected area has the
potential, depending on the circumstances, to pose risks, such as contamination of
groundwater, de-watering, and zone-of-influence-type impacts of developments sited on the
periphery or nearby;

Continued existence or availability of subsurface rights can also lead to political pressure to
rescind, shrink, or weaken protection standards in order to permit resource development.

Zones of influence is a complex topic that is relevant to assessing the conservation effectiveness of
potential protected areas and OECMs and, in particular, whether an entire area under evaluation, or
only a portion, should be counted towards Target 11.

It is clear that activities, including mining and exploration, that occur near protected areas and
OECMs can impact the protected areas in many ways, including direct and indirect impacts.
Determining the zone of influence is very site specific, but impacts can extend for kilometers beyond
directly disturbed areas. In aquatic and marine ecosystems, impacts can extend for many kilometers.

In considering impacts, it is important to understand the infrastructure development and operational
requirements associated with the activity. In particular, road systems and utility corridors developed
to access and service mining areas, as well as seismic lines developed for exploration purposes, can
have far-reaching and persistent impacts on natural ecosystems.

2307
2308
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5.4 APPLYING THE DECISION-SUPPORT TOOLS

Any given area of land or sea can be assessed according to whether or not it effectively contributes to
Aichi Target 11 as either a protected area or OECM. CCEA has developed two tools. The ‘primary’ tool
(Table A5.1) is designed to aid decisions on whether an area is a protected area, OECM, or other
measure. The ‘supplementary’ tool (Table A5.2), to be used in conjunction with the primary tool, is
designed to assist users to understand how well protected an area is from potential direct impacts of
subsurface resource extraction. Canada has a complex patchwork of laws and regulations that make
understanding the implications of subsurface resource rights a challenge for protected area and OECM
governing authorities. Further guidance on applying these tools can be found in Chapter 6, and case
studies developed by applying these tools in Appendix 6.

5.4.1 Using the Primary Decision-support Tool

The primary decision-support tool uses a green-yellow-red classification system. The tool uses a two-
step process, which may be supplemented with guidance from the supplementary subsurface rights
tool. “Step One” criteria apply equally to protected areas and OECMs. All Target 11 areas must
effectively meet the five criteria in Step One. “Step Two” criteria are intended to help determine
whether or not the area is a Target 11 area and also if it is a protected area, OECM, or neither. All
Target 11 areas must also effectively meet the four criteria in Step 2.

Referring to Table 5.1, if the assessed conservation area satisfies all criteria (green in all respects), it
should be reported as an Aichi Target 11 area — as either a protected area or OECM. To distinguish
between a protected area and an OECM, assuming all criteria are satisfied, If any of the outcomes of
Step 2 result in even one ‘green’ for OECM:s (i.e., sufficiently effective to report as an OECM), then the
area should be reported as an OECM rather than a protected area.

If there is disagreement or uncertainty as to whether the measure is sufficiently effective to meet all
criteria (i.e., yellow for one or more criteria), then further explanation or rationale is required before the
reporting or governing authority can decide whether or not the area should be reported under Aichi
Target 11.

Essentially, all yellows should be evaluated according to the following considerations:

a) If there is sufficient evidence/rationale to ensure the mechanism achieves the intended effect of
the green description, it can be considered effective for that criterion and consistent with the
green description;

b) If there is not sufficient evidence/rationale to ensure the mechanism achieves the intended
effect of the green description, it should not be considered effective for the criterion nor
consistent with the green description.

If a conservation area has any combination of green and/or yellows with sufficient
evidence/rationale, it should be reported as an Aichi Target 11 area — as either a protected area or
OECM. As with the all-green scenario above, to distinguish between a protected area and an OECM, if
any of the outcomes of Step 2 result in even one ‘green’ or yellow with evidence/ rationale for
OECMis, the area should be reported as an OECM rather than a protected area.

If the area matches a red description for any criterion or a yellow description that does not at least
achieve consistency with a green description for each criterion, it should not be considered sufficiently
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2355 effective to be an Aichi Target 11 area; the reporting/governing authority should not report it as a
2356 protected area or OECM. There are, however, two exceptions to this regarding ‘interim’ and ‘candidate’
2357 Aichi Target 11 areas.

2358
Box 5.2 Interim and Candidate Protected Areas and OECMs
In cases where the screening of an area using the CCEA tools reveals one or more gaps in
conservation effectiveness that prevents the area from meeting all criteria for either a protected
area or OECM, the governing authority may wish to consider reporting the area as either an interim
or candidate protected area or OECM.
These are defined as:
Interim: area meets most Target 11 criteria with commitments in place by the
governing authorities to meet all criteria within 10 years;
Candidate: area does not meet Target 11 criteria but the governing authorities intend to meet all
criteria within a reasonable timeframe.
If the governing authorities are not committed to addressing the effectiveness gaps that lead to an
area not satisfying criteria for a protected area or OECM, such areas should not be reported as either
protected areas, OECMs, or interim or candidate protected areas or OECMs.

2359
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Table 5.1 Primary Decision Support Tool

STEP 1:

All criteria in Steps 1 and 2 are intended to help assess whether the mechanism should be reported against Target 11. Criteria in Step 1 apply equally to both Protected Areas and "other effective area-based conservation measures"
(OECMs).

Criteria

A. Sufficiently effective to report as a PA or OECM B. May or may not be sufficiently effective to report as a PA or OECM C. Not sufficiently effective to report as a PA or OECM

Geographical
Space

The geographical space is intended to be clearly defined but may not be

The geographical space has clearly defined and agreed-upon borders. e

Effective
means -1

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

Effective
means -2

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

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

£

] The mechanism is intended to be in effect for the long term (i.e., in ... . . -
w smist : . J (ie.i The mechanism is intended or expected to be in effect indefinitely.
b= perpetuity).

S

©

3

S The mechanism can be reversed only with great difficulty. The mechanism can be reversed with moderate difficulty.
2

g

= The mechanism is in effect year-round.

£
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2369

The following criteria are intended to help assess whether the mechanism should be reported against Target 11 and also help to distinguish between Protected Areas and OECMs.

STEP 2:
S A. Sufficiently effective to report as a B. May or may not be sufficiently effective - . D. May or may not be sufficiently effective to E. Not sufficiently effective to report as a
Criteria C. Sufficiently effective to report as an OECM
PA toreport as a PA v P report as an OECM PA or OECM

(7]

< The objectives are for the in-situ

L

9 conservation of biodiversity, or for . . . . . S . .

2 X y o . The objectives are for the in-situ The area has objectives consistent with, The area has objectives potentially consistent
2 conservation of a subset of biodiversity . . . . . . . .. . . . . .
o . conservation of a subset of biodiversity, whether intentionally or otherwise, the in-situ with, whether intentionally or otherwise, the in-
“ or indigenous cultural values . . . : . . . . o F .

° ) . . such as particular species or habitats. conservation of biodiversity. situ conservation of biodiversity.

g accomplished through the in-situ

S conservation of biodiversity.

wv

(7]

> Based tated or implied ti

= ased on stated or implied conservation A I

k3] . P o Based on stated or implied objectives, allowable
Q9 objectives, allowable and prohibited . " . . L . .

i) . .. .. . . . The stated primary and overriding objectives and prohibited activities, and evident intent,
o Conservation objectives are stated as activities, and evident intent, conservation ; . . X C . .. .

- X v .. . o are clearly consistent, and not in conflict, with priority is given to objectives consistent, and not
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Biodiversity Conservation Outcomes

The area is managed effectively to
achieve the long-term in-situ
conservation of biodiversity (with
associated ecosystem services and
cultural values, as appropriate).

The area is managed with the intent of, and
is likely achieving, the long-term in-situ
conservation of biodiversity (with
associated ecosystem services and cultural
values, as appropriate), despite possible
management shortcomings.

Based on clear evidence of conservation
outcomes, the long-term, in-situ conservation
of biodiversity is being achieved.

Based on at least some evidence of conservation
outcomes, the traits of the mechanism(s), and
allowable and prohibited activities, the long-
term, in-situ conservation of biodiversity is likely
being achieved.
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5.4.2 Using the Supplementary Subsurface Rights Decision-support Tool

Table 5.2 compares different approaches to the management of subsurface resources in protected areas
and OECMs, according to three different aspects of effectiveness in mitigating the impacts of subsurface
resource extraction:

1. Effectiveness at preventing the granting of subsurface resource rights;
2. Effectiveness at preventing the exercise of subsurface resources rights; and
3. Effectiveness at preventing impacts on conservation values.

To use the Supplemental Subsurface Rights Tool:

1. Read the descriptions provided under the heading “Mechanism for Protection from
Subsurface Mining Activity” to find the phrase or combination of phrases (choices are
presented as one moves from left to right across the table) that best describes the
subsurface rights scenario for the mechanism or area under consideration;

2. Start with Assessment Criteria 1 and move across the chart; some categories will have only
one applicable assessment criterion. The area should be evaluated considering all possible
conservation mechanisms that apply to it;

3. Once a description has been selected, follow right across the table to the corresponding set
of three conservation effectiveness ratings that have been attributed to mechanisms/areas
of that type. A key to the ratings is provided at the bottom of the table. Green indicates a
high level of effectiveness and low risk to conservation values over time. Yellow indicates a
medium level of effectiveness, and concern that improper implementation of the
mechanism poses a risk to conservation values over time. Red indicates a low level of
effectiveness and/or high level of risk to conservation values over time. The outcomes of
the three conservation effectiveness ratings combine to indicate the overall effectiveness of
the mechanism

Depending on the area being evaluated, it may be appropriate to evaluate different portions or zones
separately. For example, in areas where the granting of new rights is prevented but pre-existing rights
are honoured, areas subject to pre-existing rights should be evaluated separately from areas that are
permanently free of subsurface rights because their conservation effectiveness may be different.

Best Practices and Minimum Standards for the Management of Mining Activities in Protected Areas and
OECMs — Understanding the Table

Best practices, defined as those practices that result in highest level of conservation effectiveness and
lowest risk to conservation values over time, can be considered to be followed for any mechanism or
area that achieves a “green” rating for all three aspects of effectiveness. Such mechanisms provide the
greatest security to biodiversity from subsurface-related activities occurring within the boundaries of
protected areas and OECMs. Examples of areas or mechanisms which achieve this threshold include
national parks and many provincial and territorial parks and protected areas.

CCEA recommends the following as minimum standards for any areas being reported as protected areas
or OECMs to CARTS:

e A “green” rating in the first column under “Conservation Effectiveness” (effectiveness at
preventing the granting of subsurface rights); and
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e A “green” rating in the last column under “Conservation Effectiveness” (effectiveness at
preventing impacts on conservation values);

Or

e A “green” rating in the first column under “Conservation Effectiveness” (effectiveness at
preventing the granting of subsurface rights); and

o A “yellow” rating in the last column under “Conservation Effectiveness” (effectiveness at
preventing impacts on conservation values); and

e evidence that the decision-making process calling for no or insignificant impacts on conservation
values is applied in a scientifically defensible way and is well documented.

Or

e where “red” rating occurs in the first column under “Conservation Effectiveness” (effectiveness
at preventing the granting of subsurface rights): then a site may only be reported to CARTS
where there is:

e 3 “green” rating in the second column under “Conservation Effectiveness” (effectiveness at
preventing the exercise of subsurface resource rights); and

e 3 “green” rating in the third column under “Conservation Effectiveness” (effectiveness at
preventing impacts on conservation values).

As noted above, different portions of an area may have different conservation effectiveness ratings,
depending on how well protected they are from the impacts of subsurface-related activities. It may be
appropriate to report one portion of an area to CARTS while not reporting another, and to update CARTS
as the status of an area changes, as, for example, when pre-existing rights expire within an area.
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Table 5.2. Secondary Decision Support Tool: Conservation effectiveness of mechanisms for managing subsurface resources within protected
areas and other effective area-based conservation measures.

Effectiveness at

Effectiveness at

Effectiveness at

partnerships,
contracts, or
easements).

biotic zone.

Potentially allowing for significant impacts
on conservation values.

The exercise of pre-existing rights is not substantially hindered by
law, policy, ministerial discretion, or other effective means,
regardless of impacts on the conservation values of the area.

. . - - reventing the reventing the reventin
Mechanism for Protection from Subsurface Mining Activity P . 8 P . & p & .
granting of exercise of impacts on Recommended Interpretation of outcome
subsurface subsurface conservation
resource rights resource rights values
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Summary
CCEA’s supplementary subsurface rights decision-support tool identifies:
e that as a best practice, subsurface rights should not be granted in PAs or OECMs;
e that as a minimum standard, surface access and disturbance of biota and the biotic zone within
PAs and OECMs should be effectively prevented for the long term.

“Effective means” may include laws, regulations, policies, or other effective means, and may vary by
governance type. For privately protected areas, effective means could include:
e an MOU with a provincial government pledging not to issue rights (e.g., NCC lands in Manitoba);
e ownership of subsurface rights (e.g., NCC lands in Ontario); or
e land trust policies and other efforts to prevent surface access and development (e.g., many NCC
lands across the country).

Given that governments are legally empowered to grant surface access and development rights against
a landowner’s wishes (i.e., there is often a pathway to expropriation), an organizational track record of
demonstrated effectiveness is important. For government-protected areas, effective means could
include:

e prohibiting the granting of, extinguishing, and/or sun-setting subsurface rights; or

e license conditions preventing surface access

Areas that lack “effective means” and continue to be available for surface-based subsurface resource
use do not conform with:
e the principle that nature conservation objectives (for PAs) or outcomes (for OECMs) must take
priority when there is conflict among objectives;
e |UCN’s recommendation against industrial use and infrastructure development.

No portion of a protected area or OECM that is at significant risk from impacts of mining activities
carried out pursuant to a subsurface right that is granted or available within the protected area or
OECM should be reported to CARTS. In particular, no portion of a protected area or OECM where
surface access for mining activities is permissible, and no portion of a protected area or OECM where
subsurface access could have impacts on biodiversity within the protected area or OECM, should be
reported to CARTS.

5.5 USING THE SCREENING TEMPLATE

CCEA has created an electronic template for practitioners to use to screen their conservation area
against the CCEA’s primary and supplementary descision support tools. The peer-reviewed case studies
in Appendix 6 are presented in the screening template form. Using these tools is optional but useful and
advantageous for several reasons especially as practioners learn how to identify OECMs or protected
areas under different governance types or mechanisms other than those commonly used. The tool
allows:
e Aclear and transparent rationale to be provided as to why a particular conserved area should or
should not be reported as a protected area or OECM,;
e Complex conservation mechanisms to be described and understood;
e Practitioners and assessors to learn and apply a common systematic process to the evaluation of
sites, to share knowledge and experiences with colleagues within their own and other
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organizations, and to compare screening outcomes involving assessments by different
individuals with different levels of knowledge and experience; and

e Gaps in the conservation effectiveness of evaluated areas and OECMs to be identified, and
solutions suggested to improve their effectiveness.

Generally, assessment of sites should occur on a case-by-case basis. Within a jurisdiction, there may be
some sites similar enough in conservation mechanisms, rule sets, management approaches, risks to
conservation effectiveness, governance, and legal authority that several sites can be assessed
simultaneously as a class of areas. However, in many cases, individual differences even within a class of
similar sites may necessitate individual screening. The CCEA screening template helps identify those
situations where a class screening may be appropriate.
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6 INTERPRETING THE PRIMARY DECISION SUPPORT TOOL

The following is intended to help practitioners apply CCEA’s primary decision-support tool (Table 5.1,
Chapter 5) to different sites, scenarios and mechanisms. It is intended to supplement the guidance on
identifying protected areas and OECMs in Chapters 3 and 4, respectively, of this Guidebook, as well as in
Table 1 of the IUCN Guidelines for Applying Protected Areas Management Categories (Dudley, 2008) and
Chapter 3 of IUCN’s guidance on OECMs (IUCN-WCPA, 2018). CCEA’s decision-support tools have been
developed by Canadian practitioners and other experts with the Canadian context in mind, and at a
more detailed level that what is provided in the necessarily high-level global guidance. Subject headings
in this Chapter occur in the order they appear in Table 5.1.

“Geographical Space”

Clear boundaries are often necessary for an area’s protective regime to be legally enforceable. If a
person could not reasonably know that they were in an area where their activities were restricted, they
may have a legal defense against any violations they have committed. As such, to be most effective
(“green”) the geographical space for the area should be readily publically available (e.g., downloadable
boundaries are available for people to input into their personal GPS or maps clearly identifying the area
are on public websites) and identified within the supporting framework of the mechanism that is in
effect (e.g., a plan of survey is referenced in a designating regulation or a map is attached to a private
easement agreement).

IUCN strongly advises against the use of ‘vertical zoning’, which is the application of different
management regimes vertically within an area. Please refer to Chapters 3, 4, and 7 for more detailed
discussion. Where de facto or de jure vertical zoning occurs, sites should be evaluated and reported
according to the management regime that is least protective of biodiversity.

“Effective Means -1”
Effective means include such dimensions as:

e  breadth or scope of the measure(s) — e.g., does it cover the full range of potentially damaging
activities?

e power of the measure(s) - e.g., does it provide a high level of deterrence and enforceability
against violations?

e historical effectiveness if evidence is available - e.g., do hand-shake agreements between
individual land trusts and individual oil companies have a history of being honoured, keeping
development out of sites?

The screening tool takes a precautionary approach to the evaluation of “effective means”. To be
recognized as fully effective, the mechanism (or combination of mechanisms) must have the power and
breadth to control all activities occurring within the area that could have impacts on biodiversity
(“green”). Itis not necessary to demonstrate that an activity will have impacts, or has had impacts. The
onus is placed on those who would undertake potentially damaging activities to prove the activities
could not have an impact, before an activity is permitted. In other words, the operating principle for a
mechanism should be that potentially damaging activities are not permitted unless proven that they
could not be damaging.
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Effective Means — 2

Having the ability to manage negative impacts to biodiversity (Effective Means — 1) is not the same as
utilizing this ability to ensure these activities are not happening. When considering if the mechanism of
a protected area or OECM is effective, one must consider if, or how difficult it would be, for activities to
occur in the site that adversely affect biodiversity.

Sites having provisions that legally compel the managing authority to prevent adverse activities from
occurring are the most effective (“green”). Sites may also be considered effective despite not having
such provisions if they can produce evidence that they actively exclude these activities. For a site to be
considered effective as a protected area or OECM, activities which negatively affect biodiversity
conservation must be prohibited, requiring the governing authority to be both empowered and
compelled to prohibit them.

“Long-term”

There are no iron-clad guarantees that a protected area or OECM will be in place forever. Nevertheless,
provisions should be evident in the mechanisms by which these areas are established to clearly
distinguish them from areas that are either clearly intended to be temporary, or for which there is no
evident commitment to the long term. Often, the mechanism will clearly express an intention of
permanence and contain safeguards that make reversal extremely difficult. For protected areas and
OECMs, this is desirable; however, whether permanence is a stated intention or not, there should be no
reasonable expectation that the mechanism will someday be reversed.

An assessment of the likely permanence of a protected area or OECM should be based on the past
experience with the mechanism’s use, conditions on its continuation, and difficulty of reversal. As well,
the mechanism should be monitored over time to see if the original assessment is borne out by
experience. If a mechanism has a defined timeframe with the option to renew (e.g., 10-year review and
renewal period) and it is proven over time that mechanism and/or specific site is consistently renewed,
or the history already exists that area or mechanism may be effective over the long term, such situations
may meet this criterion (i.e., “yellow” rationalized as achieving the outcome intended by “green”).

“Dedicated”

Related to “long-term” is the concept of “dedicated”. In the context of this guidance, dedication to
long-term conservation is determined by how difficult it would be to reverse the mechanism. As noted
previously, all mechanisms are reversible one way or another, but the degree of difficulty varies greatly.
Mechanisms requiring a legislative process and public involvement are generally the most difficult
(“green”).

The level of authority needed to effect reversal is often a good indicator. For example, a decision
requiring approval of Parliament or a provincial legislature is more difficult to obtain (“green”) than one
requiring approval of a director of a resource agency (“red”). A non-profit organization that must
change its by-laws and possibly forego its charitable status faces more difficulty effecting a reversal
(“green”) than a for-profit company that need only change its policy or divest itself of a property (“red”).
A requirement for public involvement in the decision to reverse may also indicate a higher degree of
difficulty. Difficulty of reversal may also be elevated when it is necessary that multiple governing
authorities agree to it.
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“Timing”

Consistent with IUCN direction, the mechanisms for both protected areas and OECM'’s should be in
effect year-round. Measures that only provide protection during a specific seasonal timeframe and
potentially allow for environmental degradation the rest of the year do not, on their own, achieve the
in-situ biodiversity conservation (“red”). In some cases, seasonal arrangements may contribute to a
management regime that, in combination with other mechanisms, provide for the year-round in-situ
conservation of biodiversity, and such areas may be considered as protected areas or OECMs.

“Scope of Objectives”

Consistent with the goal of UNCBD Article 8 - the in-situ conservation of biodiversity - the scope of
objectives should generally include the in-situ conservation of ecosystems and natural habitats and the
maintenance and recovery of viable populations of species in their natural surroundings or must be
consistent, and not in conflict, with the in-situ conservation of biodiversity. For protected areas, there
must be clearly evident objectives for the conservation of biodiversity as a whole or for conservation of
a subset of biodiversity or indigenous cultural values accomplished through the in-situ conservation of
biodiversity. For OECMs, the area may or may not have primary objectives for the conservation of
biodiversity, but objectives must exist, and must be consistent, and not in conflict, with the in-situ
conservation of biodiversity.

The definition of “biodiversity” is inclusive and therefore, as a general rule, conservation of biodiversity
as a whole should be the primary overriding objective for protected areas; primary objectives for OECMs
should be consistent with this intended outcome.

In some instances, management objectives may focus on a reduced subset of biodiversity, such as an
endangered species or habitat type. Such areas may or may not be protected areas or OECMs,
depending on individual circumstances. If the conservation approach to an area harbouring an
endangered species is to protect both the species and the ecosystem of which is a part, the site may be
a protected area or OECM, functioning as part of a fine-scale safety net for biodiversity. However, if the
approach is to protect only a small subset of biodiversity (e.g., burrowing owls and their burrows) while
allowing other components of the ecosystem to be compromised, the site is not a protected area or an
OECM.

Indigenous Peoples in Canada have been living and interacting with nature since time immemorial. As a
result, nature is interconnected and interwoven with the culture of the Indigenous Peoples in

Canada, into a single holistic worldview. When interpreting the scope of conservation objectives and
assigning protected areas management categories, this should be taken into account. The creation of an
area to protect cultural values and traditional wilderness-based lifestyles and customs of Indigenous
Peoples in Canada, including subsistence uses, in ways that do not compromise ecological integrity, is
considered compatible with the objective of protecting biodiversity as a whole. IUCN acknowledges this
when speaking to natural and cultural landscapes/seascapes in that the “use of terms such as “natural”
and “un-modified” does not seek to hide or deny the long-term stewardship of indigenous and traditional
peoples where this exists; indeed many areas remain valuable to biodiversity precisely because of this
form of management” (Dudley, 2008).
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2641  “Primacy of Objectives”
2642 IUCN’s first principle for protected areas is:

2643

2644 For IUCN, only those areas where the main objective is conserving nature can be
2645 considered protected areas; this can include many areas with other goals as
2646 well, at the same level, but in the case of conflict, nature conservation will be the
2647 priority. (Dudley, 2008: 10)

2648

2649  OECMs are very similar to protected areas. According to IUCN:

2650

2651 The distinguishing criterion is that protected areas should have a primary

2652 conservation objective, whereas an OECM should deliver the effective in-situ
2653 conservation of biodiversity, regardless of its objectives. (IUCN WCPA, 2018: 14).
2654

2655  These statements make clear that for an area to be a protected area or an OECM, the objectives for it
2656  cannot conflict with the conservation of biodiversity. Both protected areas and OECMs must have
2657 objectives; areas that are simply ecologically intact for the time being, without objectives, governance,
2658 and management to ensure the long-term persistence of this outcome, are not protected areas or
2659  OECMs.

2660

2661 It can be difficult, however, to identify the full suite of objectives for an area, and to distinguish which
2662 objectives are given priority in governing documents, management regimes, and operational practices.
2663 Not all objectives for an area may be stated in governing documents, and if they are, priorities among
2664 competing objectives may not be clear. Some objectives may be clearly stated while others may be
2665 implied based on allowed and prohibited activities, and on operational practices. Over-arching

2666  objectives or provisions for the conservation of biodiversity may be stated clearly, but be contradicted
2667 by exceptions to the objectives, by the kinds and scales of allowed activities, or by operational practices
2668  and policies. It may require careful scrutiny of the legal basis, policies, management documents, and
2669  operational practices to understand the ‘evident intent’ for an area. In particular, evaluators of

2670  potential protected areas and OECMs should be alert for inconsistencies between stated objectives and
2671  the kinds and scales of activities allowed and their potential impact on in-situ conservation of

2672 biodiversity. Such inconsistencies can provide evidence of implied objectives whose primacy relative to
2673 nature conservation must be determined. On this basis, an understanding can be developed of the
2674  degree to which either nature conservation objectives (for protected areas), or objectives consistent,
2675 and not in conflict, with, nature conservation (for OECMs), prevail.

2676

2677  For OECMs, where primacy is given to objectives that are consistent, and not in conflict, with nature
2678  conservation, the primacy of those objectives must be expected to endure indefinitely. If it is likely that
2679  the means of achieving the intended primary management objectives, or if the primary objectives

2680 themselves, for an area will change in ways that conflict with the in-situ conservation of biodiversity, the
2681  area should not be reported as an OECM.

2682

2683  Overall, if the in-situ conservation of biodiversity is compromised by activities or uses undertaken in the
2684  service of other objectives, the area should generally not be considered a protected area or OECM.
2685
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“ Governing Authorities”

The relevant governing authorities include all organizations, agencies, owners, and right-holders having
rights and responsibilities for activities that may impact on biodiversity in an area. They have the
responsibility for permitting, prohibiting, granting, or otherwise determining what activities may take
place in an area. There may be one or multiple responsible authorities for an area. The complex nature
of jurisdictional authority is a feature of marine, terrestrial, and freshwater aquatic environments, but
the governance authorities differ to some degree among these different settings. Complexity stems
from the differing rights and responsibilities apportioned among federal, provincial, territorial,
Indigenous, and municipal governments, between departments within the same government, and
between land owners, land or resource rights-holders, quasi-governmental agencies, and other actors.

In the simplest cases, administrative control over all activities that may impact biodiversity in an area
may rest with one agency or organization, such as a protected area or park agency. In more complex
cases, control over activities may be apportioned among many governance authorities (whether they
see themselves as such or not). For example, in a terrestrial private land setting, a private landowner, a
conservation rights-holder (e.g., a land trust holding a conservation easement), a provincial or territorial
resource agency (e.g., for subsurface resource rights), a provincial or territorial wildlife agency (e.g., for
wildlife harvesting rights), and federal agencies responsible for species that range across borders (e,g.,
migratory birds or anadromous fish) may all, in effect, be governing authorities with an influence on
biodiversity outcomes for the area. A marine setting may involve a federal fisheries agency responsible
for the water column, benthos, and harvesting of marine fish and mammals, a federal transportation
agency responsible for shipping, a federal-provincial petroleum board administering rights to access and
exploit subsurface petroleum resources, one or more provincial resource departments controlling
subsurface mineral rights and offshore renewable energy projects, and a federal wildlife agency
responsible for marine birds.

The sometimes complex apportionment of responsibilities can lead to situations where, in a given area,
one responsible authority delineates an area in which it places, to the extent of its authority, primacy on
biodiversity conservation objectives while another authority is unrestricted by those boundaries and/or
objectives and may favour competing objectives, such as resource extraction. There may even be cases
where those who place primacy on conservation objectives have no recognized authority over activities
taking place in an area. To be effective for the in-situ conservation of biodiversity, all relevant governing
authorities must acknowledge and abide by the conservation objectives of the area or by a management
regime for the area that results in the in-situ conservation of biodiversity (“green”).

Potential gaps in conservation effectiveness stemming from conflicting mandates among different
responsible authorities may lead to the need to apply more than one conservation measure to an area.
For example, fee simple ownership by a land trust may need to be supplemented by a closure on the
granting of subsurface rights by a provincial resource agency to ensure that biodiversity conservation
objectives have primacy above others.

For OECMs, it is especially important that the primary governing authority for the area supports
recognition as an OECM. Being recognized as an OECM implies that a decision has been made by
someone that the in-situ conservation of biodiversity will continue indefinitely in that area, without any
end-point in sight. Recognition as an OECM places on the primary governing authority the responsibility
of continuing to manage the area in ways that lead to the long-term, effective, in-situ conservation of
biodiversity. The governing authority may not necessarily have an organizational mandate for
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conservation, and may not be responsible for reporting its area to CARTS or the WDPA. In such cases,
the reporting authority (e.g., a provincial or territorial protected areas agency) should consult with the
primary governing authority and make them fully aware of the implications of OECM recognition. For
the area to be reported as an OECM, the governing authority should be committed to maintaining the
area’s status as an OECM, and even to taking steps to ensure that the long-term conservation outcomes
can be guaranteed, and to monitoring those outcomes, despite them not necessarily being the primary
objectives for the area. No OECMs should be reported without prior consultation with, and informed
consent of, the primary governing authority (IUCN WCPA, 2018: 28).

“Biodiversity Conservation Outcomes”

In 2008, IUCN revised the definition of a protected area to make conservation effectiveness a
distinguishing feature, rather than just a desirable outcome, of protected areas. Protected areas are
those which are “... managed ... to achieve ... the long-term conservation of nature ...”. The definition
implies that protected areas must have some level of effectiveness — a change that was “strongly
requested by many protected areas managers and others” (Dudley, 2008: 10).

Similarly, OECMs have “effective” right in the name, and should “deliver the effective in-situ conservation
of biodiversity, regardless of management objectives” (IUCN-WCPA, 2018: 14).

Given that effectiveness helps define both protected areas and OECMs, monitoring and reporting on
their effectiveness is critical to ensure that sites continue to deliver conservation outcomes (Woodley et
al., 2015; IUCN-WCPA, 2018). Protected area management effectiveness (PAME) assessments are tools
that can be used to measure management effectiveness. As noted in Chapter 8, there is a wide variety
of PAME tools (summarized by Hockings et al., 2006). Most are weak on the assessment of biodiversity
outcomes (the focus of this part of the CCEA decision-support tool) with the notable exception of the
IUCN Green List (IUCN, 2017). For a site to be considered effective as a protected area or OECM,
activities which negatively affect biodiversity conservation must be prohibited. PAME assessments
showing that effective management is not occurring and that activities are occurring that impact
biodiversity may result in those protected areas or OECMs being recognized as ineffective (e.g., ‘paper
parks’; Leverington et al., 2010) and, potentially, being removed from protected areas databases (e.g.,
DFO, 2016).

Unfortunately, monitoring of conservation effectiveness is sometimes afforded a low priority by
agencies and organizations responsible for protected areas and OECMs. For the purpose of screening, it
may be necessary, in the absence of robust data from monitoring programs, to draw inferences on the
effectiveness of biodiversity conservation on the basis of remotely sensed imagery showing area
condition (mainly useful for terrestrial areas); levels and locations of human access (as evidenced by
roads, trails, trail counters, camera traps, or vessel monitoring systems (VMS); species abundance
information (e.g., from harvesting reports or scientific or citizen-science surveys, or from prosecutions
for illegal harvesting); allowed and prohibited uses; discussions with those familiar with or responsible
for on-site management; and other sources. Attention should be paid to sources of information
shedding light on the integrity or recovery of habitats and ecological processes, species abundances,
impacts of invasive species, and effects of ecological isolation, among others. Understanding whether
conservation outcomes are being achieved implies that reference or desired conditions can be defined,
or at least that, going forward, baselines can be established against which future conditions can be
compared. IUCN asserts that protected areas should usually aim to maintain or, ideally, increase the
degree of naturalness of the ecosystem being protected (Dudley, 2008: 10). Efficient, effective, and
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7 MARINE PROTECTED AREAS AND OECMS IN CANADA — UNIQUE
CONSIDERATIONS AND ISSUES FOR INTERPRETATION

Compared to terrestrial ecosystems, Canada has relatively little experience with marine protected areas
(MPAs), with the first marine protected area only formalized in 2004 (The Gully MPA). In addition, many
MPAs are considered to be only partially implemented (Robb et al., 2011; Robb et al., 2015; Jessen et
al., 2017). Canada began reporting marine OECMs only in 2017. As with protected areas on land, there
are unique considerations and issues for interpretation for MPAs and OECMs within the Canadian
context. As with protected areas, guidelines for identifying OECMs apply equally on land and at sea
(Dudley, 2008; IUCN-WCPA, 2018). Although this chapter focuses on considerations and interpretations
in the context of MPAs, much of this chapter also applies to marine OECMs.

IUCN-WCPA has recently prepared consolidated guidance on MPAs (IUCN WCPA, 2018b). This
consolidation builds on the formally approved Dudley (2008) protected areas standard, but adds in
recent resolutions from the 2014 World Parks Congress in Sydney, and the 2016 World Conservation
Congress in Hawaii. It also updates the supplementary guidance on MPAs (Day et al., 2012).

In the Canadian context, key differences between marine and terrestrial protected areas arise primarily
from:

i.  the marine environment often being jurisdictionally more complex;
ii. marine ecosystems being generally more ‘open’;
iii. MPAs being generally less visible, thus receiving less public and political attention;
iv. a history of allowing greater access by extractive industries with wild species being heavily
exploited for human consumption; and
v.  application of IUCN guidance being less consistent in the marine environment, with high levels
of mis-categorization (Day et al., 2012; Robb et al., 2011).

Because of this last point, IUCN has developed supplementary guidance on the categorization of marine
protected areas (Day et al., 2012). This supplementary resource also provides general guidance around
the consideration of different activities that should or should not occur in MPAs, consistent with their
stated objectives.

7.1 Governance and Seabed Ownership in Canada (ADAPTED FROM MCKAY AND
NOWLAN, 2017)

Governance of protected areas and OECMs is, in large part, a function of ownership, and the question of
the sea (including the water column and seabed) ownership in Canada is complex. There are three
statutorily determined zones: internal waters; the territorial sea; and the exclusive economic zone (EEZ).
The area between the high- and low-tide marks is considered the internal waters and can fall under the
jurisdiction and ownership of either federal, provincial, territorial, First Nation or local governments.
However, the majority of internal waters in Canada are under the jurisdiction of the provinces and
territories. The territorial sea is defined as the marine area beginning at the low-tide mark and
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extending outwards 12 nautical miles (nm). Territorial seas generally fall under federal jurisdiction;
however, there are exceptions. For example, the seabed between mainland British Columbia (B.C.) and
Vancouver Island belongs to the province, meaning that B.C.’s provincial jurisdiction over the seabed
extends into the territorial sea of Canada. Certain Atlantic Provinces also claim that their ownership of
the seabed extends further than the low-water mark.

Canada’s EEZ refers to an area that begins at the outer limit of the territorial sea, and extends 200 nm
from the low-water mark. The Canadian Oceans Act (1996) states that the rights to the waters, seabed
and subsoil within the EEZ are vested in the federal government. The Oceans Act, in alighnment with the
U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea (the Convention), stipulates that Canada has sovereign rights to
explore, exploit, conserve, and manage the natural resources (whether living or non-living) within the
EEZ. However, in accordance with the Convention, Canada does not have full sovereignty within the EEZ
and certain rights in the area are being reserved for other countries, such as the laying of submarine
cables in accordance with the Convention.

Aboriginal rights and title in Canada’s marine areas are evolving, as they are on land. There are currently
many Aboriginal title claims by First Nations over marine areas, and it is foreseeable that a successful
Aboriginal title claim could grant title over portions of the Canadian marine areas beyond the internal
waters to a First Nation.

Beyond seabed and water column ownership, authority over elements of marine biodiversity is mostly
federal. For example, marine fish, invertebrates, and mammals are generally under the authority of the
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFQO) and marine birds are under the authority of Environment and
Climate Change Canada (ECCC). Often authority is shared with provinces or territories in complex ways,
especially where these species occur in areas owned by the provinces or territories (e.g., intertidal
shellfish). Marine plants may be managed by DFO or provincial or territorial or Indigenous governments.

Authority over offshore subsurface resource exploration and extraction is also often shared in complex
ways, with federal and provincial agencies establishing mirror legislation and sharing authority through
offshore petroleum boards.

Given the above, with the exception of private governance, all governance types (see Chapter 7) could
be applied to MPAs and marine OECMs. Because there is no private ownership of marine areas in
Canada, the private governance type does not apply.

7.2 Differences between marine and terrestrial ecosystems important for MPAs and
OECMs

Although there are differences between marine and terrestrial ecosystems (see below), fundamentally
they are all ecosystems, composed of species and abiotic features and driven by the same ecological
processes such as primary productivity, decomposition and nutrient cycling. Protected areas and OECMs
are expected to play the same role on land or sea. Most importantly, the accepted and proposed IUCN
definitions of protected areas and OECMs respectively apply equally to both land and sea.

86

DRAFT MAY 2018



2868
2869
2870
2871
2872
2873
2874
2875
2876
2877
2878
2879

The IUCN definitions of protected areas and OECMs, discussed in Chapter 2, apply equally on land and
sea. While there are differences inherent in marine ecosystems, the need for protected areas as a
critical conservation tool applies equally on land and sea.

However, it is still important to examine the specific differences inherent in marine ecosystems to see
how such differences might impact protected area and OECM selection and management. Many of the
issues specific to MPAs are addressed by Day et al. (2012) and they have been adapted below to the
Canadian context.

Marine ecosystems primarily differ from terrestrial and freshwater ecosystems in that they are generally
more ecologically open, with widespread movements of species and nutrients. For example, larvae are
often produced in one area and travel long distances down current before becoming adults.

Box 7.1 The characteristics of marine ecosystems and implications for protected areas have been
characterized by the IUCN (Day et al., 2012) and are adapted for the Canadian context as follows:

Multidimensional environment - MPAs are planned and established in a fluid multidimensional
environment. As a result, in some cases different management actions are applied at different
depths. In some MPAs, vertical zoning has been used to achieve this. In others, there may be no de
jure vertical zoning, but the management put in place may nevertheless vary with depth using zoning
or other tools (i.e., de facto vertical zoning). There is a general recommendation against the use of
vertical zoning, as there is increasing evidence of strong ecological coupling between the bottom
(benthos) and the water column (pelagic) zones (Austin et al., 1991; Griffiths et al. 2017). In addition,
the subsequent vertically tiered management is particularly difficult, if not impossible, to effectively
police and enforce. The sub-seafloor may also need management if there is a potential impact such
as mining below the seabed. This is similar to the situation in terrestrial protected areas where
activities such as mining might potentially impact on the protected area below ground. A more
detailed interpretation of vertical zoning in the Canadian context is included in section 5.4.

Difficulties in enforcement and management - Restricting entry to, and activities in, an MPA is often

more difficult than for terrestrial protected areas because there are usually multiple access points,
the site is often remote and thus difficult and expensive to patrol, and under international law, rights
of ‘innocent passage’ are afforded to all vessels. While controlling activities in the marine
environment is more difficult than on land, modern satellite technology is making it easier. In
Canada, enforcement presence is a challenge because of the large area of coastline and the cost of
operating surveillance vessels.

Lack of visibility of features being protected - Being unable to see sub-tidal features poses particular
problems in terms of management and enforcement. lllegal or unregulated activities may damage
features within an MPA without anyone knowing, unless appropriate monitoring or surveillance is
undertaken (and this may be expensive, requiring SCUBA diving or remote camera technology).

Boundary demarcation - It is often difficult to know where the boundary of an MPA is, both seaward
(where electronic charts, a Global Positioning System (GPS) or similar technology are needed), and
on the landward side (where boundaries based on high- and low-water marks may be difficult to
locate in the field or may be only loosely defined). In any cases of vertical zoning, it is challenging if
an MPA boundary does not extend to either the sea surface (such as a protected area for a
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seamounts or sponge reefs) or to the seabed. However, most boats have modern global positioning
systems and MPA boundaries can be added to nautical charts by responsible authorities.

Connectivity between ecosystems and habitats - The scale over which marine connectivity occurs
can be very large. Since the extent of connectivity may be critical to the health of an MPA,
sufficiently large areas must be considered to ensure adequate protection of ecosystem values.
Multiple MPAs should be designed as connected networks of MPAs to ensure connectivity between
MPAs.

Commercial Harvest of Wildlife — One of the most significant differences between marine and
terrestrial ecosystems in Canada is that the commercial harvest of wildlife is permitted on a much
larger scale in marine systems. On land in Canada, the commercial harvest of many wildlife species
was phased out or more strictly regulated over 100 years ago after dramatic declines in species such
as bison, elk, beaver, muskox, and many others, which were all driven to near-extinction by
commercial harvest. The challenges for government regulators to manage commercial harvest in the
marine environment are great, as pressure from commercial interests for increased harvests, and for
continued access to harvest in areas declared to be protected, are enormous. This makes the role of
no-take MPAs even more important, as they are refugia for unharvested populations and provide
benchmarks against which to understand the impacts of fishing in an adaptive management system.

2880
2881 7.3 Application of the IUCN Protected Area Management Categories to MPAs
2882 Before a management category can be applied to a site, it must first be determined if that site actually
2883 meets the IUCN’s definition of a protected area. IUCNs protected area definition applies equally to land
2884  and sea. According to the IUCN, a protected area in the sea is defined exactly the same way a protected
2885 area is on land (see protected area definition in Chapter 2). There is, however, some marine-specific
2886  context to help better understand how the definition of a protected area applies to MPAs (Table 7.1).
2887
2888 Table 7.1: Explanation of the protected area definition applied to the marine realm (adapted from Day et al.,
2889 2012).
Phrase Explanation provided in the 2008 IUCN Discussion
Guidelines
Clearly defined | Clearly defined implies a spatially defined This implies that MPAs must be mapped and

area with agreed and demarcated borders.
These borders can sometimes be defined by
physical features that move over time (e.g.,
river banks) or by management actions
(e.qg., agreed no-take zones).

have boundaries that are legally defined.
However, while some MPAs can be clearly
defined (e.g., an entire bay bounded by
headlands), for others it may be difficult to
mark the boundaries, especially if the MPA
is offshore. Even boundaries on the
landward side, where tide levels can be used
(e.g., mean low-water mark), can be difficult
to establish. Increasingly, MPA or zone
boundaries are defined by high resolution
latitude and longitude coordinates, as
determined by modern GPS instruments.

Geographical
Space

Includes land, inland water, marine and
coastal areas or a combination of two or
more of these. “Space” has three

All protected areas exist in three
dimensions, but the vertical dimension in
MPAs is often a substantial management
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dimensions, e.g., as when the airspace
above a protected area is protected from
low-flying aircraft or in MPAs when a
certain water depth is protected or the
seabed is protected but water above is not:
conversely subsurface areas sometimes are
not protected (e.g., are open for mining).

consideration. In MPAs, management may
need to address the airspace above the sea
surface, the actual water surface, the water
column (or parts of it), the seabed and the
sub-seabed, or just one or a combination of
two or more of these elements. For
example, despite a general presumption
against vertical zoning, some MPAs protect
just the seabed/benthos and not the water
column above. It is therefore important that
an MPA has a clear description of the
dimensions that are actually protected.

natural (and possibly other) values for
which the protected area was established;
note that “managed” can include a decision
to leave the area untouched if this is the
best conservation strategy.

Recognised Implies that protection can include a range | In Canada all governance types, with the
of governance types declared by people as exception of private governance, can apply
well as those identified by the state, but to MPAs.
that such sites should be recognised in
some way (ideally through listing on the In practice, Canadian MPAs should be
World Database for Protected Areas — submitted to the CARTS, which is used to
WDPA). report Canada’s protected areas to the

WDPA.

Dedicated Implies specific binding commitment to In Canada the vast majority of MPAs are
conservation in the long term through, for created under legislation (either federal,
example: provincial or territorial).

e International conventions and
agreements
e  National, provincial and locallaw
e  Customary law
e Covenants of NGOs
e  Private trusts and company
policies
e  Certification schemes
Managed Assumes some active steps to conserve the | The requirement that a site is managed

applies to both marine and terrestrial
situations. As on land, many types of MPA
management are possible.

For example, MPAs established under
Canada’s Ocean’s Act have associated
management plans and regulations that
guide the management of each MPA.

Legal or other
effective means

Means that protected areas must either be
gazetted (that is, recognised under
statutory civil law), recognised through an
international convention or agreement, or
else managed through other effective but
non-gazetted, means, such as through
recognised traditional rules under which
community-conserved areas operate or the

As for terrestrial protected areas, 'effective
means' may include agreements with
Indigenous governments; where the site is
managed or co-managed by those
governments.
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policies of established non-governmental
organisations.

perpetuity and not as short term or a
temporary management strategy.

... to achieve Implies a level of effectiveness in the long- As for terrestrial protected areas, this
term conservation of nature — a new implies some level of effectiveness and
element that was not present in the 1994 therefore requires that the MPA is subject to
definition. Although the category will still monitoring, evaluation and reporting.
be determined by objective, management
effectiveness is progressively being The CBD committed the parties to expand
recorded on the WDPA and over time will and institutionalize management
become an important contributory criterion | effectiveness assessments to work towards
in identification and recognition of assessing 60% of the total area of protected
protected areas. areas by 2015 using various national and
regional tools and report the results into the
global database on management
effectiveness (GD-PAME). Effectiveness
should be publicly reported and monitoring
data made publicly available (except where
necessary to protect rare species and
features).
Long term Protected areas should be managed in As with terrestrial protected areas, long-

term protection (over time scales of
human generations) is necessary for
effective marine conservation. Seasonal
closures of an area for a specific purpose
(such as fish spawning, whale breeding,
etc.), in the absence of any additional
biodiversity protection and any primary
nature conservation objective are not
considered to be MPAs.

Seasonal protection of certain species or
habitats may be a useful component of
management in an MPA.

Conservation

In the context of this definition
conservation refers to the in-situ
maintenance of ecosystems and natural
and semi-natural habitats and of viable
populations of species in their natural
surroundings and, in the case of
domesticated or cultivated species, in the
surroundings where they have developed
their distinctive properties.

Nature

In this context nature always refers to
biodiversity, at genetic, species and
ecosystem level, and often also refers to
geodiversity, landform and broader natural
values.

All protected areas, whether terrestrial or
marine should aim to protect all the features
of conservation importance within their
boundaries. The CBD definitions of
“biodiversity” and “in-situ conservation”
clearly recognise that a single species can
only exist in-situ as part of an
interconnected web with other species and
the abiotic environment. Therefore
conservation measures targeting single
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species or subsets of biodiversity should not
allow the broader ecosystem to be
compromised. The objectives should be
clearly defined and measurable. For
representative MPAs, broad ecological
objectives such as ecological integrity are
most appropriate.

Associated
Ecosystem
Services

Means here ecosystem services that are
related to, but do not interfere with, the
aim of nature conservation. These can
include provisioning services such as food
and water; regulating services such as
regulation of floods, drought, land
degradation, and disease; supporting
services such as soil formation and
nutrient cycling; and cultural services such
as recreational, spiritual, religious and
other nonmaterial benefits.

MPAs provide a wide range of ecosystem
services. For example, sea grass beds
(Zostera sp.) in protected areas provide for
carbon storage.

Cultural values

Includes those that do not interfere with
the conservation outcome (all cultural
values in a protected area should meet
this criterion), including in particular:

e Those that contribute to
conservation outcomes (e.g.,
traditional management practices
on which key species have become
reliant).

e Those that are themselves under
threat.

Areas set aside for cultural values are only
protected areas under the IUCN definition if
they have nature conservation as a primary
objective. However, many MPAs contain
sacred sites or have significant cultural and
heritage value and understanding this is
important.

Once it has been determined that a site meets the definition of a protected area, an [IUCN management
category is assigned. As with protected areas on land, the management category for an MPA is chosen
based upon the primary stated objective(s) of the protected area. As with terrestrial protected areas,
categories may be assigned to a whole MPA or to separate legally defined zones within a multiple-zone
MPA. All six IUCN management categories are applied equally for terrestrial and marine protected
areas. However, there is some marine-specific context to help better understand how each category
applies to MPAs. IUCN has provided supplementary guidance on assessing protected area management
categories for MPAs (Table 7.2). When assigning a category to MPAs the primary guidance provided in
Chapter 3 and the information in Table 7.2 can be used to help provide clarity in the case of MPAs.
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2901 Table 7.2: Notes specific to MPAs for each IUCN management category (adapted from Day et al., 2012).
IUCN Protected

Area Notes Relating to use of Category for MPAs
Management
Category
la Category la areas should usually be “cores” surrounded by other suitably protected zones or

areas (i.e., the area surrounding the category la area should also be protected in such a way
that it complements and ensures the protection of the biodiversity of the core category la
area). Thus, for category la MPAs or zones, the use of the surrounding waters, marine
connectivity and particularly “up-current” influences, should be assessed and appropriately
managed.

Although not specifically stated in the 2008 IUCN Guidelines (since categories are assigned
according to objective, not activity restrictions), removal of species or modification,
extraction or collection of resources (e.g., through any form of fishing, harvesting, dredging,
mining or drilling) is considered to be incompatible with this category. However, there are
limited exceptions: scientific research involving collection may be permitted if that
collection cannot be conducted elsewhere and if the collection activity is minimized to that
which is absolutely necessary to achieve the scientific goals of the study.

Ib In the 2008 IUCN Guidelines, Category Ib is called ‘wilderness area’ but the concept of
‘wilderness’ is more difficult to apply to the marine environment than to land. Provided a
marine area is relatively undisturbed and free from human influences, qualities such as
‘solitude’, ‘quiet appreciation’ or ‘experiencing natural areas that retain wilderness qualities’
can, however, be achieved by diving beneath the surface. Thus Category Ib areas in the
marine environment should be sites of relatively undisturbed seascape, significantly free of
human disturbance (e.g., direct or indirect impacts, underwater noise, light pollution, etc.),
works or facilities and capable of remaining so through effective management.

As with Category la, removal of species and modification, extraction or collection of
resources (e.g., through any form of fishing, harvesting, dredging, mining or drilling) is not
considered compatible with this category. Exceptions are: (a) as with Category la, collection
for scientific research if that collection cannot be conducted elsewhere and (b) unlike
Category la, in some circumstances, low-level sustainable resource use by Indigenous
people to conserve their traditional spiritual and cultural values, provided this is done in
accordance with cultural tradition®.

Il Category Il areas should be managed for “ecosystem protection”, but should also provide
for visitation, non-extractive recreational activities and nature tourism (e.g., snorkelling,
diving, swimming, boating, etc.) and research (including managed extractive forms of
research).

Extractive use (of living or dead material) is not considered consistent with the objectives of
category Il because such activities (particularly fishing), even if undertaken at low levels, are
recognised as causing ecological drawdown on one or more components of the overall food
web, which is incompatible with ecosystem protection. However, as with category Ib, in
some circumstances, extraction for research, or low-level sustainable resource use by

6 Generally, Indigenous peoples in Canada are able to exercise their Treaty and Aboriginal rights in all
protected areas in Canada on lands held by the Crown (i.e., ‘owned’ by the provinces, territories, or
Canada), irrespective of IUCN management category, unless restrictions are put in place via consultation
processes.
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Indigenous people to conserve their traditional spiritual and cultural values, may be
compatible, provided this is done in accordance with cultural tradition.

n Category lll applies to MPAs designed to protect specific features such as: sea mounts or
shipwrecks which have become aggregation sites for biodiversity and have important
conservation value; key aggregation areas for iconic species; or other marine features which
may have cultural or recreational value to particular groups, including flooded
historical/archaeological landscapes.

Extractive use (of living or dead material) is not considered consistent with the objectives of
Category lll, other than extraction for research, and low-level sustainable resource use by
Indigenous people to conserve their traditional spiritual and cultural values may be
compatible, provided this is done in accordance with cultural tradition.

v Category IV is aimed at protection of particular stated species or habitats, often with active
management intervention (e.g., protection of key benthic habitats from trawling or
dredging). MPAs or zones aimed at particular species or groups can be classified as category
IV, e.g., seabird, turtle or shark sanctuaries. Zones within an MPA that have seasonal
protection, such as turtle nesting beaches that are protected during the breeding season,
might also qualify as category IV.

\" In a marine situation category V would apply to areas where local communities live within
and sustainably use the seascape, but where the primary objectives of the areas are
nevertheless nature conservation protection.

Category V is aimed at protection of landscapes, a concept that is more difficult to apply in
the marine environment although the idea of protecting seascapes is gaining currency.

VI MPAs aimed at maintaining predominantly natural habitats but allowing sustainable
collection of some species (e.g., food species, ornamental coral or shells), can be assigned to
category VI.

The point where an area managed for resource extraction (i.e., does not meet the definition
of a protected area) becomes a category VI MPA may be hard to judge. MPA designation
will be determined by reference to whether the area has a stated primary conservation aim,
meets the overall definition of a protected area and achieves verifiable ecological
sustainability as measured by appropriate metrics that reflect the objectives of nature
conservation (as well as the 75% rule). Careful consideration needs to be given as to
whether activities and some types of fishing practices (e.g., dredge trawling) should be
permitted in regard to their inherent unsustainability, and their consistency with the
objectives of this category.

2902

2903  As with protected areas on land, the fundamental principle in assigning a protected area category is
2904 firstly the determination if the area meets the definition of a protected area. After that determination,
2905  categories assignment should follow Chapter 3 with the following additional notes applying to Canadian
2906  MPAs:

2907

2908 e As with terrestrial protected areas, all Canadian MPAs should meet the IUCN definition of a

2909 protected area. This means that nature conservation must be the first priority and that large-
2910 scale industrial activities, including fishing, should not be permitted (see full explanation on
2911 fishing in Section 5.4 below). This applies to all categories of MPAs. After determining this
2912 condition, the scope of conservation objectives should be easier to assess;
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o All categories of MPAs must prevent, or eliminate where necessary, any exploitation or
management practice that will be harmful to the objectives of designation;

e As with terrestrial protected areas, the choice of a protected areas category should be based on
the primary objective(s) stated for each MPA or legally defined zone within a protected area. As
general rule, it is preferable to have only one protected areas category for an MPA and not
attempt multiple categories within a single MPA;

e All categories can make a contribution to conservation, but conservation objectives must be
chosen with respect to the particular situation. Not all categories are equally useful in every
situation;

e Adiversity of management approaches is desirable and should be encouraged, as it reflects the
many ways in which communities around the world have expressed the universal value of the
protected area concept;

e The assignment of a category should be based on the management objective and is not a
reflection of management effectiveness. However, there should be consistency between stated
management objectives and allowable activities so that management objectives are more likely
to be achieved.

7.4 Interpretation of Key Issues for Canadian Marine Protected Areas

Conservation as primary objective in marine protected areas

The conservation of nature must be a primary management objective for any MPA. There may other
objectives, related to, for example, tourism, stock management, or the protection of spawning areas.
However, in cases of conflict, the conservation of nature must always be given first priority. If the area is
effective at achieving the long-term in-situ conservation of biodiversity despite not having primary
conservation objectives, it may be an OECM. See Chapter 4 for guidance on OECMs.

Vertical Zoning in Marine Protected Areas

Vertical zoning in MPAs, whether it is de jure or de facto, is most often applied to accommodate
commercial fishing, but zoning can also apply to shipping or other activities. There is a general
recommendation by IUCN against the use of vertical zoning in MPA designation (Day et al., 2012), for
several reasons.

Vertical zoning often does not lead to comprehensive protection of biodiversity. It tends to prioritize the
protection of benthic habitats, while leaving pelagic species vulnerable to fishing mortality. The
argument made is that pelagic species can be fished once they move outside the area, so why not allow
them to be fished everywhere? This approach puts commercial objectives ahead of nature protection
objectives within the area declared as protected, and contradicts IUCN’s first principle for protected
areas, which is that nature conservation takes priority in cases of conflict. Many species move in and out
of terrestrial or marine protected areas during their life cycle, and are often more vulnerable to harvest
mortality when outside. Nevertheless, protected areas can serve as refugia for harvested species for at
least part of their life cycle, increasing the chances for some individuals to become older and larger, thus
producing more young, and in many cases providing a spillover for harvest outside the MPA boundaries.
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There is often significant ecological interdependence between pelagic and benthic communities (Austin
et al., 1991; Griffiths et al., 2017). Harvest-related mortality and removal of pelagic species can have
indirect impacts on benthic communities, potentially undermining conservation measures intended to
conserve benthic communities. For MPAs in deep water (hundreds to thousands of meters deep), and
where it is scientifically determined that there is no significant interaction between the benthic and
pelagic communities, some MPAs may be predominantly focused on protecting a benthic feature (e.g.,
glass sponge reefs). In these cases, management should take extreme care to avoid accidental contact
with the bottom and carefully monitor the impact of actions in the pelagic zone on the benthic
protected areas. The actual boundaries of benthic-focused protected areas should always include a 3™
(vertical) dimension, such x meters above the sea floor. Such areas should be reported according to the
least-restrictive vertical zone (Dudley, 2008; Day et al., 2012), assuming that zone still meets the
definition of a protected area.

The best practice is to avoid vertical zoning wherever possible. Where it is impossible or highly
undesirable to avoid the use of vertical zoning, management agencies should first determine the degree
of interaction between the benthic and pelagic communities. If there is significant interaction, or the
interaction is unknown, vertical zoning should not be used. Grober-Dunsmore et al. (2008) developed a
set of ecological conditions where pelagic fishing may not be compatible with benthic conservation, as
follows: (1) high relief habitats (2) depths shallower than 50—-100 m (depending upon the specific
location), (3) major topographic and oceanographic features, and (4) spawning areas. Regardless, as
noted above, potential MPAs and OECMs should be evaluated according to their least restrictive vertical
zone.

Applying IUCN Categories to different zones within the same MPA

In general, it is recommended to have only one protected area category for most MPAs, even if there is
more than one zone. The selected category should be the one that is most applicable to the
management goals of the MPA, based on the primary management objective. (This is similar to
terrestrial protected areas - see guidance in Chapter 2). Additionally, the selected management category
should apply to at least 75% of the total area of the site. A good assessment process to identify the most
appropriate category should involve key stakeholders and other agencies dealing with the conservation
and management of the protected area and should be based on best available natural and social
science. ldentifying a primary objective of the conservation of nature does not mean that other aims are
not important, as almost all protected areas have multiple values.

It is critical to remember that categories need to be applied to MPAs according to their stated
management objective. However, those management objectives should be reflected in a management
regime that is consistent with the stated objectives and which results in the in-situ conservation of
biodiversity. Multiple studies have identified many examples of Canadian MPAs where the stated
management objectives and allowed activities do not align (Robb et al., 2011; Robb et al., 2015; Jessen
etal., 2017).

There is no IUCN category of an MPA that permits the large-scale harvest of marine species. Some
fisheries are permitted in category V and VI for the benefit of local communities provided the fisheries
are done in ways that maintain the ecological integrity of the system, including maintaining trophic
levels with bigger and older fish. Many research studies have shown the significance of no-take reserves
both for biodiversity conservation and fisheries management (Stewart et al., 2008; McCook et al., 2010).
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Shifting MPA boundaries to reflect shifting oceanographic processes

MPA boundaries should be fixed and not variable. This is simply because of the difficulty of determining,
establishing and communicating protected area boundaries. Oceanographic process, such as upwellings
or ice packs, that are not in consistent places from year to year, can and should be managed by
conservation tools other than protected areas.

Ecologically or Biologically Significant Marine Areas (EBSAs) and MPAs

EBSA are special areas in the ocean that serve important purposes, in one way or another, to support
the healthy functioning of oceans and the many services that they provide. The concept was developed
under the CBD in 2008 to identify areas with the following criteria:

e Uniqueness or rarity

e Special importance for life history stages of species

e Importance for threatened, endangered or declining species and/or habitats
e Vulnerability, fragility, sensitivity, or slow recovery

e Biological productivity

e Biological diversity

e Naturalness

EBSAs have been identified globally using expert consensus. The identification of EBSAs does not imply
any required management action or type of management. EBSAs may be excellent candidates for MPAs,
but they are not MPAs in their own right until they are declared and managed as MPAs.

Oil and Gas Drilling and Mineral Rights in MPAs

As with all protected areas, MPAs should be free from oil and gas exploration and extraction, as well as
seabed mining. Ideally, in establishing MPAs, there should be legislative provision prohibiting oil and gas
exploration and extraction and seabed mining. The potential for ecological disruption from these
activities in marine ecosystems is significant. The CCEA subsurface screening tool provides guidance on
the range of effectiveness of subsurface rights management in Canadian protected areas (see Chapter
5).

Managing Threats in Canadian MPAs, Notably Fishing

Virtually all protected areas (on land and at sea) face some kind of internal or external threat to their
ecological condition. The purpose of management is to ensure, whenever possible, that these threats
are eliminated, managed, and mitigated. This applies to protected areas on land or at sea.

Large-scale commercial fishing is a key threat to marine biodiversity, including in MPAs. It is understood
that the large-scale commercial harvest of fish has been permitted to occur in many areas reported as
MPAs globally, including in Canada, contrary to IUCN guidance (e.g., Fitzsimons, 2011). The same
prohibitions or restrictions on large-scale or commercial harvesting, which are placed on terrestrial
protected areas, have not been fully carried over to MPAs, although this is now changing rapidly.

The science is clear that MPAs which are commercially fished are no different than areas outside the
protected area, and that protected area effectiveness is strongly correlated with level of protection
(Stewart et al., 2008; Edgar et al., 2014; Ban et al., 2014). Successful MPAs are typically no-take, well
managed, have adequate enforcement, tend to be remote, and large in size (Edgar et al., 2014; Gill et
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al., 2017). If MPAs are to play their role as benchmark areas that protect species and ecosystems, they
must avoid the threat of large-scale commercial fishing. As of 2016, 0.11% of Canada’s marine estate
was considered fully protected (Jessen et al., 2017)

Many people still make their living from the exploitation of wild marine resources. Canada does not
have a long history with MPAs, especially fully implemented MPAs with the characteristics most
associated with effectiveness (Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development, 2012).
Nor does it have much experience applying structural adjustment programs to cushion the impacts of
MPA establishment (e.g., Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, 2005). There are relatively few real-
life, local examples of conservation-effective MPAs providing benefits to fishing communities (Saguenay-
St. Lawrence Marine Park is a notable exception [see O’Connor et al., 2009: 204]). At the same time,
significant spillover effects have been documented for some temperate MPAs (e.g., Murawski et al.,
2005). Nevertheless, there may be distrust among some fishing communities that MPAs will do
anything more than cause displacement and loss. As a result, the conflict between fishing interests and
MPA conservation objectives tends to be much greater than that associated with the extraction of living
resources from terrestrial protected areas. Accommodations of commercial and recreational fishing
interests within MPA regulations and management plans are frequent (Commissioner of the
Environment and Sustainable Development, 2012). However, these accommodations have implications
for whether some declared MPAs meet the IUCN protected areas definition, whether their stated IUCN
management categories align with their stated objectives and management regimes, and most
importantly, whether they are likely to achieve their ecological objectives (e.g., biodiversity
conservation, ecosystem representation, ecological integrity, benchmark). Canada has made numerous
commitments to establish representative networks of marine protected areas (see Chapter 2), but
despite recently reported progress, very few Canadian MPAs have the necessary characteristics of large
size and high degree of protection to contribute effectively to representation objectives (Rice and
Houston, 2011; DFO, 2013).

At the 2016 IUCN World Conservation Congress (WCC), members voted for a resolution asking for a
prohibition of environmentally damaging industrial activities in all categories of protected areas (WCC
2016 Rec 102). Industrial fishing is recognized worldwide as having major impacts on marine ecosystems
(e.g., Halpern et al., 2006; Worm and Lenihan, 2013), so the implications of this IUCN resolution are
clear with respect to the appropriateness of large-scale fishing in protected areas (and in other areas
important for the achievement of the Aichi Biodiversity Targets, such as OECMs). Further, IUCN has also
recommended that each coastal nation “designate and implement at least 30% of each marine habitat
in a network of highly protected MPAs and OECMs, with the ultimate aim of creating a fully sustainable
ocean, at least 30% of which has no extractive activities, subject to the rights of indigenous peoples and
local communities” (IUCN Resolution WCC-2016-Res-050-EN; IUCN-WCPA, 2018b).

It is understood that there may have to be some accommodation for existing and pre-existing uses in
existing and new protected areas. IUCN’s 75% rule acknowledges that up to 25% of a protected area can
be managed for other purposes so long as they are compatible with the primary objective of the area,
and cites an example where fishing is permitted in a relatively small portion of what is otherwise a
strictly protected area (page 35 - Dudley, 2008). The rapidly accumulating evidence that fully protected
MPAs are effective for conserving biodiversity while many multiple-use MPAs are not (see above),
combined with the fact that Canada has committed to establish effective networks of MPAs and OECMs
that are ecologically representative and encompassing of areas of particular importance for biodiversity
(see Chapters 2 and 9), suggests that at least 75% of most Canadian MPAs and OECMs should be highly
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protected, with the remaining up-to 25% being managed for other essential and unavoidable purposes
so long as they are compatible with the definition of a protected area and the management category
being assigned.
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8 GOVERNANCE

8.1 INTRODUCTION

Governance determines who has power, who makes decisions, how other players make their voice
heard, and how decisions are made. The IUCN defines governance as “interactions among structures,
processes and traditions that determine how power and responsibilities are exercised, how decisions are
taken, and how citizens or other stakeholders have their say” (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013). The
central question to determining governance type is —”Who holds authority and responsibility and can be
held accountable for the key decisions for a given protected area according to legal, customary or
otherwise legitimate means?”. However, governance is not only about what is prescribed and
recognized by the law (de jure —in law), but also what actually does happen in real life (de facto —in
practice) (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013). For example, in Canada, the legal authority to make
decisions for many provincial parks sits with the provincial government (Ministers) via their respective
legislation (de jure). However, in practice, in some cases those government park agencies work with
local First Nations to establish the parks and to develop objectives, management recommendations and
recommendations for park uses that are presented to government Ministers to inform the decisions of
the government (de facto). In these cases, governance is not solely held by the provincial government,
but rather shared with those First Nations.

IUCN identifies four difference governance types. These governance types apply to both protected
areas and OECMs on land and at sea. For protected areas the governance types can be applied to any
IUCN management category. The four governance types are further divided into sub-types (Table 8.1)
(Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013).

Table 8.1. IUCN Governance Types and Sub-types.

Governance Type Sub-types

Type A. Governance by e Federal or national ministry or agency in charge (e.g., Parks Canada Agency)

government e Sub-national ministry or agency in charge (e.g., territorial, provincial, or municipal
level)

e Government-delegated management (e.g., to an NGO)

Type B. Shared e Transboundary governance (formal arrangements between one or more sovereign

governance states or territories; for example, between Canada and the USA, or provinces
and/or territories)

e Collaborative governance (through various ways in which diverse actors and
institutions work together)

e Joint governance (pluralist board or other multi-party governing body; e.g., a co-
management board that has decision making abilities)

Type C. Private e Conserved areas established and run by:
governance o non-profit organizations (e.g., Nature Conservancy of Canada fee simple
lands)

o for-profit organizations (e.g., corporate landowners)
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Type D. Governance by e Indigenous peoples’ conserved territories and areas (established and run by
Indigenous people and Indigenous governments, organizations, or peoples)
local communities.”

These governance types are elaborated in several IUCN publications, with the primary guidance on
protected area categories from Dudley (2008) and additional guidance on protected areas governance
and privately protected provided by Borrini-Feyerabend et al. (2013) and Stolton et al. (2014),
respectively. Much of the material below is taken directly from those documents, and readers should
consult them for a broader understanding of governance issues. All the material in this chapter is
consistent with existing IUCN guidance. As with other chapters in this Guidebook, this chapter provides a
Canadian context and elaborates on governance issues with Canadian examples.

CBD Parties have agreed to report about governance of protected areas as part of their obligations
under the UNCBD. Indeed, the IUCN guidance document on governance (Borrini-Feyerabend et al.,
2013) was requested by the CBD Secretariat to help Parties monitor their own progress.

8.2 DESCRIPTION OF GOVERNANCE TYPES

The following descriptions of governance types come almost directly from the IUCN protected areas
category document (Dudley, 2008) with some adaptations for Canada.

Type A: Governance by government (at either the federal, provincial, territorial, or municipal level).

A government body (such as a ministry or park agency reporting directly to the government) holds the
authority, responsibility and accountability for managing the protected area, determines its
conservation objectives (such as the ones that distinguish the IUCN categories), develops and enforces
its management plan and regulations and often also owns the protected area’s land, water and related
resources. Depending on the province or territory, municipal government bodies can also be in charge of
the above and/or own land and resources and thus have the ability to create protected areas.

Type B: Shared governance

With this governance type, institutional mechanisms and processes are employed to share management
authority and responsibility among entitled governmental, First Nations, and/or non-governmental
actors. The mechanisms may be formal legal agreements or memoranda of understanding between the
parties. Shared governance, sometimes also referred to as co-management, comes in many forms. In
“collaborative” management, decision-making authority and responsibility rest with one agency but the
agency is required — by law or policy — to inform or consult other stakeholders. Participation in
collaborative management can be strengthened by assigning to multi-stakeholder bodies the
responsibility of developing technical proposals for protected area regulation and management, to be
submitted ultimately to a decision-making authority for approval. In “joint” management, various actors
sit on a management body with decision-making authority and responsibility. Decisions may or may not
require consensus. In any of these cases, once decisions about management are taken, their
implementation needs to be delegated to agreed bodies or individuals. One particular form of shared
governance relates to transboundary protected areas, which involve at least two or more governments

7 Governance by local communities (defined as customary communities by IUCN) does not apply within Canada and as such
some Canadian jurisdictions commonly use the term Indigenous Governance for this governance type.
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and possibly other local actors. The current cases of reported shared governance in Manitoba, Yukon
and the Northwest Territories are between the respective provincial or territorial governments and
Indigenous governments. Shared governance examples in Nova Scotia include those between provincial
and municipal governments, between the provincial government and land trusts, and between the
provincial government and private landowners. In many cases, the management of government-held
protected areas is shared, but because of the structure of most pieces of legislation governing protected
areas, governance is by government.

Type C: Private governance

Private governance comprises protected areas/OECMs under individual, cooperative, NGO or corporate
control and/or ownership. The most common examples of purely private governance are areas acquired
as freehold by land trusts explicitly for conservation. Many individual and some corporate landowners
also pursue conservation out of respect for the land and a desire to maintain its ecological and aesthetic
values. However, in order to ensure their wishes for the land continue in perpetuity, private landowners
and corporations usually must work with land trusts or government agencies to apply tools that ‘run
with the land’, such as conservation easements, servitudes, or legal protected area designations, making
such areas examples of shared governance (even though both parties may, in many cases, be private).
In such cases, the authority for managing the protected land and resources is shared between the
landowner and the organization/agency who will steward the land on an ongoing basis once the original
landowner no longer owns the land. Typically, the landowner and the organization work together to
determine the conservation objectives, specify prohibited and allowed activities, develop management
plans, and agree on enforcement provisions, and codify these agreements in a legally binding document
(e.g., conservation easement or terms of consent to a provincial protected designation) that is
registered on title and survives changes in ownership.

Type D: Governance by Indigenous peoples and local communities

This type includes protected areas established and run by Indigenous peoples (which includes First
Nations, Metis and Inuit in Canada) and local communities. Governance by local communities (defined
as customary communities by IUCN) does not apply within Canada and as such some Canadian
jurisdictions commonly use the term Indigenous Governance for this governance type. IUCN defines this
governance type as: protected areas where the management authority and responsibility rest with
Indigenous peoples through various forms of customary or legal, formal or informal, institutions and
rules. These can be relatively complex. For instance, land and/or sea resources may be collectively
owned and managed while other resources may be managed individually or on a clan basis. Different
Indigenous peoples may be in charge of the same area at different times, or of different resources
within the same area. Rules may intertwine with cultural and spiritual values. In other cases, however,
Indigenous peoples are fully recognized as the legitimate authority in charge of state-listed protected
areas or have legal title to the land, water or resources. Whatever the structure, the governance
arrangements require that the area under the control of Indigenous peoples has identifiable institutions
and regulations that are responsible for achieving the protected area objectives. The current reported
cases of governance by Indigenous peoples in Canada are within Yukon and Northwest Territories.
Within Canada numerous First Nations are considered to be their own governments and under
agreements such as the modern treaties have self-governing agreements. This means that,
technically, some Indigenous protected areas and OECMs would be under governance by
government, but in Canada, these areas could be considered to be under governance by Indigenous
Peoples to give them proper recognition.
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In recent years, growing numbers of protected and conserved areas under Indigenous governance have
been recognized and/or established in other countries such as Brazil, Costa Rica and Australia.
Mechanisms for the creation and governance of Indigenous protected areas and OECMs are evolving
rapidly in Canada. Protected areas and OECMs under Indigenous governance that meet the respective
IUCN definitions and criteria should be reported to CARTS and to the World Database on Protected
Areas, but only with the free prior and informed consent of the appropriate Indigenous body. It is up
to the individual Indigenous governance authorities to determine under which governance structure
they wish their areas to be reported.

8.3 HOW DOES GOVERNANCE DIFFER FROM MANAGEMENT?

There may often be confusion between the terms governance and management. Management and
governance are closely linked, but can be distinguished from one another (Table 8.2). Both governance
and management are essential for protected and conserved areas to achieve conservation outcomes
and provide benefits to people. In global studies of protected areas outcomes, both governance and
management are shown to be essential, and are preconditions to protected areas success (Barnes et al.,
2016; Gill et al., 2017).

Table 8.2: The differences between management and governance (from Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013)

Management...is about... e What is done in pursuit of given objectives
e The means and actions to achieve such objectives

Governance...is about... e Who decides what the objectives are, what to do to pursue them, and
with what means

e How those decisions are taken

¢ Who holds power, authority and responsibility

e Whois (or should be) held accountable

8.4 GOOD GOVERNANCE

Governance quality (“good governance”) refers to “how well” a governance regime is functioning. Good
governance is also referred to as equitable management (an element of Aichi Target 11). Good
governance of a protected area or OECM can be understood as a governance system that responds to
the principles and values freely chosen by the concerned people and country and enshrined in their
constitution, natural resource law, protected area legislation and policies and or cultural practices and
customary laws. These should reflect internationally agreed principles for good governance.
International agreements and instruments have set governance principles and values, such as the CBD,
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.

Good governance focuses on five principles that should be viewed as touchstones and applied flexibly
depending on the particular scenario for individual sites. These principles include legitimacy and voice,
direction, performance, accountability, and fairness and rights (see Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013 for
detailed considerations for each). Legitimacy and voice generally refers to ensuring that all rights-
holders and stakeholders concerned receive appropriate and sufficient information, can be represented,
and can have a say in advising and/or making decisions. The components of biodiversity typically have
no voice or legal standing afforded to them by people (although a 2017 decision to afforded New
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Zealand’s Whanganui River the same legal rights as a person is an interesting exception) but will often
be advocated for by at least some participants in the process. Direction generally refers to developing
and following a consistent strategic vision (broad, long-term perspective) for the areas and their
conservation objectives, grounded on agreed values and an appreciation of the ecological, historical,
social and cultural complexities unique to each context. Performance generally refers to achieving
conservation and other objectives as planned and monitored, including through on-going evaluation of
effectiveness. Accountability generally refers to upholding the integrity and commitment of all in charge
of specific responsibilities for the protected areas and ensuring transparency. Fairness and rights
generally refers to striving towards an equitable sharing of the costs and benefits of establishing and
managing protected areas and fairness in taking all relevant decisions.
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9 OTHER IMPORTANT FACTORS

This chapter contains supplementary information and considerations to aid the categorization,
management and the design of systems of protected areas and OECMs in Canada.

9.1 STANDARDS FOR MANAGEMENT — EFFECTIVE AND EQUITABLE

Target 11 states that systems of protected areas and OECM must be effectively and equitably managed.
Well-governed and effectively managed protected areas are a proven method for safeguarding both
habitats and populations of species and for delivering important ecosystem services (Secretariat of the
CBD, 2008). The CBD states that reaching Target 11 will mean a modest increase in terrestrial protected
areas and OECMs globally, with an increased focus on representativity and management effectiveness
(Secretariat of the CBD, 2011). The question of “when is a protected area or OECM effective” at
conserving biodiversity is a complex one, involving elements of design, governance, and management
which lead to effective conservation outcomes.

Equitable management covers a range of considerations such as inclusive decision-making, gender
equity and recognition of rights. Protected areas and OECMs that are equitably managed should be
established and managed in close collaboration with, and through equitable processes that recognize
and respect the rights of Indigenous and local communities, and vulnerable populations (Secretariat of
the CBD, 2011). These communities should be fully engaged in governing and managing protected areas
according to their rights, knowledge, capacities and institutions, should equitably share in the benefits
arising from protected areas and should not bear inequitable costs (Secretariat of the CBD, 2011). Note
that virtually all systems aimed at understanding effective management also include equitable
management.

The 4th World Parks Congress (2004) identified the effective management of protected areas as a major
issue of global concern (Leverington et al., 2010). Globally, many protected areas have described as
“paper parks”, existing on lists but without any management, monitoring or other documentation. This
situation applies in Canada as well, with many protected areas without any staff, monitoring, network
integration or management plans, all of which contribute to effective management.

Under the CBD decision X/31, parties agreed to assess the management effectiveness of 60% of the total
number of protected areas by 2015. The results of those assessments are to be reported to the WDPA.
To date, only 17.5% of countries have reached the target of assessing 60% of their protected areas. In
Canada, no formal Protected Areas Management Effectiveness (PAME) evaluations were completed by
the 2015 target. However, Parks Canada has compiled State of Park Reports that meet or exceed most
of the PAME elements and Environment and Climate Change Canada has conducted PAME assessments
on the protected areas it manages. Additionally there are PAME assessments underway in British
Columbia, Alberta and Ontario.
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Box 9.1 CBD Decision Adopted by the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological
Diversity at its Tenth Meeting (X/31. Protected Areas) regarding management effectiveness.

The conference of the Parties....

19. Invites Parties, taking into account the target for goal 1.4 of the programme of work, which calls
for all protected areas to have effective management in existence by 2012 using participatory
and science-based site-planning processes with full and effective participation of stakeholders,
and noting that to assess the effectiveness of the management, specific indicators may also be
needed to:

(@) Continue to expand and institutionalize management effectiveness assessments to work
towards assessing 60 per cent of the total area of protected areas by 2015 using various
national and regional tools and report the results into the global database on
management effectiveness maintained by the World Conservation Monitoring Centre of
the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP-WCMC).

The question of effective and equitable management has led to the development of a number of
assessment tools, collectively called Protected Areas Management Effectiveness tools (PAME). The IUCN
publication “Evaluating effectiveness: a framework for assessing management effectiveness of
protected areas” (Hockings et al., 2006) provides a broad discussion of approaches to assessing
management effectiveness and lists of available PAME tools. In addition, almost every country or
agency has adapted individual PAME tools to their own specific needs, so there is a considerable
variation. Three different PAME tools are briefly presented in Appendix 5.

Protected areas, by definition, are established for the conservation of nature. As with any human
enterprise, outcomes should be assessed relative to management objectives, to see how successfully
nature is being conserved. For protected areas and OECMs, this requires ecological monitoring. Many
PAME tools, with the exception of the Green List, are weak on the measurement of conservation
outcomes. They do not necessarily require that ecological monitoring sufficient to understand
conservation outcomes be undertaken for their completion. Nevertheless, ecological monitoring is
important to understand if biodiversity is being effectively conserved in protected areas and OECMs.

A full guide to ecological monitoring is beyond the scope of this Guidebook. The subject is complex and
requires adaptation to specific sites. However, ecological monitoring is an essential part of protected
area and OECM management. Monitoring must be based on the management objectives for protected
areas and on biodiversity conservation outcomes for OECMs. Ecological monitoring should be coupled
with reporting, aimed at making both scientific and traditional knowledge freely available to all.

9.2 ACTIVE MANAGEMENT AND DEGREE OF ENVIRONMENTAL MODIFICATION

All activities have some degree of ecological impact, especially extractive activities (e.g., fishing, timber
harvest, and mining). As such there is debate about what types of activities are allowed to take place in
protected areas according to their management regimes. From the IUCN’s perspective, the key point is
that all activities allowed to take place within a protected area must be compatible with its stated
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conservation management objectives regardless of the IUCN category (Day et al., 2012). The activities
that are permitted to take place within a protected area via their specific management regime must
flow from and be permitted based upon the objectives for the protected area and therefore be
compatible with those objectives (Day et al., 2012). Strict restriction of activities (such as exploitation)
or permissibility of activities must flow from particular objectives.

The degree of environmental modification refers to the manipulation of an area from a natural state by
human intervention. Industrial activities, resource extraction, infrastructure development, habitat
disturbance, and human-mediated proliferation of exotic or invasive species all contribute to
environmental modification. Modification can also occur through interference with normal natural
processes, such as fire and native diseases, which become ‘unnatural’ processes when, because of
human influence, they occur outside the range of natural variation.

The degree of environmental modification is determined by both the intensity of modification and the
extent or proportion of area over which it occurs. As a general rule, the IUCN Guidelines (1994, 2008)
state that at least 75 percent of a protected area should be devoted to the primary purpose —the
protection and maintenance of biological diversity - and that the management of the remaining area
should not be in conflict with the prime purpose. However, more category-specific guidance is
warranted. For example, in order to meet the objectives of management for Category la or b, it is
suggested that essentially the entirety (i.e., approaching 100 percent) of an area should be dedicated to
the primary purpose of biodiversity protection. To meet Category |l objectives, perhaps 75-90 percent of
an area should be dedicated to the primary purpose. IUCN (1994) gave specific guidance for Category VI
areas, stating that at least 66% of an area should remain natural. IUCN’s 2008 guidance states that
Category VI areas are generally large, "with most of the area” in a natural condition. According to IUCN,
Category V areas will generally exhibit more environmental modification than Category VI areas, and
about the same as many Category IV areas. However, in the Canadian context, Category V areas should
exhibit a similar level of naturalness as Category VI areas to meaningfully protect biological diversity.

The degree to which active management is appropriate varies among the IUCN categories. In general,
categories Ib, Il, and VI are large, mostly natural, and expected to be capable of maintaining natural
conditions without substantial active intervention, although in the case of category VI, traditional, low-
impact, non-industrial management systems may play a role in maintaining such conditions. Category
1a areas should also be capable of maintaining natural conditions, but smaller la areas may be more
vulnerable to threats that require active interventions to address. Categories Ill and IV areas are often
small and more vulnerable to impacts of surrounding uses, invasive species, isolation, direct human-use
pressures, and disruption of natural processes by human activity. Such areas may be the most likely to
require active interventions on behalf of biodiversity. Category IV was previously defined by a
requirement for active management (IUCN, 1994), but guidance was revised (IUCN, 2008) such that
management approach is no longer a defining feature. Nevertheless, because such areas are often
fragments of ecosystems, many require active intervention for native biodiversity to persist. Category V
areas are typically the most modified areas that would still qualify as protected areas, and active
management may be a prominent activity to maintain natural or cultural landscape features of high
biodiversity value.

In light of the profound impacts humans are having on Earth’s ecosystems, and the rapidity with which
anthropogenically driven ecological changes are occurring, it is expected that many protected areas,
regardless of category, may need some level of active management to address threats, restore,
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maintain, or mimic natural ecological processes, and ensure survival of native species and ecological
communities.

9.3 ECOLOGICAL REPRESENTATIVITY, SIZE CONSIDERATIONS AND THE IUCN
PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES

Aichi Target 11 calls for systems of protected areas and OECMs to be “ecologically representative”. It is
generally understood that this means a system should seek to include the full variety of biodiversity, at
all levels of organization, to ensure the long-term persistence of all species and ecosystems within a
protected area and OECM network. Globally, reaching Target 11 will mean a modest increase in
terrestrial protected areas and OECMs (Secretariat of the CBD, 2011). However, an increased focus on
ecological representativity is crucial as current networks have gaps, and some fail to offer adequate
protection to many species and ecosystems (Secretariat of the CBD, 2011).

The guidance notes on Target 11 (Secretariat of the CBD, 2011) state that systems should contain
adequate samples of the full range of existing ecosystems and ecological processes, including at least
10% of each ecoregion within each country. Within Canada, most jurisdictions have developed their
own approaches to planning for and assessing ecological representativity as part of their systematic
conservation planning programs. However, jurisdictional approaches, targets, scales and methodologies
vary to some degree. Overall in Canada, ecological representativity is assessed not just at the
ecoregional level, but at finer scales in the hierarchy of jurisdictional ecological classifications. This
enables jurisdictions to capture smaller-scale variations in biodiversity through the representation
approach, resulting in more comprehensive protection of biodiversity overall than if only the
ecoregional scale was applied. Most approaches have ‘enduring features’ (Peterson et al., 1995) as a
basis, making them more robust in the face of environmental change than purely species- or process-
driven approaches.

Besides being eco-geographically comprehensive, representative protected areas and OECMs should be
capable of sustaining viable populations of all native species in their natural settings, and allowing
natural ecological processes to play out unimpeded by human activity, to the greatest extent possible.

In other words, they must have a high degree of ecological integrity (Peterson et al., 1995). Achieving
these conservation outcomes enables representative areas to serve at least three important
conservation policy objectives - ‘insurance policy’; ‘lbenchmark’; and ‘seed source’ functions - and carries
implications for appropriate sizes and levels of protection (Rice and Houston, 2011).

The ‘insurance policy’ function refers to “protection against potential failure of management to keep
human uses sustainable outside protected areas” (Rice and Houston, 2011). Representative areas
enable intact, naturally functioning ecosystems to persist and continue to provide ecosystem services,
maintain genetic diversity, and support viable ecological processes, species populations, and
evolutionary potential, even if ecosystems outside of these areas are degraded and lose these values
and functions due to unsustainable use.

The ‘benchmark’ function refers to providing the opportunity to evaluate the sustainability of human
uses in the landscape and seascape by comparing relatively natural ‘benchmark’ or reference areas to
more intensively modified, managed, or exploited areas (Rice and Houston, 2011). Difficulty can be
encountered distinguishing natural variation from human impact, especially those impacts resulting
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from past or adjacent uses or regional or global anthropogenic drivers like climate change and invasive
species. Despite these difficulties, representative areas can nevertheless provide relatively stable (or at
least re-naturalizing) baselines where human impacts can be kept to a minimum, natural ranges of
variation can be documented, and differences in patterns between representative areas and
comparable but ‘working’ landscapes and seascapes can be attributed to impacts of human use (Rice
and Houston, 2011).

The ‘seed stock’ function refers to the ability of representative areas, by maintaining natural processes
and full, viable complements of native species, to provide options for restoring degraded or depleted
ecosystems in the wider landscapes and seascapes through natural dispersal or artificial translocation
(Rice and Houston, 2011). A closely related role can be ‘spillover’ — which in the context of adjacent
exploited ecosystems, means the dispersal of species beyond protected area and OECM boundaries so
that they may be available for harvest.

Guidance on appropriate size for representative areas has been developed considering many factors
including wide-ranging, migratory, and large-home-range-size species, minimum viable populations,
minimum critical areas, species’ life cycles and interactions (e.g., predator-prey relationships), scales of
natural ecological processes (e.g., wildfire vs. hurricanes), ecological condition of the surrounding land
or sea matrix, and whether allowances are being made for restoration of extirpated species (e.g.,
wolves, bison).

Too-small protected areas and OECMs lead to ecosystems (or fragments thereof) and processes in these
areas being, in the first place, compromised by lack of completeness, and secondly, degraded or
otherwise strongly influenced by activities impacting ecosystems outside the areas (e.g., through edge
effects, isolation, overexploitation, habitat loss, restriction of natural processes, etc.). Individuals from
small areas are more likely to have leave those areas in order to meet their life cycle needs and are
more likely to encounter hostile or sink habitats if surrounding landscapes or seascapes are heavily
modified or exploited. Small areas may also function less well to support meta-populations if they are
so small and isolated that they are difficult, energetically expensive, or risky to find and provide
inadequate habitat area once reached. Smaller areas are also less resilient to regional and global
anthropogenic change drivers. As a result, the ability of small areas to serve the insurance policy,
benchmark, and seed source functions of representative areas is significantly less than that of large
areas. If, however, the matrix surrounding small protected areas and OECMs is also in a natural
condition, these size-related impacts may not occur.

Typically, if an area is designed for the most area-requiring species and processes, it will also support
species and processes which are less area-requiring (Rice and Houston, 2011). Depending on the
species, processes, and ecosystem coverage considerations being designed for, as well as
landscape/seascape context, minimum recommended sizes for representative areas range from several
hundreds of km? to over 15,000 km? (Wiersma et al., 2005; Rice and Houston, 2011). Areas embedded
within matrices degraded by habitat destruction, fragmentation, and/or high rates of exploitation
should be larger in order to maintain relatively natural conditions, populations, and processes. In a
degraded matrix, connecting protected areas and OECMs into a functional network can alleviate
somewhat the impacts of isolation, edge effects, and inadequate size. Better yet is ecologically
sustainable management, or effective conservation, of the matrix such that the requirements of the
most area-requiring species and processes are met both inside and outside protected areas, and the
areas themselves exhibit negligible evidence of anthropogenic impacts due to surrounding uses.

108

DRAFT MAY 2018



3464
3465
3466
3467
3468
3469
3470
3471
3472
3473
3474
3475
3476
3477
3478
3479
3480
3481
3482
3483
3484
3485
3486
3487
3488
3489
3490
3491
3492
3493
3494
3495
3496
3497
3498
3499
3500
3501
3502
3503
3504
3505
3506
3507
3508
3509
3510

While large size is a necessary trait for representative protected areas and OECMs, there are limits to
what even the largest such areas can achieve. No single protected area is likely to be large enough to
accommodate the entire life cycles of long-distance migrants like boreal-neotropical migrant songbirds,
leatherback sea turtles, or bluefin tuna. For such species, a functionally connected network of protected
areas and OECMs, which includes representatives of all important ecosystems used by such species
throughout their life cycles, may be the only feasible approach.

When relating the traits of representative protected areas to the IUCN management categories, it
becomes clear that some IUCN protected area management categories are more suitable for achieving
representation objectives than others. Guidance on protection levels needed for representative areas
to deliver the policy objectives noted above indicates that protection should be stringent — equivalent to
IUCN categories I-1ll (Peterson et al., 1995; Rice and Houston, 2011; DFO, 2013). Lack of stringent
protection can lead to impacts on species populations, ecological structures, and processes inside the
areas such that insurance and seed source values are compromised or lost. Even more sensitive to the
impacts of human activities occurring within the areas is the benchmark function, because natural
variation is confounded by direct human impacts, leaving no reference areas against which the impacts
of human activities can be evaluated (see Rice and Houston, 2011, for more detailed discussion).

Some categories explicitly state ecosystem representation objectives and criteria for identification. For
example, Category Il protected areas are often selected to capture representative samples of the
landscapes and seascapes in which they occur, and their management objectives emphasize protecting
ecological integrity, minimizing human influence, and allowing natural processes to govern. Large size
and stringent management for the protection of biodiversity (e.g., no-take [e.g., Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park Management Authority, 2003]) are recommended to ensure these objectives can be
achieved.

Category Ib areas are also typically large natural areas protected to a high standard against human
influences. The IUCN Guidelines (2008) do not explicitly refer to Category Ib areas as contributing to
ecosystem representation goals. However, in fact, such areas often do contribute, because they are
large enough to encompass representative examples of the regions in which they occur, can fully
encompass viable populations of all but long-distance migrant species, allow natural processes to govern
uncompromised, by and large, by human activity, and are stringently protected so as to minimize direct
human influences.

Categories la and Il tend to be smaller and more focused on outstanding or unique ecosystems or
features, or smaller, eco-geographically representative samples of landscapes and seascapes, than
Category Ib or Il areas. They may help to fill fine-filter gaps in representation by protecting ecosystem
types not otherwise captured in the protected areas system. Management objectives for these areas
also emphasize protecting ecological integrity, minimizing human influence, and allowing natural
processes to govern, and are, in theory, compatible with representation objectives. However, at smaller
sizes, or if surrounded by highly modified land- or seascapes, such areas are unlikely to support viable
populations of all native biota or be fully governed by intact natural processes. There is no substitute for
large, representative areas, but where such options are not available, as in parts of southern Canada,
the next best options may be to continue to enlarge smaller protected areas over time. This
enlargement should be done in a way to functionally and structurally connect them to other protected
areas or OECMs, and to stringently protect them so that they may support species meta-populations,
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accommodate species’ adaptations to climate change, and provide the best insurance policy,
benchmark, and seed source functions possible in their challenging context.

Active management undertaken in these categories to mimic or restore natural processes and native
species, control invasive species, or otherwise restore ecological integrity, and that is consistent with the
objectives of management and other guidance for selection, should not be considered to compromise
representation goals.

As noted above, large, eco-geographically comprehensive, stringently protected, well-connected
protected areas and OECMs with management objectives and/or outcomes equivalent to IUCN category
I-1ll protected areas are the primary means by which ecological representation objectives can be
achieved, with smaller such sites helping to fill fine-filter gaps. Protected areas in categories IV, V, and
VI will generally not make much contribution to representation objectives (Peterson et al., 1995; Rice
and Houston, 2011; DFO, 2013). This is particularly true of category V areas, whose management
objectives are designed to maintain areas where the interaction of people and nature over time has
produced landscapes or seascapes of distinct character with significant aesthetic, ecological, or cultural
value, often with high biological diversity (IUCN, 2008). As noted in Chapter 3, because of the relatively
recent large-scale degradation of natural terrestrial and marine ecosystems in southern and boreal
Canada, there are few areas that could reasonably meet the IUCN definition of a protected area as
category V protected areas.

Category IV areas tend to be either areas managed for particular species, or ecosystem fragments which
may or may not require ongoing active management to maintain their biodiversity values. In some
cases, category IV areas may help to fill fine-filter gaps in representation of particular ecosystem types,
but like small examples of category la and Il areas, their contributions to the full scope of
representation objectives will likely be quite limited.

Previous guidance on IUCN category VI (IUCN, 1994) recommended that such areas be large, and at least
66% in a permanently natural condition, with low-level, non-industrial sustainable resource use (e.g.,
shell collecting for the tourist trade) occurring in a portion of the area and being the means by which the
area is protected. Such areas could potentially contribute to representation objectives, at least in the
permanently natural portions. IUCN’s revised guidance on category VI (IUCN, 2008) does not specify a
particular proportion of category VI areas to be left in a permanently natural condition and, as such, it is
not clear that representation objectives are likely to be served in such areas. However, examination of
representation contributions of such areas should be on a case-by-case basis. This examination should
identify instances where management is akin to the previous interpretation of category VI, or to
categories la or I, where exploitation rates exerted through traditional subsistence harvesting practices
by Indigenous people are far below those considered sustainable and appropriate as targets for other
areas and have negligible effects on ecosystem structure, functional processes, species populations, age-
class structures, and genetic diversity (Rice and Houston, 2011; DFO, 2013).
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9.4 ECOLOGICAL CONNECTIVITY

Aichi Target 11 recognizes the importance of ecological connectivity in asking countries to create “well-
connected” systems of protected areas and OECMs that are integrated into the larger landscape or
seascape. The need for ecological connectivity is increasingly being recognized beyond just the
conservation community, as evidenced by the World Business Council for Sustainable Development
2017 technical report “Landscape Connectivity: A call to action”.

Ecological connectivity is an essential determinant of ecological condition and viability, directly
impacting species survival and the composition of ecosystems. Connectivity is thus an essential
consideration for implementing conservation actions across landscapes and seascapes, the scale at
which many evolutionary and ecological processes occur. Even with the continued expansion of
protected area coverage, biodiversity loss has continued to accelerate. Part of the problem is that most
protected areas are not large enough to maintain biodiversity or ecological processes within their
boundaries, particularly as the areas adjacent experience increasing human impact (Hansen and
DeFries, 2007a). While protected areas are critical for the conservation of biodiversity, they do not
function well as ecological islands (Hansen and DeFries, 2007b; Novacek and Cleland, 2001).

Connectivity is essential for maintaining the ecological integrity of protected areas and OECMs and
biodiversity in the long-term especially in the context of conservation networks. Connectivity can serve
to: 1) connect otherwise disjunct populations; 2) help maintain genetic health of all species; 3) facilitate
seasonal and migratory movement of terrestrial and marine animals; 4) provide habitat for multi-
generational movement; 5) allow for movement in response to a changing climate; and 6) allow for the
maintenance of ecological processes (Worboys et al., 2016).

Connectivity is especially relevant during this time of accelerated climate change. Even the most
optimistic climate change models predict that climate change will not be stopped for at least another
century. Life on our planet is challenged by a rapidly changing future (Heller and Zavaleta, 2009). The
ability of species to adapt by moving is hampered because movement options are increasingly limited by
human development and activities (Hilty et al., 2006; Worboys et al., 2010). Therefore, it is important to
ensure that protected areas and OECMs are conserved within the context of what nature needs at
landscape/seascape scales and that protected areas and OECMs can function within connected and
integrated networks.

IUCN is working on a new type of conservation designation designed to ensure connectivity between
protected areas and OECMs. This new designation is called Connectivity Conservation Areas (CCAs)
(Worboys et al., 2016). While the concept of ecological connectivity is commonly recognized, the world
lacks the necessary standards and guidelines to direct its policy and practice. The IUCN CCA standard,
being developed under the auspices of the IUCN-WCPA Connectivity Conservation Specialist Group, will
establish a set of criteria for identifying, monitoring and reporting CCAs. The aim is for CCAs to provide
for the formal conservation of an area’s connectivity values, so that they become formally recognized
areas, acting as part of a larger conservation network. These developing CCA standards are designed to:
1) provide consistency for connectivity conservation practice; 2) be relevant across geographic and
temporal scales; 3) apply in all ecosystems; and 4) be applicable for all governance types (Worboys et
al., 2016). Information on this developing standard can be obtained from the WCPA-Connectivity
Conservation Specialist Group. It is envisaged that CCAs will be developed for application under all IUCN
governance types, and to be reported to the WDPA.
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Connectivity is challenging to measure because it is specific to each species. However, there has been a
recent effort to assess structural connectivity between protected areas globally, using a connectivity
index based on the proximity of protected areas to others (Saura et al., 2018).

9.5 AREAS OF IMPORTANCE FOR BIODIVERSITY

Aichi Target 11 says that areas of particular importance for biodiversity are especially important to
conserve within systems of protected areas and OECMs. The CBD states that current protected area
networks have gaps and some fail to offer adequate protection to many sites of high biodiversity value
(Secretariat of the CBD, 2011). It is important to protect areas of particular importance for biodiversity
as they have the ability to significantly contribute to the persistence of biodiversity (more so than the
protection of other areas). Within Canada, some programs have already identified areas of importance
for biodiversity for specific groups (e.g., Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas — IBAs; Ramsar wetlands;
Ecologically and Biologically Significant Areas - EBSAs).

The identification of a site as important for biodiversity does not imply that the site should necessarily
become a protected area or OECM. This is in recognition of the fact that, although many sites important
for biodiversity should indeed become protected areas or OECMs, there may be other tools that can be
applied to maintain these values at the site.

There are different approaches to identifying areas of importance for biodiversity when planning
protected area and OECM networks. All Canadian protected areas agencies have developed and applied
approaches to identifying candidate protected areas, as have many land trusts, Indigenous protected
area governance authorities, and some quasi-governmental and municipal conservation organizations
(e.g., some Conservation Authorities in Ontario). These approaches typically have certain elements in
common, such as coarse-filter and fine-filter considerations, representation, species- and ecosystems-at-
risk, connectivity, and size considerations (Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2016). Recently,
efforts have been made to develop global standards for the identification of areas of importance to
biodiversity. Two of these are discussed below; Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) and Ecologically and
Biologically Significant Areas (EBSAs).

9.5.1 Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs)

Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) are sites contributing significantly to the global persistence of biodiversity.
KBAs are identified by applying the criteria and thresholds included in the “A Global Standard for the
Identification of Key Biodiversity Areas” approved by the IUCN Council in 2016. This standard applies to
all taxa and all levels of biodiversity (genetic, species and ecosystems). There are 11 criteria grouped
under five categories:

e Threatened biodiversity

Geographically restricted biodiversity
Ecological integrity

Biological processes and

Irreplaceability through quantitative analysis.
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The Standard and its criteria were developed through extensive consultation and build on four decades
of experience in identifying sites of biodiversity importance. These existing efforts include IBAs
(identified by BirdLife International), as well as efforts to identify Important Plant Areas, Alliance for
Zero Extinction sites, KBAs under previous criteria, and related approaches.

The current KBA program is managed by The KBA Partnership, a collaboration of independent
organizations. The partners are leading, coordinating or supporting a process to identify, document,
update and/or monitor KBAs. They also communicate, promote and position this information to enable
the achievement of the KBA vision globally and provide support in cash or in kind to implement the KBA
Programme.

Data on KBAs are held in the World Database on Key Biodiversity Areas, and include KBAs identified
under the KBA standard as well as existing KBAs identified through other earlier standards. The initial
identification of a site as a KBA is done scientifically, solely on the basis of the criteria and thresholds.
The final delineation of a KBA takes into account factors that may influence actual or potential
manageability, such as existing protected areas, ownership, roads, political boundaries, outcomes of
consultation processes, and other considerations relevant to site management (IUCN, 2016a).

9.5.2 Ecologically and Biologically Significant Areas (EBSAs)

The EBSA program developed under the Convention on Biological Diversity (COP 10) identifies important
marine areas. EBSAs are defined as “geographically or oceanographically discrete areas that provide
important services to one or more species/populations of an ecosystem or to the ecosystem as a whole,
compared to other surrounding areas or areas of similar ecological characteristics, or otherwise meet
the [EBSA] criteria”. EBSA criteria (from annex |, decision 1X/20) are listed below, with full details
available at CBD Information on EBSAs:

e Uniqueness or rarity

e Special importance for life history stages of species

Importance for threatened, endangered or declining species and/or habitats
Vulnerability, fragility, sensitivity, or slow recovery

Biological productivity

Biological diversity

e Naturalness

EBSA identification is done as a scientific and technical exercise, with a strong reliance on expert opinion
due to a general deficiency of data for the oceans. The data and maps for identified EBSAs are available
at EBSA Criteria. EBSAs tend to be large areas of the ocean and may differ from KBAs in that they are
not distinct sites. In many cases, KBAs have been used to identify EBSAs and many EBSAs will meet the
criteria to be KBAs. The CBD Conference of the Parties (COP 10) noted that the application of the EBSA
criteria should be an open and evolving process, that allows ongoing improvement and updating as
improved scientific and technical information becomes available in each region (Secretariat of the CBD,
2010). In Canada, the Department of Fisheries and Oceans has developed national guidance for the
identification of EBSAs (Canadian Guidance on EBSAs).
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9.6 CLIMATE CHANGE

Climate change is one of the most important threats to nature. It will increasingly challenge the way we
manage protected areas and OECMs (CCEA, 2010). Some of the changes already underway due to the
rapidly changing climate, include rising global temperatures, large-scale melting of snow and ice, longer
and more frequent droughts, changes in the intensity and timing of storms, changes in the timing of
seasons, rising sea level and associated impacts along coastlines, and increased acidification of marine
environments. In response to these changes, some plant and animal ranges are shifting and the timing
of seasonal events is being disrupted. In some cases, entire ecological regions are rapidly changing,
especially in polar, alpine, coral and forest ecosystems. Climatically driven changes interact with many
other environmental stresses, such as habitat loss and fragmentation, pollution, spread of invasive
species, and overharvest. The impacts of many of these stresses are cumulative and can be exacerbated
by climate change (CCEA, 2010).

IUCN-WCPA has developed detailed guidance on managing with climate change titled “Adapting to
Climate Change for Protected Areas: Guidance for protected area managers and planners” (Gross et al.,
2016). The message in the guidance is that much can be done to both mitigate and adapt to climate
change. Although we have entered uncharted waters in protected areas and OECM management, we
have learned an enormous amount about how to manage protected areas. These past lessons are
important and still relevant as we move forward.

Protected areas and OECMs are a critical part of adapting to and mitigating climate change. They
represent a “natural solution” to the climate-change problem (see Dudley et al., 2010). Approximately
30% of the atmospheric CO; that is causing global warming is a result of land-use change, deforestation
and forest degradation. Protected areas store and sequester carbon, as well as supply ecosystem
services for disaster reduction, water supply, food and public health, all of which enable community-
based adaptation. Many natural and managed ecosystems can help reduce climate-change impacts. But
protected areas have advantages over other approaches to natural ecosystem management in terms of
legal and governance clarity, capacity and effectiveness. In many cases, protection is the only way of
keeping carbon locked in and ensuring the ongoing supply of ecosystem services.

9.7 SIZE CONSIDERATIONS

Size considerations for representative protected areas and OECMs are discussed above. More generally,
however, conservation biology has determined that a protected area’s (and by extension an OECM’s)
long-term value is a function of its size and connectivity. Maintenance of ecosystems within protected
areas requires the areas to be of sufficient size and ecological integrity to maintain the life cycles of
particular species or groups of species. Increasingly, there are examples of regional ecosystem plans or
land-use plans designed to maintain ecological integrity over large areas. These factors, along with the
actual size and management objectives of the core protected areas, could be considered when
evaluating size in relationship to the potential achievement of management objectives. Appendix 4
provides scientific guidance on size and connectivity for protected areas.
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9.8 MULTIPLE DESIGNATIONS

Multiple designations occur when two or more legally identified protected areas overlap with or nest
within a larger protected entity that occupies the same geographic area. In such cases, care should be
taken to review the legal basis for each area and to consult all management agencies involved to ensure
that the areas are correctly classified. In addition, when protected area summaries are prepared, care
must be taken not to count the land or water area associated with the overlap more than once, or
otherwise acknowledge that the area in question has multiple designations.

9.9 ZONING

It is desirable to have one IUCN category for each protected area for national and international
reporting purposes. According to IUCN (Dudley, 2008), the category that applies to at least 75 percent of
the area should be used. However, there are some instances in Canada where management plans for
protected areas identify distinctly different management zones.

In Manitoba, significant effort has gone into subdividing provincial parks into land-use categories, each of
which has different management objectives and IUCN categories. Similar to marine protected area zoning
schemes, these management zones can be assigned separate IUCN categories provided that they have
the legal basis that ensures management for the objectives of the category associated with that zoning
level.

In Ontario, there are several hundred nature reserve zones that legally protect certain features and areas
of provincial parks that may be assigned a different category than would be appropriate for the overall
park.

St. Anns Bank Marine Protected Area, located off eastern Cape Breton Island, has four legally defined
zones, including a large highly protected core zone, and three smaller partially protected zones that allow
certain commercial and recreational fishing activities.

In these examples, it would be appropriate to assign separate categories. Note that the objectives of
management that define zones must be secured in legislation, regulations or other effective means, as if
these were separate protected areas. This approach offers the greatest assurance that the area will be
managed for the appropriate management objectives as opposed to statements made in management
plans.
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APPENDIX 1 - Similarities and Differences between OECMs and
Protected Areas

The following table illustrates the similarities and differences between protected areas and other
effective area-based conservation measures (IUCN-WCPA, 2018a).

Term in Both
Definitions

Draft OECM Guidance

Relevant CBD and IUCN Guidance
on Protected Areas

a. Geographically
defined space

Geographically defined space implies a
spatially-defined area with agreed and
demarcated borders, and includes land,
inland waters, marine and coastal areas
or a combination of two or more of
these. These borders can sometimes be
defined by physical features that move
over time, such as a river banks or sea
ice.

While the size of OECMs can vary, they
should be large enough to achieve the
“in-situ conservation of biodiversity”, as
defined by the CBD.

A clearly defined geographical space
includes land, inland water, marine and
coastal areas or a combination of two or
more of these. Clearly defined” implies a
spatially defined area with agreed and
demarcated borders. These borders can
sometimes be defined by physical
features that move over time (e.g., river
banks) or by management measures
such as zoning.

While the size of protected areas varies,
they should be large enough to achieve
their conservation objectives.

b. Not
recognised and
reported as a
protected area

Areas that are already designated as
protected areas or lie within protected
areas should not also be recognised or
reported as OECMs. While protected
areas and OECMs are mutually exclusive
at any point in time, both protected
areas and OECMs have value for
biodiversity conservation and some
OECMs may be recognised as protected
areas over time.

The IUCN definition of a protected area
is: A clearly defined geographical space,
recognized, dedicated and managed,
through legal or other effective means,
to achieve the long-term conservation of
nature with associated ecosystem
services and cultural values.

The CBD definition of a protected area

is: a geographically defined area which is
designated or regulated and managed to
achieve specific conservation objectives.

c. Governed

Governed implies that the area is under
the authority of a specified entity.
OECMs can be governed under the same
range of governance types as protected
areas, namely: governance by
governments (at various levels); shared
governance (i.e., governance by various
rights-holders and stakeholders
together); governance by private
individuals, organizations or companies;
and governance by indigenous peoples
and/or local communities.

IUCN envisages four distinct types of
governance: governance by
governments (at various levels); shared
governance (i.e., governance by various
rights-holders and stakeholders
together); governance by private
individuals and organisations; and
governance by indigenous peoples
and/or local communities.

DRAFT MAY 2018

116



As with protected areas, the governance
of OECMs should strive to be ‘equitable’
and accord with human rights
normsrecognized in international and
regional human rights instruments
and in national legislation. Any
recognition of OECMs should require
the consent of the relevant
governing bodies.

d. Managed

‘Managed’ specifies that the area is
being managed in a way that leads to
positive biodiversity conservation
outcomes. This means that an area
where there is no management regime
is not an OECM. Therefore areas of open
ocean without management or control
and areas currently in a natural or near-
natural state should not be considered
as OECMs. ‘Managed’ can include a
decision to leave the area untouched.
The management of OECMs should
include ‘effective means’ of control of
activities that could impact biodiversity,
whether through legal measures or
other means (such as customary laws
and sanctions).

Assumes some active steps to conserve
the natural (and possibly other) values
for which the protected area was
established; note that ‘managed’ can
include a decision to leave the area
untouched if this is the best
conservation strategy.

Protected areas must have a ‘Legal or
effective means’ of control. This means
that protected areas must either be
gazetted (that is, recognised under
statutory civil law), recognised through
an international convention or
agreement, or else managed through
other effective but non-gazetted means,
such as through recognised traditional
rules under which community conserved
areas operate or the policies of
established non-governmental
organisations.

e. Long-term

OECMs are expected to be governed and
managed over the long-term (i.e., in
perpetuity) in ways that deliver the in-
situ conservation of biodiversity. OECMs
do not result from short-term or
temporary management strategies. For
example, a fishing closure which stays in
place only until an overfished area
recovers, is not a long-term measure.
Seasonal arrangements (e.g., sites for
migratory bird species) may qualify as
OECMs if they are managed long-term
and contribute to year-round in-situ
conservation of biodiversity.

Protected areas should be managed in
perpetuity and not as a short-term or
temporary management strategy.
Temporary measures, such as short-
term grant-funded agricultural set-
asides, rotations in commercial forest
management or temporary fishing
protection zones are not protected
areas as recognised by IUCN.

f. Effective

OECMs should demonstrate effective
sustained in-situ conservation of
biodiversity. This may include strict
protection or certain forms of
sustainable management consistent
with the CBD definitions of “in-situ
conservation” and “biodiversity”.

Implies some level of conservation
effectiveness. Although the PA category
will still be determined by objective,
management effectiveness will be
recorded on the World Database on
Protected Areas and over time will
become an important contributory
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Practical steps must to be in place for
monitoring and reporting on OECMs.

criterion in identification and
recognition of protected areas.

g. In-situ
conservation

OECMs are expected to conserve species
within broader ecosystems and habitats
as opposed to focusing on a single
species or group of species, without
also protecting the wider
environment.

The CBD defines ‘in-situ conservation’
as: “the conservation of ecosystems and
natural habitats and the
maintenance and recovery of viable
populations of species in their
natural surroundings and, in the case
of domesticated or cultivated
species, in the surroundings where
they have developed their distinctive
properties”.

IUCN guidance on ‘conservation’ in the
context of protected areas is: the in-situ
maintenance of ecosystems and natural
and semi-natural habitats and of viable
populations of species in their natural
surroundings and, in the case of
domesticated or cultivated species in
the surroundings where they have
developed their distinctive properties.

h. Biodiversity

Given the explicit link in Target 11
between OECMs and biodiversity
conservation outcomes, it is implicit that
OECMs must achieve the effective in-situ
conservation of biodiversity. The
conservation values of OECMs should be
described and tracked over time.

‘Biodiversity’ is defined by the CBD as:
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 part: this
includes diversity within species,
between species and of ecosystems. The
CBD further defines ‘ecosystem’ as: “a
dynamic complex of plant, animal and
micro-organism communities and their
non-living environment interacting as a
functional unit”.

IUCN guidance on protected areas
references ‘nature’. Nature always
refers to biodiversity, at genetic, species
and ecosystem level, and often also
refers to geodiversity, landform and
broader natural values.

i. Ecosystem
services

Healthy and functioning ecosystems
provide a range of services. Ecosystem
services include provisioning services
such as food and water; regulating
services such as regulation of floods,
drought, land degradation and disease;
and supporting services such as soil
formation and nutrient recycling.

‘Ecosystem services’ can include
provisioning services such as food and
water; regulating services such as
regulation of floods, drought, land
degradation, and disease; supporting
services such as soil formation and
nutrient cycling; and cultural services
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Management for these ecosystem
services will be a frequent driver in the
recognition of OECMs. Such
management - for example for one
particular ecosystem service - should not
impact negatively on the site’s
biodiversity conservation values.

such as recreational, spiritual, religious
and other non-material benefits.

The IUCN definition of a protected area
includes associated ecosystem services
as well as biodiversity values.

j. Cultural and
spiritual values

OECMs include areas where the
protection of key species and habitats
and management of biodiversity may be
achieved as part of long-standing and
traditional cultural and spiritual
practices. In such cases, it will be
essential to assure the recognition and
protection of the associated cultural and
spiritual values and practices that lead
to positive biodiversity outcomes.
Conversely, management for cultural
and spiritual practices within an OECM
should not impact negatively on
biodiversity conservation values in the
long-term.

Includes those cultural and spiritual
values that do not interfere with the
conservation outcome (all cultural
values in a protected area should meet
this criterion), including in particular: a)
those that contribute to conservation
outcomes (e.g., traditional management
practices on which key species have
become reliant); and b) cultural
practices that may themselves be under
threat.
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APPENDIX 2 - The Broad Relationship Between the Aichi Target 11 and
the other Areas Based Aichi Targets

The following table (adapted from Laffoley et al., 2017) illustrates the relationship between the Aichi
Target 11 and the other Aichi Targets. These has been an intense focus in Canada and globally on Aichi
Target 11. However the 20 Aichi Targets were meant to all be important. The table below illustrates the

relationship between the Targets.

Target Text

Relationship to Target 11

T3 By 2020, at the latest, incentives,
including subsidies, harmful to
biodiversity are eliminated, phased out
or reformed in order to minimise or
avoid negative impacts, and positive
incentives for the conservation and
sustainable use of biodiversity are
developed and applied, consistent and
in harmony with the Convention and
other relevant international
obligations, taking into account
national socio- economic conditions.

Positive incentives for the conservation and sustainable

use of biodiversity that result in the area-based in-situ
conservation of nature, such as tax incentives for owners of
privately conserved areas, are examples of Target 3
measures that also contribute to the achievement of
Target 11.

T4 By 2020, at the latest, Governments,
business and stakeholders at all levels
have taken steps to achieve or have
implemented plans for sustainable
production and consumption and have
kept the impacts of use of natural
resources well within safe ecological
limits.

Sustainable production plans (T4 measures) may include
unexploited reference, ‘insurance policy’, or ‘seed source’
set-aside areas, which help to ensure that use of a broader
area is sustainable. If such set-asides are effective for the
long-term in-situ conservation of biodiversity, they may
contribute to Target 11.

T5 By 2020, the rate of loss of all natural
habitats, including forests, is at least
halved and where feasible brought
close to zero, and degradation and
fragmentation is significantly reduced.

The establishment of Target 11 areas is one important
means of achieving Target 5. Establishing areas that are
effective for the long-term in-situ conservation of nature,
whether protected areas or OECMs, can prevent loss of
natural habitats, and degradation and fragmentation of
ecosystems, especially if such areas are well managed. In a
marine context this might be particularly valid in the case
of habitats such as coral reefs, seagrass beds and
submarine mounts.

T6 By 2020, all fish and invertebrate stocks
and aquatic plants are managed and
harvested sustainably, legally and
applying ecosystem-based approaches,
so that overfishing is avoided, recovery
plans and measures are in place for all
depleted species, fisheries have no
significant adverse impacts on
threatened species and vulnerable
ecosystems and the impacts of fisheries

Target 11 areas can help ensure that exploitation of the
elements of biodiversity in the wider seascape is
sustainable by: providing benchmarks against which the
effects of management decisions can be evaluated;
‘insurance policy’ and ‘seed source’ functions to enable
recovery from management failures; and/or provide
‘spillover’ benefits in the wider seascape. Species or
habitat conservation measures which apply broadly across
wider seascapes rather than to distinct and well-defined
geographic areas which are not in place for the long-term,
should map to Target 6. Sustainable use of biological
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on stocks, species and ecosystems are
within safe ecological limits.

resources may be an objective for some Target 11 areas.
The key difference between Target 11 and Target 6 area-
based measures is that Target 11 areas achieve the in-situ
conservation of nature as a whole, and this outcome
cannot be compromised by allowed uses.

T7 By 2020, areas under agriculture, Target 11 areas embedded within landscapes managed
aquaculture and forestry are managed primarily for agriculture, aquaculture, or forestry can help
sustainably, ensuring conservation of ensure that such activities do not cause irreversible
biodiversity. biodiversity loss over wider landscapes by providing

benchmarks against which the effects of management
decisions can be evaluated. They can also provide
‘insurance policy’ and ‘seed source’ functions to enable
recovery from management failures, ‘spillover’ benefits,
and contributions to connectivity in the wider landscape.

T9 By 2020, invasive alien species and Target 11 areas with management objectives to maintain
pathways are identified and prioritized, | or restore ecological integrity may be a focus for Target 9
priority species are controlled or measures to eradicate alien species.
eradicated, and measures are in place
to manage pathways to prevent their
introduction and establishment.

T10 By 2015, the multiple anthropogenic Target 11 measures can have value in protecting coral reefs
pressures on coral reefs, and other and other vulnerable ecosystems from anthropogenic
vulnerable ecosystems impacted by pressures such as habitat degradation and species
climate change or ocean acidification overexploitation. However, Target 11 measures cannot, on
are minimized, so as to maintain their their own, fully address threats from climate change and
integrity and functioning. ocean acidification, which necessitate reductions in global

greenhouse gases.

T12 By 2020, the extinction of known Target 11 measures are a major tool for preventing
threatened species has been prevented | extinction and aiding recovery of threatened species,
and their conservation status, through the long-term in-situ conservation of species and
particularly of those most in decline, their associated ecosystems. . Target 12 measures focused
has been improved and sustained. on single species and which are not area-based, not long-

term, or not achieved through in-situ conservation of
biodiversity as a whole, are not also Target 11 measures.
Target 11 measures can prevent extinction and aid
recovery of threatened species, thus contributing to Target
12.

T14 By 2020, ecosystems that provide Target 11 measures can be a means of achieving Target 14
essential services, including services by protecting ecosystems that provide a variety of services.
related to water, and contribute to Some measures aimed at achieving Target 14 may also be
health, livelihoods and wellbeing, are recognised as contributions to Target 11 if they are
restored and safeguarded, taking into achieved through the long-term in-situ conservation of
account the needs of women, biodiversity, regardless of their primary objectives. In a
indigenous and local communities, and | marine context this might be maintenance of coral reefs or
the poor and vulnerable. mangroves as part of coastal protection against storms and

ocean surge, for example.

T15 By 2020, ecosystem resilience and the Target 11 areas, because of their generally higher levels of

contribution of biodiversity to carbon
stocks has been enhanced, through
conservation and restoration, including
restoration of at least 15 per cent of

ecological integrity than exploited landscapes and
seascapes, are often more resilient, more diverse, and
store more carbon. Protecting intact areas, and protecting
and restoring degraded areas, are two ways Target 11
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degraded ecosystems, thereby
contributing to climate change
mitigation and adaptation and to
combating desertification.

measures can contribute to Target 15. Target 15 measures
that achieve their objectives through the long-term in situ
conservation of biodiversity may be recognised as Target
11 areas.

T18

By 2020, the traditional knowledge,
innovations and practices of indigenous
and local communities relevant for the
conservation and sustainable use of
biodiversity, and their customary use of
biological resources, are respected,
subject to national legislation and
relevant international obligations, and
fully integrated and reflected in the
implementation of the Convention with
the full and effective participation of
indigenous and local communities, at
all relevant levels.

Target 11 measures can contribute to Target 18 by helping
ensure that the areas in which traditional knowledge,
innovations, and practices of indigenous and local
communities have developed, and where their customary
uses of biological resources occur, remain ecological intact
and able to sustain such activities for the long term.
Conversely some traditionally managed indigenous areas
may contribute to Target 11, for example some sacred
natural sites that are not part of the formal protected area
network.
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APPENDIX 3 — Decision Support: Is Aichi Target 11 the most appropriate Aichi Target against which to evaluate a conservation measure?

The measure does
notapplytoa
spatially defined
area

Start
here

Not a Target 11 measure.
Evaluate for contribution to
other Aichi Targets as
appropriate

The measure aims primarily to
safeguard ecosystems, species, and
genetic diversity, and thereby
improve the status of biodiversity
{Goal C, Strategic Plan for
Biodiversity 2011-2020)

The measure is already, or could be, recognized as a protected
area

The measure aims primarily to conserve ecosystems and habitats,
and maintain and/or recover viable populations of species in their
natural surroundings { potential Aichi Target 11 CECM)

Report as protected area under Target
11 and evaluate contribution to other
Targets as appropriate

The measure aims primarily to prevent the extinction and improve
and sustain the conservation status of known threatened species
{potential Aichi Target 12 measure)

The measure aims primarily to maintain the genetic diversity of
cultivated plants and farmed and domesticated animals and of
wild relatives, including other socio-economically and culturally
valuable species {potential Aichi Target 13 measure)

The measure aims primarily to
reduce direct pressures on
biodiversity and ensure that the
use of components of biodiversity
occurs in such a way and at a rate
that does not lead to their long-
term decline {Goal B, Strategic Plan
for Biodiversity 2011-2020)

The measure aims primarily to reduce or halt the loss,
degradation, and fragmentation of natural habitats {potential
Aichi Target 5 measure)

The measure aims primarily to ensure that the management and
harvest of marine fish, invertebrates, and plants is sustainable
{potential Aichi Target 6 measure)

The measure
applies to a spatially
defined area

Sourse: IUCN-WDPA, 2018a

The measure aims primarily to
enhance the benefits to all from
biodiversity and ecosystem
services {Goal D, Strategic Plan for
Biodiversity 2011-2020)

The measure aims primarily to ensure that areas under
agriculture, aquaculture, or forestry are sustainable {potential
Aichi Target 7 measure)

The measure aims primarily to minimize multiple anthropogenic
pressures on coral reefs and other vulnerable ecosystems
impacted by climate change or ocean acidification, so as to
maintain their integrity and functioning {potential Aichi Target 10
measure)

Regardless of its primary aims, the
measure effectively conserves
ecosystems and habitats, and
maintains and/or recovers viable
populations of species in their
natural surroundings

The measure neither aims to, nor
does, effectively conserve
ecosystems and habitats, and
maintain and/or recover viable
populations of species in their
natural surroundings

The measure primarily aims to restore and safeguard ecosystems
that provide essential services, including services related to
water, and contribute to health, livelihoods, and well-being
{potential Aichi Target 14 measure)

The measure aims primarily to enhance ecosystem resilience and
the contribution of biediversity to carbon stocks through
conservation and restoration, including restoration of degraded
ecosystems {potential Aichi Target 15 measure)

Evaluate as potential Target 11
OECM and for contribution to
other Aichi Targets as appropriate

Not a Target 11 measure. Evaluate
for contribution to other Aichi
Targets as appropriate

The measure achieves its aims by conserving ecosystems
and habitats, and maintaining and/or recovering viable
populations of species in their natural surroundings

Evaluate as potential Target 11 OECM
and for contribution to other Targets
as appropriate

The measure does not achieve its aims by conserving
ecosystems and habitats, and maintaining and/or
recovering viable populations of species in their natural
surroundings

Evaluate as potential Target 11 CECM
and for contribution under Targets 12,
13 or others as appropriate

Not a Target 11 measure. Evaluate for
contribution under Target 12, 13, or
others as appropriate

The measure achieves its aims by comprehensively
conserving ecosystems and habitats, and maintaining
and/or recovering viable populations of species in their
natural surroundings

Evaluate as potential Target 11 OECM
and for contribution under Targets 5,
6, 7, 10 or others as appropriate

The measure does not achieve its aims by
comprehensively conserving ecosystems and habitats,
and maintaining and/or recovering viable populations of
species in their natural surroundings

Not a Target 11 measure. Evaluate for
contribution under Targets 5, 6, 7, 10
or others as appropriate

The measure achieves its aims by conserving ecosystems
and habitats, and maintaining and/or recovering viable
populations of species in their natural surroundings

Evaluate as potential Target 11 OECM
and for contribution under Targets 14,
15 or others as appropriate

The measure does not achieve its aims by conserving
ecosystems and habitats, and maintaining and/or
recovering viable populations of species in their natural
surroundings

Not a Target 11 measure. Evaluate for
contribution under Targets 14, 15 or
others as appropriate

el

KEY:

Green: Primary pathway to consideration as a potential
Aichi Target 11 measure

Yellow: Secondary pathway to consideration as a
potential Aichi Target 11 measure {more
evidence/rationale needed)

Red: Not a pathway to consideration as a potential Aichi
Target 11 measure
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3782

3783

3784
3785
3786
3787
3788
3789
3790
3791
3792
3793
3794
3795

3796
3797
3798

APPENDIX 4 — I[UCN Management Categories and the Size of Protected

Areas

Protected areas are part of an ecosystem approach to management when they are planned and
managed as part of a continuum with their surrounding landscape and even broader ecological region.
Recent advances in ecological theory have deepened our understanding of the effectiveness of
protected area design in the conservation of biological diversity. It is clear that protected area size and
connectivity are critical factors in the ability of protected areas to conserve biological diversity.

The size and configuration of protected areas can be informed by conservation science. While there are
no absolute quantitative rules, it is clear that reserves that are large, have compatible adjacent land or
marine uses and are functionally connected to other reserves will protect biodiversity more effectively
than small, isolated reserves.

Objective

IUCN Category

Science-based Size Considerations

Conservation of entire
ecosystems that have
not been harvested and

have ecological integrity.

I, 1

For continental ecosystems, the best advice is that extremely
large areas are required to conserve all species and
processes. In continental North America the estimate is
500,000 ha. These estimates follow the predictions of island
biogeography theory. Note that areas are much smaller for
island ecosystems. The general rule is that bigger areas will
protect more biodiversity than smaller areas.

species or community.

Conservation of entire V, VI In general, ecosystems with sustainable use should be larger
ecosystems that have than unexploited ecosystems to protect the same species.
sustainable use but are

also managed to

conserve biodiversity.

Conservation of specific | I, Ill, IV There are many tools available to calculate the area required

to protect viable populations or communities. The size
required to ensure long-term protection will vary widely. If
the objective is to protect a particular plant species, this may
be done in an area of a few hectares. If the goal is to protect
a viable population of a large predator, the area may be as
high as one million hectares.

Ensure connectivity of
individual protected
areas.

Consistent with the
Biosphere Reserve,
Model Forests,
Yellowstone to
Yukon and other
programs.

The probability of conserving biodiversity is higher if
individual protected areas are functionally connected. This
means that organisms can disperse between sites or make
use of more than one site by travelling between them.
Functional connectivity may be achieved through compatible
land use adjacent to protected areas as well through the
provision of corridors.

*this table is meant to be illustrative. It does not imply that all protected areas that are categorized according to
IUCN categories must meet these criteria.
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3799

3800
3801
3802
3803
3804
3805
3806
3807
3808
3809

3810

3811
3812
3813
3814
3815
3816
3817
3818
3819
3820
3821
3822
3823
3824
3825
3826
3827

APPENDIX 5 — Approaches to Assessing Management Effectiveness

There are many different approach to assessing management effectiveness. The three management
effectiveness tracking systems described below illustrate the range of approaches. The most
comprehensive and recent of these protected area management effectiveness (PAME) tools is the IUCN
Green List of Protected Areas. The Enhancing our Heritage Tool Kit provides a well-developed and easily
adapted tool kit appropriate for many Canadian sites. Finally the Management Effectiveness Tracking
Tool (METT) is a basic question-based tool that can provide a relatively quick and simple assessment of
management effectiveness. While these tools were developed to assess management of protected
areas or other types of designations, they are equally applicable to protected areas and OECMs.

THE GREEN LIST OF PROTECTED AND CONSERVED AREAS

The IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas (the ‘IUCN Green List Standard’) is a new global
standard for protected areas in the 21st Century (IUCN-WCPA, 2017). Itis a formal certification system
approved by IUCN Council and is built around IUCN’s core mission of ‘A just world that values and
conserves nature’. The aim of the IUCN Green List Standard is to increase the number of protected areas
and OECMs that deliver successful conservation outcomes through effective and equitable governance
and management.

Application to become Green-Listed is entirely voluntary and up to the site governance authority. The
Green List Standard is applied equally to protected areas and OECMs. The four components and criteria
for the Green List Standard are shown below in Figure A5.1.

The IUCN Green List Standard is organized into four components of successful nature conservation in
protected and conserved areas. The baseline components concern good governance, sound design and
planning, and effective management. Together, these support the component on successful
conservation outcomes attesting to the successful achievement of a site’s goals and objectives. Each
component has a set of criteria and each criterion has a set of generic indicators to measure
achievement.
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3828
3829

3830
3831

3832

3833
3834
3835
3836
3837
3838
3839
3840
3841
3842
3843
3844
3845
3846
3847

GOOD GOVERNANCE
O Guarantee legitimacy and
voice

O Achieve transparency and
accountability

O Enable governance vitality
and capacity to respond

3\ adaptively

EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT \ SOUND DESIGN AND
Long-term management plan '-‘ PLANNING
Manage ecological O Identify major site values
conditions ' Design for long-term
Manage within social and conservation

a
a
a
Q
economic context
O Understand threats and
g Manage threats Shallange:
=) a
a

Effectively enforce laws y
Manage access and use Understand social and
Measure success economic context

Figure A5.1. The IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas Standard describes a set of seventeen
criteria categorized under four components, accompanied by 48 indicators (from IUCN-WCPA, 2017).

ENHANCING OUR HERITAGE TOOL KIT

The Enhancing Our Heritage project originated as a joint project of UNESCO World Heritage Centre,
IUCN WCPA, and the University of Queensland, and aimed originally to improve monitoring and
evaluation in natural World Heritage Sites. It is since been widely used for protected areas. The
Enhancing Our Heritage Toolkit builds on the [IUCN-WCPA Framework for Assessment of Protected Area
Management Effectiveness (Figure A5.2), which is based around analysis of the whole management
cycle, including context (importance and threats), planning, inputs, processes, outputs, and outcomes.
The toolkit is a comprehensive set of evaluation methods originally designed to help natural World
Heritage Site managers to design and implement detailed management effectiveness assessments
suitable for such globally significant conservation areas.

The “tools” consist of twelve questionnaires, scorecards, data sheets, and monitoring procedures. The
toolkit provides technical guidance on developing a monitoring system. It was designed in collaboration
with World Heritage Site managers to complement existing monitoring undertaken at sites and to
identify and fill any gaps to provide a comprehensive assessment.
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3848
3849

3850
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3853
3854
3855
3856
3857
3858
3859
3860
3861
3862
3863
3864
3865
3866
3867
3868
3869
3870

3871

Status and threats
Wherae ara
now?

Planning
Where do we
wanl to be and
how will we get

there? \

Outcomes
What did we
achieve?

pelivery

Outputs
‘What did we do and
what producis or
SEMVICES WEre
produced?

Figure A5.2. The adaptive management project cycle used in the Enhancing Our Heritage Tool Kit (from Hockings
etal., 2006).

MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS TRACKING TOOL (METT)

The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) (Stolton et al., 2007) was developed by the World
Wildlife Fund (WWF) and the World Bank’s Forest Alliance programme as a simple tool to evaluate
protected areas and evaluate project impact. The first version was field tested in 2001, and has
subsequently been adopted and adapted by the Global Environment Facility (GEF)and many other
countries, organizations, and projects. METT has been a project requirement for the GEF, the World
Bank and the WWF, and has been applied to over to over 2,000 protected areas globally (Coad, 2015). In
2016, Environment and Climate Change Canada became the first organization in Canada to conduct
METT assessments, completing 118 METT evaluations for National Wildlife Areas and Migratory Bird
Sanctuaries (80% of total sites).

In practice, the METT is a rapid assessment tool based on a scorecard questionnaire and a separate
threats analysis. The scorecard is operationalized through a set of 30 questions, each with a categorical
score of 0, 1, 2, or 3. The scorecard includes all six elements of management identified in the IUCN-
WCPA Framework (context, planning, inputs, process, outputs, and outcomes), but emphasizes the
elements of context, planning, inputs, and processes. Biodiversity outcomes are weakly represented
with only one question. The METT is basic and simple to use. Through repeated use, there is a
mechanism for monitoring progress towards more effective management over time.
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3872
3873

3874
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APPENDIX 6 — Case Studies

CASE STUDY 1 - YUKON

BASIC INFORMATION

Name of Site

Agay Mene

Designation Special Management Area and Territorial Park

Province/Territory Yukon

Year of Establishment / 2005

Securement

Area (ha) 72,500 ha

Management Authority Government of Yukon, Department of Energy Mines and Resources, Lands

Branch (lead) and Carcross-Tagish First Nation.

Explanation of Management
Authority (optional)

Governance Type

Shared

Legal Basis / mechanism(s)

Carcross-Tagish First Nation Final Agreement (Chapter 10, schedule D) and The
Yukon Lands Act

Explanation of legal basis /
mechanism(s) (optional)

This is Territorial Crown land that was identified under the Carcross-Tagish First
Nation Final Agreement (a legally binding land claim agreement) as an area to
be set aside as a Special Management Area under the designation as a Natural
Environment Park. The site does not become designated as a Territorial Park
under the Parks and Lands Certainty Act until the management plan for the park
is approved. Until such a time, the site is legally established under the Final
Agreement (which is a legally binding document outlining how lands and
resources within the First Nation’s traditional territory will be managed) and
managed under the Lands Act and the Parks Branch is deferred to on
management concerns. There are no specific provisions under the Lands Act
“designating” this site but all Territorial Crown lands that are not designated
under another Act are managed under the Yukon Lands Act. The site is legally
established under the Final Agreement, and currently managed under the
Yukon Lands Act.

Summary of Essential /
Relevant natural, social and
cultural values

This is the only park within the Southern Lakes Ecoregion. It is dominated by
open coniferous and mixed wood forests representative of the ecoregion and
reflective of the fire history and rain shadow effect. As the park is within the
northern reach of the Cordilleran zone there are several Yukon plant species
that only exist in this area and that are disjunct from southern populations. The
park also includes a stable population of transplanted mountain goats and has
important staging habitat for migrating waterfowl and the many lakes, ponds
and streams provide good nesting sites.

PART A: ASSESSING EFFECTIVENESS

Step 1: The following criteria apply equally to both Protected Areas and OECMs

Geographical Space

Green - The
geographical space
has clearly defined

The Final Agreement includes a map of the area. Thereisa
registered administrative plan of the park that legally
describes the area. There are publically available shapefiles.
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and agreed-upon
borders

Effective Means — 1

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

As the subsurface rights have not been withdrawn, claims can
still be staked and exploration/extraction can occur. Under
these mechanisms subsurface activities cannot be excluded,
managed and controlled (with the exception of the
development of an active mine for which the impacts are to
be mitigated for but may still have impacts on the
conservation objectives of the park).

The Final Agreement states that in regards to mining activities,
the Yukon Government shall take into account to the extent
practicable the objectives of the park. However, neither Lands
Branch nor Parks Branch have the ability to comment on or
deny the staking of claims in the area. As such, under their
legislation, Mines Branch has the control over where claims
are issued and they do not necessarily have the information
needed to fully consider the conservation objectives of the
park. At later stages of exploration permits may be required
from Lands Branch, however once a claim is given the holder
has the right to explore, and development of a mine is
possible.

Effective Means — 2

Red - The
mechanism(s) does
not compel the
authority(ies) to
prohibit activities
incompatible with the
in-situ conservation of
biodiversity and/or
incompatible activities
are being allowed

The two mechanisms do not compel the prohibition of
activities incompatible with the conservation of biodiversity as
subsurface staking, exploration and extraction are permitted
to occur. However, the objectives of the park must be taken
into account to the greatest extent practicable when
managing mines and minerals in the park.

Long Term Green - The Park establishment under the Final Agreement is intended to
mechanism is be in effect in perpetuity. When the park management plan is
intended to be in completed the site will be designated as a Territorial Park
effect for the long under the Park and Land Certainty Act; once designated under
term (i.e., in the act it will also be in perpetuity.
perpetuity)

Dedicated Green - The It is very difficult to reverse what is within Final Agreements.
mechanism can be Reversal of the park designation can only happen with the
reversed only with agreement of the Yukon Government, Canada, the
great difficulty Carcross/Tagish First Nation and the Teslin Tlingit Council.

Timing Green - The The site is in place year-round.

mechanism is in effect
year-round

Step 2: The following criteria are intended to help assess whether the mechanism should be reported

against Target 11 and also help to distinguish between Protected Areas and OECMs.
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Scope of
Conservation
Objectives

Green PAs - The
objectives are for the
in-situ conservation of
biodiversity, or for
conservation of a
subset of biodiversity
or indigenous cultural
values accomplished
through the in-situ
conservation of
biodiversity

The stated objectives for the park within the Final Agreement
are for biodiversity conservation as a whole and for
indigenous cultural values accomplished through the
conservation of biodiversity as a whole. The objectives
include:

e to protect for the benefit of all Yukon people the full
diversity of fish and wildlife populations and their habitats
in the area from activities which could reduce the park’s
capability to support fish and wildlife.

e to recognize and protect the traditional use of the area by
Carcross/Tangish people and Teslin Tlingit in the
development and management of the park.

e to recognize the past and current use of the Area by
Carcross/Tagish People, the Teslin Tlingit and other Yukon
residents in the development and management of the
Park.

e to provide for the management and protection of the Park.

e to encourage public awareness of and appreciation for the
natural resources of the Area.

e to provide quality sport fishing opportunities in the Park.

Primacy of Nature
Conservation

Yellow PAs - Based on
stated or implied

Although the objectives are not ranked in order of primacy no
objective is in conflict with the conservation of biodiversity

Objective(s) conservation and most support it. When the park management plan is
objectives, allowable developed the park objectives will likely be ranked and it is
and prohibited likely that the principle of the conservation of biodiversity will
activities, and evident | take precedence.
intent, conservation
objectives are primary
and overriding, or are
given priority when
there is conflict
among objectives

Governing Yellow PAs - Most key, | The Final Agreement does not require the subsurface rights

Authorities but not all, relevant within the park area to be withdrawn. It states that the Yukon
governing authorities Government shall take into account to the extent practicable
acknowledge and the objectives of the park. However, there is no legal
abide by the requirement to ensure compliance with the park’s
conservation conservation objectives or referral to the Parks Branch prior to
objectives of the area | issuing claims. Mines Branch has the authority to issue claims

without deferring to Lands Branch or Parks Branch.

As this site is not yet designated as a Territorial Park under the
Parks and Lands Certainty Act it is managed as a park under
the Yukon Lands Act in accordance with the Final Agreement.
Land Branch has the authority for the Yukon Lands Act,
however, defers to Parks Branch on management issues
before making any decisions regarding the site.

Biodiversity Yellow OECMs - Based | This site is not currently being actively managed yet, but any

Conservation on at least some activities occurring or development proposed within are in

Outcomes evidence of line with the objectives outlined in the Final Agreement.

conservation

There is no monitoring within the area but there have been no
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outcomes, the traits of | new developments or access created, the number of
the mechanism(s), and | subsurface dispositions is decreasing and no new dispositions

allowable and have been made and no mineral developments have been
prohibited activities, proposed. Based upon this evidence, the traits of the Final
the long-term, in-situ Agreement and the activities that are permitted to occur, the
conservation of in situ conservation of biodiversity is likely being achieved.

biodiversity is likely
being achieved

Summary of 5 Green, 4 Yellow, 1 Red
Evaluation

Yellow with sufficient rationale:
Primacy of Nature Conservation objectives: Although the objectives are not ranked
in order of primacy no objective is in conflict with the conservation of biodiversity and
most support it. Through the park management planning process prioritization will
likely be given to the objectives as in management plans for other parks.
Biodiversity Conservation Outcomes: although there is no direct evidence via
monitoring within the area there have been no new developments or access created
since the signing of the Final Agreement, the number of subsurface dispositions is
decreasing, no new dispositions have been made and no mineral developments have
been proposed. Based upon this evidence, the traits of the Final Agreement and the
activities that are permitted to occur, the in situ conservation of biodiversity is likely
being achieved.

Yellow with insufficient rational:
Governing Authority and Effective-Means 1: these criteria are effective in the
conservation of biodiversity due to the fact that subsurface rights remain intact
within the park, the area remains open to mineral exploration and development and
that the park managers have little to no control over this at this time.

Red summary explanation:
Effective Means 2: the subsurface rights remain intact within the park, the area
remains open to mineral exploration and development and that the park managers
have little to no control over this at this time.

PART B: Effectiveness of Protection from Subsurface Resource Activity

Mechanism for Column A: Subsurface rights continue to be legally available, were granted prior to
Protection the establishment of the park and continue to be granted.
Column B: Activities associated with the exercise of any subsurface rights are
limited by law.
Column C: Potentially allowing for significant impacts on conservation values.
Effectiveness Granting Rights Prevented | Exercise of Rights Prevented Impacts Prevented
red red red
Existing subsurface There are four active quartz claims partially within the park (NE corner) and
resource activities or thirteen active placer claims within the park (southern edge). They are limited in
dispositions extent and size (relative to the park size) and focussed within two areas of the park,
however all areas of the park are open to staking and thus potential development.
Evidence-based rationale | N/A
Outcome Below Minimum Standard or Insufficient evidence of prevention of impacts or long
term effectiveness to meet minimum standard

PART C: CARTS DATABASE REPORTING OUTCOMES - SUMMARY

Part A Outcome Not Effective (any reds or any yellows with insufficient rationale)
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3876
3877

3878

Five green, four yellow and one red. The subsurface rights have not been removed
which results in insufficient rational of effectiveness for governing authority and
effective-means 1 and 2.

Part B Outcome

Below Minimum Standard or Insufficient evidence of prevention of impacts or
long term effectiveness to meet minimum standard

CARTS Reporting

Site Type: Candidate Target 11 Area (does not meet Target 11 criteria, but with
intention to meet all criteria within a reasonable timeframe)

Currently reported to CARTS?: No

Outcome: No Change

Total Area (ha) to be reported to CARTS: 0 ha

IUCN Protected Areas
Management Category

IUCN PA Management Category: not applicable

Identify deficiencies that
could be overcome in
order to report to CARTS

As per the Final Agreement it is intended that this park be designated as a
Territorial Park under the Parks and Lands Certainty Act once management
planning is complete. Designation under the Act allows for the decisions made in
the management plan to be enforced.

The Final Agreement states that recommendations concerning any prohibitions
regarding access to subsurface rights will be made through the management
planning process. The authority to do this is within the Final Agreement and as
such the decision made through the management plan will become binding.
Through the management planning process it will be determined if the mineral
rights for the area will be withdrawn or not. If the subsurface rights within the
park were withdrawn and the existing claims extinguished this would result in best
practices being met in regards to the effectiveness of the mechanism at protecting
the park from subsurface activities and the screening criteria of Effective Means 1
and 2 and Governance would become green

Through the management planning process the objectives could also be prioritized.
If the objective of the conservation of biodiversity is seen to be given priority more
strength will be given to the effectiveness of this mechanism. This would
additionally give strength to the biodiversity conservation outcomes in that the
park would be managed with the goal of achieving the long-term in-situ
conservation of biodiversity.

If the mineral rights are withdrawn and the park objectives prioritized all the
deficiencies will be overcome and this site can be reported to CARTS as a protected
area.
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CASE STUDY 2 — ALBERTA

BASIC INFORMATION

Name of Site

OH Ranch

Designation Heritage Rangeland

Province/Territory Alberta

Year of Establishment / 2008

Securement

Area (ha) 4,277.368 ha

Management Authority Government of Alberta, Department of Environment and Parks, Parks Division
Explanation of Management

Authority (optional)

Governance Type

Government - subnational

Legal Basis / mechanism(s)

Wilderness Areas, Ecological Reserves, Natural Areas and Heritage Rangelands
Act (WAERNAHR Act)

Explanation of legal basis /
mechanism(s) (optional)

The governance structure of Heritage Rangelands is unique for protected areas
in Alberta, in that the Parks Division maintains management oversight, while
management plans, grazing and range improvement plans and day to day
operations are completed by rangeland specialists not tied to the protected
areas program. As such, the existing management plan plays a crucial role in
ensuring that the grazing lease and conditions are managed such that they
achieve the conservation objectives, with ongoing monitoring and range health
assessments to this end.

Summary of Essential /
Relevant natural, social and
cultural values

PART A: ASSESSING EFFECTIVENESS

Step 1: The following criteria apply equally to both Protected Areas and OECMs

OH Ranch Heritage Rangeland was established to protect native rough fescue
ecosystems that are both rare and representative of the foothills parkland
subregion in Alberta, using grazing (via long term lease agreement) to maintain
the native grassland ecology. The site is made of two large parcels of native
grassland that collectively provide habitat for a wide range of wildlife, both
typical species and species at risk, including limber pine which is considered
endangered in Alberta.

The Heritage Rangeland includes areas that were part of one of the oldest
ranches in Alberta; for 125 years the ranch has stewarded the native grasslands
and contributed to the rich cultural history of ranching tied to the land in the
province. There is no ranching infrastructure or buildings on this site and
recreation access and opportunities are limited to low impact, non-facility
based activities that are compatible with conservation objectives and do not
impact grazing operations. This site is managed in conjunction with the
adjacent large parcel of privately protected ranch lands owned by the grazing
leaseholder and held under conservation easement with Nature Conservancy
Canada and the Southern Alberta Land Trust.

Geographical Space

Green - The
geographical space
has clearly defined

The boundary is clearly defined by a legal land description via
an Order-in-Council that establishes the site under the Act.
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and agreed-upon Maps and shapefiles of the boundary are publically available

borders and disseminated.

Effective Means — 1 Yellow - The The legislation governing Heritage Rangelands has the power
mechanism(s) has the | and breadth to exclude, control and manage most activities
power to exclude, within the site that are likely to have an impact on biodiversity

control, and manage with two exceptions. Additional measures are in place to
most activities within provide protections for these exceptions as outlined here.
the area that are likely
to have impacts on The first exception is that the sale of subsurface resource
biodiversity rights under the site is controlled by Alberta Energy, as with all
sites in Alberta. However, the WAERNAHR Act requires that
only pre-existing mineral tenure and related dispositions can
be honoured and all new tenure is required to be sold with a
“no surface access” addendum in all Heritage Rangelands. The
intent of this mechanism is to effectively prevent impacts on
biodiversity from any related subsurface activity. Areas within
OH Ranch subject to guaranteed access for subsurface
resource rights will be excluded from reporting.

The second exception relates to cattle grazing in the site,
which is not managed under the Act. Cattle grazing is used as
the primary management tool for maintaining the native
grassland ecology, which evolved under natural disturbance
processes such as fire and grazing by large herbivores like
bison. Because both of these key ecological functions no
longer exist naturally on the landscape, conservation of these
ecosystems requires management intervention to be effective
and persist. Management of cattle grazing to this end occurs
via a public lands grazing lease that is issued to a leaseholder
under the authority of the Public Lands Act. Outside of the
development of the management plan, Parks staff have
limited influence or success in ensuring day-to-day grazing
practices on Heritage Rangelands are in alignment with best
practice to meet conservation objectives. Grazing leaseholders
on public lands grazing leases are also authorized to remove
problem wildlife (only applies to coyote, black bear or timber
wolf, all of which have healthy population levels in Alberta) for
the purposes of controlling of livestock predation. It is
unknown if, or to what extent, this has occurred in OH Ranch.
Livestock producers are compensated for the market value of
lost livestock.

However, the management plan for OH Ranch identifies a
number of management actions that are intended to ensure
sustainable site and range management for the purposes of
conservation of native grasslands and associated biodiversity.
The management plan is also specific in identifying and
monitoring objectives to ensure riparian and range health and
to ensure biodiversity is maintained. Grasslands in this context
are managed on all public lands to a fairly universal “healthy”
condition, moving cattle in and out, presuming to emulate
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grazing by bison. Although there is a concern that current
grazing practices may not be ideally suited to emulate the
periodicity or intensity of bison grazing or fire processes, there
are sufficient monitoring actions and management objectives
in place to ensure the ongoing maintenance of the grassland
ecosystem and its associated biodiversity overall, or to
identify when additional or alternative management
interventions may be required.

There is no permanent infrastructure in this site. Recreational
use is allowed in OH Ranch, but not promoted, and access
(only non-motorized is allowed) is only by permission of the
grazing leaseholder. Hunting for licensed species is allowed
onsite, and permitting is granted in accordance with the
Wildlife Act that ensures maintenance of healthy wildlife
population levels. The government manages game species
populations in Alberta with conservation as their primary
priority.

Effective Means — 2

Green - The
mechanism(s)
compels the
authority(ies) to
prohibit activities that
are incompatible with
the in-situ
conservation of

The WAERNAHR Act compels the prohibition of activities
incompatible with the conservation objectives for Heritage
Rangelands. Areas within OH Ranch where existing
commitments for subsurface mineral leases are being
honoured do not meet this criterion and will not be reported
to CARTS.

biodiversity

Long Term Green - The The WAERNAHR Act explicitly identifies that Heritage
mechanism is Rangelands are intended to be in place in perpetuity, “for the
intended to be in benefit of current and future generations”.
effect for the long
term (i.e., in
perpetuity)

Dedicated Green - The The designation of Heritage Rangeland can only be removed
mechanism can be with great difficulty by rescinding the Order-in-Council, which
reversed only with requires cabinet approval and a period of public consultation,
great difficulty required by legislation.

Timing Green - The The Heritage Rangeland designation is in place year round

mechanism is in effect
year-round

Step 2: The following criteria are intended to help assess whether the mechanism should be reported

against Target 11 and also help to distinguish between Protected Areas and OECMs.

Scope of
Conservation
Objectives

Green PAs - The
objectives are for the
in-situ conservation of
biodiversity, or for
conservation of a
subset of biodiversity
or indigenous cultural

The scope of conservation objectives for OH Ranch are for
biodiversity as a whole: to protect the representative
grassland ecosystems, rare habitats and sensitive species of
this site. These are set out in both the management plan, and
also in the governing purpose statement of the Heritage
Rangelands class as set out in legislation.
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values accomplished
through the in-situ
conservation of
biodiversity

Primacy of Nature
Conservation

Green PAs -
Conservation

Conservation of biodiversity is explicitly stated as the
objective of Heritage Rangelands, which are established to

Objective(s) objectives are stated ensure protection of Alberta’s native grasslands using grazing
as primary and to maintain the grassland ecosystems. This is set out both in
overriding the legislation, and is identified as being the primary objective

of this site within the approved management plan.

Governing Green PAs - All All relevant governing authorities abide by the Heritage

Authorities relevant governing Rangeland designation. Although subsurface resources limited
authorities to crown owned oil and gas tenure continue to be sold under
acknowledge and the Heritage Rangeland, they are required by legislation to be
abide by the sold with no surface access that is binding on all authorities.
conservation Any area of the site where pre-existing privately owned
objectives of the area | mineral rights must be honoured will not be included in

reporting.

Biodiversity Yellow PAs - The area OH Ranch is managed with the explicit intent of maintaining

Conservation is managed with the native grasslands and has at least some evidence to support

Outcomes intent of, and is likely | the likelihood that this and related biodiversity outcomes are
achieving, the long- being achieved, despite management shortcomings. Provincial
term in-situ stewardship objectives for grazing on native rangelands
conservation of include management to ensure habitat is protected such that
biodiversity (with it continues to provide wildlife habitat for birds, mammals,
associated ecosystem | reptiles, amphibians, insects and fish.
services and cultural
values, as The management plan identifies monitoring objectives
appropriate), despite specifically related to ensuring the maintenance of “healthy
possible management | range” in the native grassland ecosystem. Range health
shortcomings assessments, baseline inventories and grazing audits have

been completed to ensure range and riparian health is
maintained on an ongoing basis. Annual stock return forms
are required of the grazing leaseholder and also aid in
ensuring grazing levels are sustainable to support range and
riparian health objectives. However, there is limited
monitoring on other aspects of biodiversity in the site,
including predators that may be in conflict with livestock, and
on whether current grazing practices effectively emulate
natural processes such as bison grazing or fire. Further work
on this would provide clear evidence of effective
management.

Summary of 8 Green, 2 Yellow

Evaluation

Yellow with sufficient rationale:
Effective Means-1: Although grazing leases are managed separately from the
governing Act, there are sufficient governance mechanisms in place to ensure grazing
is managed to achieve the maintenance of native grasslands and biodiversity
outcomes overall, although management could be improved. Additionally, although
the Act does not eliminate the sale of subsurface mineral rights, surface access to
these rights is prohibited.
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Biodiversity Conservation Outcomes: Despite several management shortcomings,
OH Ranch is managed with the intent of achieving biodiversity outcomes related to
the maintenance of native grassland ecosystems. Additionally, range health is
regularly monitoring and there is at least some evidence of biodiversity outcomes,
although it could be expanded to ensure emulation of natural process, and include
additional elements of biodiversity.

PART B: EFFECTIVENESS OF PROTECTION FROM SUBSURFACE RESOURCE ACTIVITY

Mechanism for Protection | Column A: Subsurface rights continue to be legally available, and subsurface rights
may or may not have been granted prior to designation or establishment.

Column B: Activities associated with the exercise of any subsurface rights are
limited by law.

Column C: Calling for no or insignificant impact on conservation values and
prohibiting access to and impacts on, the surface and biotic zone.

Effectiveness Granting Rights Prevented | Exercise of Rights Prevented Impacts Prevented
red yellow green

Existing subsurface Both parcels of the site are underlain by bituminous coal deposits — which have

resource activities or been withdrawn from sale (best practice). Metallic and industrial mineral and

dispositions ammonite shell are also reserved from sale (best practice). Although there are

varying levels of oil and natural gas that continue to be legally available for sale
under OH Ranch, there are no crown oil and gas leases that pre-existed the
establishment of the site that would need to be honoured. However, there are 6
quarter sections (324.89 ha) of privately owned minerals where surface access
would have to be allowed if exploration was pursued. These areas do not meet
the minimum standard and will be excluded from the total area of the site
reported to CARTS.

Evidence-based rationale Although oil and gas continue to be available for sale under OH Ranch, all new
mineral sales are required to be sold with no surface access. The legislation
prohibits access to those resources from within the site with the intent to ensure
the long term protection of the biotic zone from the impacts of subsurface
resource development. The areas underlain by privately owned mineral rights, for
which surface access would have to be provided will be excluded from the total
area of the site reported to CARTS.

PART C: CARTS DATABASE REPORTING OUTCOMES - SUMMARY

Part A Outcome Effective with Rationale (any yellows have sufficient rationale and no red)

Eight criteria were green and two were yellow with sufficient rationale for:
effective means-1 and biodiversity conservation outcomes. Although grazing
leases are managed separately from the protected area legislation, there is
sufficient monitoring in place to ensure biodiversity protection overall. Surface
access is legally prohibited under legislation for any crown-owned subsurface
rights that are sold under the site. Privately owned mineral rights, for which
surface access must be honoured, will be excluded from reporting totals.

Part B Outcome Minimum Standard

324.87 ha of OH Ranch are underlain by privately owned mineral rights, for which
surface access must be honoured. This area will be excluded from the total
reporting to CARTS for this site.

CARTS Reporting Site Type: Protected Area (meets all Target 11 criteria)

Currently reported to CARTS?: Yes
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Outcome: Change Total Area Reported to CARTS
Total Area (ha) to be reported to CARTS: 3,952.477 ha

IUCN Protected Areas
Management Category

IUCN PA Management Category: Category IV

Category Rationale Cattle grazing on native grasslands is the primary means of
managing OH Ranch Heritage Rangeland to ensure the maintenance of the
grassland ecology in the absence of bison and fire. Grazing by cattle is used to
maintain these ecosystems and the associated biodiversity and replace an
important ecological function which disappeared with the large native herbivores
on the landscape such as bison. Grazing is allowed and managed in this context as
a management intervention tool in the absence of bison, rather than for the
purpose of providing a sustainable flow of resources off the protected area;
although that is a subsidiary benefit.

Identify deficiencies that
could be overcome in
order to report to CARTS

Ideally, the privately-owned mineral rights under the park would be sold or
transferred to the Government and removed from sale in order to include these
areas in CARTS for this site.
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3883  CASE STUDY 3 - MANITOBA

3884
Name of Site Private Land (MHHC Agreement 6335-229)
Designation Conservation Agreement
Province/Territory Manitoba
Year of Establishment / 2015
Securement
Area (ha) 80.9 ha
Management Authority Manitoba Habitat Heritage Corporation (MHHC)
Explanation of Management | MMHC is a non-profit Crown corporation formed to work in partnership with
Authority (optional) Manitoba landowners to maintain and enhance fish and wildlife habitat.
Governance Type Private

Legal Basis / mechanism(s) The Conservation Agreements Act/Conservation Agreement between MHHC
and private landowners

Explanation of legal basis / A Conservation Agreement is a legal contract, registered on the land’s title,
mechanism(s) (optional) designed to provide long-term protection of wildlife habitat. The agreement is
between the landowner and MHHC within which the landowner agrees retain
the natural habitat. For this, the landowner receives a tax receipt or cash

payment.
Summary of Essential / The habitat is protected for the conservation of federally-listed species at risk
Relevant natural, social and | (SAR) and provides direct benefits to three SAR by protecting required habitat in
cultural values perpetuity. This property consists of native mixed-grass prairie habitat,

including both dry uplands and wetland habitat. On this site, there are recorded
occurrences of Baird’s sparrow, Chestnut-collared longspur (SARA Rank:
Threatened) and Grasshopper sparrow.

PART A: ASSESSING EFFECTIVENESS

Step 1: The following criteria apply equally to both Protected Areas and OECMs

Geographical Space Green - The The landowner is provided with a map outlining the area in
geographical space which MHHC has purchased an interest. The area is spatially
has clearly defined referenced to standard coordinate systems. The complete
and agreed-upon agreement, including the map demarcating the protected area
borders is registered on the land title.

Effective Means — 1 Yellow - The Management of lands defined by the conservation interest is
mechanism(s) has the | left as a responsibility of the current and future landowners,
power to exclude, within the limits prescribed in the conservation agreement
control, and manage contract. This means that the landowner cannot undertake

most activities within activities within the conservation area that will “disrupt the
the area that are likely | ecosystem components”.

to have impacts on
biodiversity The agreement only provides an interest in the surface rights
and does not limit access to mineral rights.

In the event that impacts to the lands under a conservation
interest cannot be avoided, MHHC seeks compensation from
the developer, in-lieu of seeking them from the landowner. In
advance of seeking compensation, MHHC works with the

139



landowner and development company to avoid the
conservation lands, and if not possible, to implement impact
minimization and restoration procedures. Any residual
impacts from the development are then compensated for
through the restoration and protection of like habitat in the
vicinity of the impacted lands. All compensation is done at a
multiple, thereby ensuring no-net-loss of habitat.

Effective Means — 2

Red - The
mechanism(s) does
not compel the
authority(ies) to
prohibit activities
incompatible with the
in-situ conservation of
biodiversity and/or
incompatible activities
are being allowed

Impacts to the lands under protection must be prevented by
the landowner and conditions of funding are such that the
Holder (MHHC) must monitor and prohibit activities that will
damage habitat.

The agreement only provides an interest in the surface rights
and does not limit access to mineral rights. The landowner
may prevent a company from accessing their subsurface rights
by denying surface access however this decision can be
overridden by appeal. If subsurface resource extraction
occurs, MHHC works with all parties to mitigate potential
impacts. Should an impact occur, MHHC works with Mines and
Minerals to ensure all affected areas are appropriately
reclaimed, to a standard deemed acceptable by MHHC, after
the development project’s life and thus limit the long-term
loss of habitat.

To date MHHC has not been able to demonstrate a history of
preventing surface access when pressured by industry.

Long Term

Green - The
mechanism is
intended to be in
effect for the long
term (i.e., in
perpetuity)

A conservation interest is registered with the Land Title and
remains with the title in the event the land is sold.

Dedicated

Green - The
mechanism can be
reversed only with
great difficulty

According to the Act, voluntary termination of the
conservation interest would require agreement from both the
landowner and MHHC. In the event there is no agreement on
an application to the courts is required. Because the MHHC's
work is governed by their mission and values, and they are
responsible to the Minister of Sustainable Development, the
mechanisms they use to protect biodiversity can only be
reversed with great difficulty. It is highly unlikely that MHHC
would voluntarily agree to the termination of a conservation
agreement as it would be against their mission to deliver
conservation initiatives that promote ecosystem health and
biodiversity. In addition it is highly unlikely that the Minister of
Sustainable Development would consent.

In accordance with the Act a landowner may apply to court to
terminate a conservation interest on the ground that the
continued existence of the conservation agreement is an
unreasonable hardship for the landowner.

140



If an application to terminate a conservation agreement is
rejected by the courts, no further application to terminate the
same conservation agreement on that ground may be made
until 20 years have elapsed from the date of the first
application.

To date one MHHC conservation interest has been voluntarily
extinguished by MHHC. All other requests have been denied.

Timing

Green - The
mechanism is in effect
year-round
Step 2: The following criteria are intended to help assess whether the mechanism should be reported

CA’s do not have a seasonal component and are in effect year
round.

against Target 11 and also help to distinguish between Protected Areas and OECMs.

Scope of
Conservation
Objectives

Green PAs - The
objectives are for the
in-situ conservation of
biodiversity, or for
conservation of a
subset of biodiversity
or indigenous cultural
values accomplished
through the in-situ
conservation of
biodiversity

The habitat is protected for the conservation of three
federally-listed species at risk (SAR). These species rely on the
existence of native prairie and all its components and diversity
to provide habitat for nesting, breeding and foraging.

Primacy of Nature
Conservation
Objective(s)

Green PAs -
Conservation
objectives are stated
as primary and
overriding

MHHC has a mandate to conserve, restore and enhance fish
and wildlife habitat and populations, and is responsible to the
Minister of Sustainable Development. From the beginning,
MHHC focused its work on private lands in Manitoba and was
structured to generate innovative solutions to conservation
challenges that benefit both the landowner and wildlife. For
more than 25 years, MHHC has continued to expand its role as
a facilitator of conservation partnerships and delivery agency
for voluntary, farm-friendly conservation initiatives that
promote ecosystem health and biodiversity.

Under the Act a conservation agreement places a
conservation interest on the land which legally imposes
restrictions for the protection and enhancement of natural
ecosystems, wildlife or fisheries habitat, or plant and animal
species. Consequently, activities which may impact the native
grassland, and its associated biodiversity, are prohibited
within the area defined by the conservation interest.

Governing
Authorities

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

Prior to the registration of a conservation interest, the local
municipality and conservation district are notified and
afforded an opportunity to comment on the proposed
protection. Once finalized, the conservation interest is
registered on the land title and is legally binding. Relevant
governing authorities recognize and abide by the terms of the
agreement, excepting the holders of mineral rights.
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Biodiversity Yellow OECMs - Based | The habitat is protected for the conservation of federally-

Conservation on at least some listed species at risk (SAR) and provides direct benefits to
Outcomes evidence of three SAR by protecting required habitat in perpetuity. This
conservation property consists of native mixed-grass prairie habitat,

outcomes, the traits of | including both dry uplands and wetland habitat. On this site,
the mechanism(s), and | there are recorded occurrences of Baird’s sparrow, Chestnut-
allowable and collared longspur (SARA Rank: Threatened) and Grasshopper
prohibited activities, sparrow.

the long-term, in-situ
conservation of
biodiversity is likely
being achieved
Summary of 6 Green, 2 Yellow, 1 Red
Evaluation

Yellow with insufficient rationale:
Governance: The landowner may prevent a company from accessing their subsurface
rights by denying surface access however this decision can be overridden by appeal.
Effective Means — 1: While the mineral rights, including access to, are not
extinguished under this agreement, the landowner is obligated under the terms of
the conservation agreement to prevent damage to the ecosystem components. This
includes the destruction or deterioration of native uplands and wetlands. In the event
that impacts to the lands under agreement cannot be avoided, MHHC seeks
compensation from the developer in-lieu of seeking them from the landowner. In
advance of seeking compensation, MHHC works with the landowner and
development company to avoid the conservation lands, and if not possible, to
implement impact minimization and restoration procedures.

Red summary explanation:
Effective Means — 2: To date MHHC has not been able to demonstrate a history of
preventing surface access when pressured by industry.

PART B: EFFECTIVENESS OF PROTECTION FROM SUBSURFACE RESOURCE ACTIVITY

Mechanism for Protection | Column A: Subsurface rights continue to be legally available, and subsurface rights
may or may not have been granted prior to designation or establishment.

Column B: Activities associated with the exercise of any subsurface rights are
limited by other effective means (e.g., influence, information-sharing, negotiation,
agreements, partnerships, contracts, or easements).

Column C: Potentially allowing for significant impacts on conservation values.

Explanation of Protection Measure (if required): (A) This conservation agreement
only applies to surface rights and does not extinguish subsurface rights. (B) The
landowner may prevent a company from accessing their subsurface rights by
denying surface access however this decision can be overridden by appeal. (C)
MHHC and the landowner(s) work closely with the subsurface rights holder to
limit the impacts on surface habitats but cannot legally prevent potentially
significant impacts to the surface and biotic zone over the duration of the lease.
However, once the subsurface lease is expired, the Mines and Minerals Act
requires the area to be reclaimed and certified. Through this process, MHHC
works with Mines and Mines to ensure the area is appropriately reclaimed after
the development project’s life and thus limit the long-term loss of habitat.
Effectiveness Granting Rights Prevented | Exercise of Rights Prevented | Impacts Prevented
red red red
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Existing subsurface none
resource activities or
dispositions

Evidence-based rationale N/A

PART C: CARTS DATABASE REPORTING OUTCOMES - SUMMARY

Part A Outcome Not Effective (any reds or any yellows with insufficient rationale)

Seven green, two yellow and one red. Due to the subsurface rights not being
removed and the fact that the landowner cannot prevent surface access to exercise
these rights there is insufficient rational or evidence that the site is effective in
conserving biodiversity.

Part B Outcome Below Minimum Standard or Insufficient evidence of prevention of impacts or
long term effectiveness to meet minimum standard

There is no clear evidence that MHHC is able to demonstrate a history of
preventing surface access when pressured by industry.

CARTS Reporting Site Type: Not Applicable (does not meet, or intend to meet within a reasonable
timeframe, Target 11 criteria)

Currently reported to CARTS?: No

Outcome: No Change

Total Area (ha) to be reported to CARTS: 0 ha

IUCN Protected Areas IUCN PA Management Category: not applicable

Management Category
Identify deficiencies that Deficiencies could be addressed by the withdrawal of all subsurface rights including
could be overcome in oil and gas rights, or preventing surface access to subsurface rights via legal or
order to report to CARTS policy mechanisms or demonstrate a history of preventing access to subsurface
rights through other means.

3885
3886
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CASE STUDY 4 — NORTHWEST TERRITORIES

BASIC INFORMATION

Name of Site

Wehexlaxodiale

Designation

Land Exclusion Zone (as part of a Land Use Plan)

Province/Territory

Northwest Territories

Year of Establishment / 2013

Securement

Area (ha) 98,000 ha

Management Authority Ttjchg Government

Explanation of Management | The Ttichg Government is responsible for managing Ttjchg lands and resources,
Authority (optional) managing fish and wildlife harvesting on Ttjcho lands and education in Ttjchg

language and culture. The Ttjchg Government is the governing authority on
Tticho lands. The Ttjchg Government has the power to pass and enforce its own
laws, enter into contracts, hold resources, receive tax revenues and manage
rights and benefits for the Ttjchg citizens.

Governance Type

Indigenous and Local Community

Legal Basis / mechanism(s)

Ttjicho Land Use Plan, which is a schedule under the Ttjchg Land Use Plan Law

Explanation of legal basis /
mechanism(s) (optional)

Summary of Essential /
Relevant natural, social and
cultural values

PART A: ASSESSING EFFECTIVENESS

Step 1: The following criteria apply equally to both Protected Areas and OECMs

Wehexlaxodiale are two areas on Ttjchg lands where the connection between
Ttjcho culture and heritage and the land are very strong and in need of full
protection. Gots’gkati (Mesa Lake) means the place where cloud berries are
found. Itis where people stored their meat known as the ‘freezer’ and is the
place where peace was made between Edzo and Akaitcho, which ended years of
fighting between their people. Hoodoodzo (Wolverine Hill or Sliding Hill) is part
of the legend about Yamozhah and his dealings with the wolverine, is used for
sliding to determine how long a person would live, and is where people could
become medicine men.

Geographical Space

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

The intent is for the area to be clearly defined but may not yet
be easily recognizable. The boundaries for Wehexlaxodiale do
not have a legal description and are not yet in a territorial
database of conservation areas. However, the zone is
publically visible on a map in the land use plan, with shapefiles
available at request, and all regulators defer to the Ttjcho
Government for activities occurring on Tljcho lands so no
activities would occur without first a conformity check by the
Ttjichg Government.

Effective Means — 1

Green - The
mechanism(s) has the
power to exclude,
control, and manage
all activities within the
area that are likely to

The Ttchg Government has the power to enact laws in
relation to the use, management, administration and
protection of Ttjcho lands and the renewable and non-
renewable resources thereon. The Ttjcho Government also has
the power to enact laws respecting land use plans for Ttjcho
lands. As a result, the Ttjicho Government, with the advice and
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have impacts on

guidance of the Elders of the Land Use Plan Working Group,

biodiversity and after community meetings and other consultations and
engagements, completed a Ttjcho Land Use Plan for Tljcho
lands which is adopted under the Tfjchg Land Use Plan Law.
Effective Means —2 Green - The The Ttichg Land Use Plan under the Ttjchg Land Use Plan Act
mechanism(s) compels the Ttjchg Government to prohibit activities that are
compels the incompatible with the conservation of biodiversity. The Ttjchg

authority(ies) to
prohibit activities that
are incompatible with
the in-situ
conservation of

Land Use Plan states that in order to protect Wehexlaxodiale
for all time:
e Development proposals shall not be considered; and
e Areas within this zone may be considered for further
protection measures.

biodiversity Only camps or cabins (expected to be temporary or seasonal
use only), non-exploitive scientific research and a
transportation corridor (including seasonal roads and/or an
all-weather road and associated infrastructure) are allowed
within this zone.

Long Term Yellow -The The Tticho Land Use Plan under the Ttjchg Land Use Plan Act is
mechanism is to be reviewed every five years and is not intended to be in
intended or expected effect in perpetuity. Despite this, the plan explicitly states
to be in effect that the intent is to protect Wehexlaxodiale for all time, so it
indefinitely is expected that this particular zone within the land use plan is

intended to be in effect indefinitely.

Dedicated Green - The The Ttichg Land Use Plan under the Ttjchg Land Use Plan Act
mechanism can be can be reversed only with great difficulty as the Ttjchg
reversed only with Government Chief and Council would have to amend or repeal
great difficulty the Act to change the land use plan.

Timing Green - The The Ttjcho Land Use Plan under the Ttjchg Land Use Plan Act is

mechanism is in effect
year-round

in effect year-round.

Step 2: The following criteria are intended to help assess whether the mechanism should be reported

against Target 11 and also help to distinguish between Protected Areas and OECMs.

Scope of
Conservation
Objectives

Green PAs - The
objectives are for the
in-situ conservation of
biodiversity, or for
conservation of a
subset of biodiversity
or indigenous cultural
values accomplished
through the in-situ
conservation of
biodiversity

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

The ‘starting point’ for zoning in the Ttjcho Land Use Plan is
land protection because land protection is directly related to
the protection of Ttjicho culture and way of life. Traditionally,
the Dene do not separate land from what is living on it and as
a result land protection implies conservation of nature. The
overriding goal for Wehexlaxodiale is to protect sites from
future development that are fundamentally linked to Ttjcho
history and heritage. This conserves biodiversity as a whole.

Primacy of Nature
Conservation
Objective(s)

Yellow PAs - Based on
stated or implied
conservation
objectives, allowable
and prohibited

Based on allowable and prohibited activities and evident
intent conservation of biodiversity is the primary overriding
objective.
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activities, and evident
intent, conservation
objectives are primary
and overriding, or are
given priority when
there is conflict
among objectives

The overriding primary objective for Wehexlaxodiale is to
protect sites that are fundamentally linked to Ttjcho history
and heritage. To that end, no development proposals are
considered and only limited activities are allowed.
Traditionally, the Dene do not separate land from what is
living on it so protection of Tichg history and heritage is
equivalent to the conservation of biodiversity.

Mechanism for Protection

Governing Green PAs - All The Ttichg Government is the only governing authority as it
Authorities relevant governing has full title to Ttjcho lands, including the mines and minerals
authorities that may be found to exist within, upon or under such lands.
acknowledge and The Ttchg Government abides by the conservation objectives
abide by the of the area.
conservation
objectives of the area
Biodiversity Yellow PAs - The area Although it is not explicitly stated in the Ttjchg land use plan
Conservation is managed with the that Wehexlaxodiale is managed with the intent of
Outcomes intent of, and is likely biodiversity conservation, the overriding goal for
achieving, the long- Wehexlaxodiale is to protect sites from future development
term in-situ that are fundamentally linked to Ttjcho history and heritage,
conservation of and thus to the conservation of biodiversity as a whole. Given
biodiversity (with that the area is undisturbed, is remote with no road access
associated ecosystem | resulting in little human visitation, and only limited activities
services and cultural are allowed in the area, the achievement of biodiversity
values, as outcomes can likely be expected.
appropriate), despite
possible management
shortcomings
Summary of 6 Green, 4 Yellow
Evaluation

Yellow with sufficient rationale:
Geographic space: even though the area is not legally described, a map of the area is
publically available on multiple authoritative websites and the land use plan is
recognized by all the relevant regulators.
Long-term: even though the land use plan is to be reviewed, it is expected that this
zone will exist for the long-term as it is explicit that the attempt is to protect this zone

for all time.

Primacy of nature conservation objective(s): even though it is not explicitly stated
that biodiversity conservation is the primary overriding objective, the primary
overriding objective is to protect Ttjcho history and heritage which is synonymous
with the conservation of biodiversity.

Biodiversity Conservation Outcomes: the intent to conserve Dene culture which is
synonymous with the conservation of biodiversity, in combination with the remote,
undisturbed nature of the area, it is expected that in-situ conservation of biodiversity

is being achieved.

Column B: n/a
Column C: n/a

PART B: EFFECTIVENESS OF PROTECTION FROM SUBSURFACE RESOURCE ACTIVITY

Column A: The Tfjchg Government had title over all the subsurface rights prior to
designation of Wehexlaxodiale.

Effectiveness

Granting Rights Prevented

Exercise of Rights Prevented | Impacts Prevented

green

green green
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Existing subsurface none

resource activities or

dispositions

Evidence-based rationale n/a

Outcome Best Practice

Part A Outcome Effective with Rationale (any yellows have sufficient rationale and no red)
Six criteria were green and four were yellow for: geographic space, primacy of
nature conservation, long-term and biodiversity outcomes. However there is
sufficient evidence that deficiencies for these four criteria are addressed. The area
does not have a legal description but a map is widely available and recognized by
regulators. Conservation of biodiversity is not mentioned as the primary
overriding objective but the overriding objective is the conservation of indigenous
culture which is synonymous with biodiversity conservation. Even though the land
use plan is to be reviewed, it is expected that this zone will exist for the long-term
as it is explicit that the intent is to protect this zone for all time. The remote and
undisturbed nature of the site, coupled with the management intent to conserve
indigenous culture that is synonymous with biodiversity conservation indicates
that biodiversity outcomes are likely being achieved.

Part B Outcome Best Practice

CARTS Reporting Site Type: Protected Area (meets all Target 11 criteria)
Currently reported to CARTS?: No
Outcome: Report to CARTS
Total Area (ha) to be reported to CARTS: 98,000 ha

IUCN Protected Areas IUCN PA Management Category: Category IB

Management Category Category Rationale: Large area that is protected from significant human
disturbance for current and future generations. Indigenous communities will
maintain traditional wilderness-based lifestyles and customs within the area.

Identify deficiencies that

could be overcome in None

order to report to CARTS

3889
3890
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CASE STUDY 5 - MANITOBA

BASIC INFORMATION

Name of Site Lake Winnipegosis Salt Flats

Designation Ecological Reserve

Province/Territory Manitoba

Year of Establishment / 1992

Securement

Area (ha) 4,725 ha

Management Authority Manitoba Government, Department of Sustainable Development, Parks and

Protected Spaces Branch

Explanation of Management
Authority (optional)

Government of Manitoba, Department of Sustainable Development, Parks
Branch

Governance Type

Government - subnational

Legal Basis / mechanism(s)

Ecological Reserves Act

Explanation of legal basis /
mechanism(s) (optional)

Summary of Essential /
Relevant natural, social and

This salt flat complex is a unique habitat that likely represents the only
example of extensive inland saline shoreline in boreal North America. The

cultural values

PART A: ASSESSING EFFECTIVENESS

vegetation here is a unique mixture of boreal forest, meadow, inland saline,
and coastal marine plants. There is an obvious presence of salt gradients.

Step 1: The following criteria apply equally to both Protected Areas and OECMs

Geographical Space

Green - The
geographical space
has clearly defined
and agreed-upon
borders

Defined with a director of surveys plan and with legal
descriptions in the designation regulation.

Effective Means — 1

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

The Act is extremely prohibitive and binding on the Crown.
The Act states no person shall pass through, use for any
purpose, carry on any activity, do any act or thing, use any
product or thing, or remove any product of thing from a
reserve. Special regulations are required to permit even visitor
foot traffic.

authority(ies) to
prohibit activities that
are incompatible with
the in-situ
conservation of
biodiversity

biodiversity

Effective Means —2 Green - The The strict prohibitions of the Act are binding on the Crown and
mechanism(s) in cases when there is conflict between provisions of the Act
compels the and any other act or regulation, The Ecological Reserves Act

prevails. Additionally, upon designation the mineral rights are
withdrawn.
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Long Term Green - The An ecological reserve designated shall be set aside in the
mechanism is interests of the people of Manitoba to enhance the overall
intended to be in wellbeing of present and future generations of Manitobans.
effect for the long
term (i.e., in
perpetuity)

Dedicated Green - The If the government was approached by someone wishing to
mechanism can be purchase an ecological reserve all that is required is publishing
reversed only with notice in the newspaper and having the Ecological Reserve
great difficulty Advisory Committee (a government appointed committee of

experts in conservation and resource management) agree to
remove the designation. It is highly unlikely that the
committee would agree to the removal of the designation due
the natural and cultural importance of the area. The potential
for significant outcry from the public and Indigenous
communities act as a strong deterrent to pursuing any plans
to de-designate the area.

Timing Green - The The designation is in place all year-round.

Step 2: The followin

mechanism is in effect
year-round

g criteria are intended to help assess whether the mechanism should be reported

against Target 11 and also help to distinguish between Protected Areas and OECMs.

Scope of
Conservation
Objectives

Green PAs - The
objectives are for the
in-situ conservation of
biodiversity, or for
conservation of a
subset of biodiversity
or indigenous cultural
values accomplished
through the in-situ
conservation of
biodiversity

The scope of the conservation objectives for Lake
Winnipegosis Salt Flats Ecological Reserve are for biodiversity
as a whole, to conserve a unique habitat type in the form of
inland saline shoreline in boreal North America. Distinctive
bands of vegetation are evident within the saline flats which in
turn provide habitat for a wide range of wildlife. In addition
the area has been, and continues to be, used by generations
of Aboriginal people. The purpose of ecological reserves is
specifically set out in legislation.

Primacy of Nature
Conservation

Green PAs -
Conservation

One of the stated purposes of ecological reserves is to
preserve

Objective(s) objectives are stated e unique and rare examples of botanical, zoological, and
as primary and geological features of the province;
overriding e examples of natural habitats of rare or endangered
plants and animals that are native to the province; and
e representative examples of natural ecosystems in the
province.
Lake Winnipegosis Salt Flats Ecological Reserve was
designated to protect a unique inland saline shoreline and its
associated biodiversity.
Governing Green PAs - All The Ecological Reserves Act is binding on the Crown and
Authorities relevant governing mineral rights have been withdrawn. In cases when there is
authorities conflict between provisions of the Act and any other Act or
acknowledge and Regulation The Ecological Reserves Act prevails.
abide by the
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conservation
objectives of the area

Biodiversity Green PAs - The area Lake Winnipegosis Ecological Reserve protects the only known

Conservation is managed effectively | example of inland saline shores and its associated biodiversity.

Outcomes to achieve the long- It contains numerous rare and threatened plants, provides
term in-situ important habitat for a large diversity of wildlife, and provides
conservation of important resting areas for migrating birds. The strict
biodiversity (with prohibitions on the site allow for plant and wildlife

associated ecosystem | populations to exist in a largely undisturbed environment.
services and cultural

values, as
appropriate)
Summary of 10 green
Evaluation
Mechanism for Column A: All subsurface rights are permanently withdrawn at the time of
Protection designation.
Column B: N/A
Column C: N/A
Effectiveness Granting Rights Prevented Exercise of Rights Prevented | Impacts Prevented
green green green
Existing subsurface none
resource activities or
dispositions

Evidence-based rationale | n/a

PART C: CARTS DATABASE REPORTING OUTCOMES - SUMMARY

Part A Outcome Effective (all green)
Part B Outcome Best Practice
CARTS Reporting Site Type: Protected Area (meets all Target 11 criteria)

Currently reported to CARTS?: Yes

Outcome: No Change

Total Area (ha) to be reported to CARTS: 4,725 ha

IUCN Protected Areas IUCN PA Management Category: Category IA

Management Category Category Rationale Area set aside to protect and represent a unique mixture of
boreal forest, meadow, inland saline, and coastal marine plants. In addition,
ecological reserves are set aside to provide opportunity for and to encourage the
study of and research into the ecological features of the province. This site provide
opportunity for researchers to study a unique inland saline shoreline in Boreal
North America.

Identify deficiencies that
could be overcome in None
order to report to CARTS
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CASE STUDY 6 — ALBERTA

BASIC INFORMATION

Name of Site

Writing-on-Stone / Aisinai'pi

Designation Provincial Park (also National Historic Site)

Province/Territory Alberta

Year of Establishment / 1957

Securement

Area (ha) 2,689 ha

Management Authority Government of Alberta, Department of Environment and Parks, Parks Division
Explanation of Management

Authority (optional)

Governance Type

Government - subnational

Legal Basis / mechanism(s)

Provincial Parks Act

Explanation of legal basis /
mechanism(s) (optional)

Summary of Essential /
Relevant natural, social and
cultural values

PART A: ASSESSING EFFECTIVENESS

Step 1: The following criteria apply equally to both Protected Areas and OECMs

Writing-on-Stone / Aisinai’pi Provincial Park was established to protect the
native prairie ecosystem, geodiversity and the unique and special cultural
landscape and features found in this site (internationally significant rock art and
culturally significant landforms). The protection of the cultural landscape of this
site is intrinsically linked to and reliant on the conservation of biodiversity and
geodiversity. Also a National Historic Site, the park is renowned for its
spectacular prairie and badlands landscapes with sandstone hoodoos, cliffs and
coulees, a myriad of unique wildlife and plant species, and a significant
abundance of aboriginal rock art. Writing-on-Stone / Aisinai’pi is the most
sacred of places for the Blackfoot, and is a spiritual site for many other First
Nations and non-aboriginal people. The site is on Canada’s tentative list for
nomination as a World Heritage Site.

Geographical Space

Green - The
geographical space has
clearly defined and
agreed-upon borders

The boundary of the park is clearly defined by a legal land
description included in the Order-in-Council that establishes
the park under the Provincial Parks Act.

Effective Means — 1

the area

Yellow - The
mechanism(s) has the
power to exclude,
control, and manage
most activities within

to have impacts on
biodiversity

The Provincial Parks Act has the power and breadth to control
all activities within the Provincial Park that are likely to have
an impact on biodiversity with the exception of subsurface
mineral rights in Provincial Parks, the sale of which is
controlled by Alberta Energy. However, a province-wide policy
(Information Letter 2003-25) formalizes the intent to prohibit
subsurface development in all provincial parks and binds all
relevant authorities on this matter. The information letter
dictates that any new subsurface tenure for oil and gas under
the park must be sold with a “no surface access” addendum
(legal contract), and precludes coal and other mineral
extraction in provincial parks.

that are likely
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There is a small area of the park underlain by privately owned
mineral rights that pre-dates the park establishment and
would have guaranteed surface access as per the information
letter noted above. However, the park has been managed
effectively to exclude these activities and there has been no
subsurface resource development anywhere in the park since
1957. Although it does not meet the minimum standard for
enabling the prevention of surface impacts, based on the
evidence and long track record of no activity or impacts for
over 60 years, this area will be included in reporting.

Effective Means — 2

Green - The
mechanism(s) compels
the authority(ies) to
prohibit activities that
are incompatible with
the in-situ conservation
of biodiversity

The Provincial Parks Act in combination with the effective
policy instrument that eliminates surface access to subsurface
resources noted above compels the prohibition of activities
that are incompatible with the in-situ conservation of
biodiversity.

Restrictions in Provincial Parks laid out under the Provincial
Parks Act do not compel the prohibition of subsurface mineral
extraction. However, the Act works in combination with the
effective policy instrument noted above (Information Letter
2003-25) that applies to all Provincial Parks, extinguishing
rights to coal and other hard rock minerals, and prohibiting
surface access to new subsurface oil and gas tenure sold after
the park’s establishment. Together, these mechanisms compel
the prohibition of activities incompatible with the
conservation objectives of the site. There has been no
subsurface resource development in the park since its
establishment in 1957.

Long Term Green - The mechanism | Provincial Parks are intended to be in place in perpetuity as
isintended to be in per their purpose stated in the legislation: to be maintained to
effect for the long term | ensure their lasting protection for the benefit of present and
(i.e., in perpetuity) future generations.

Dedicated Green - The mechanism | The Provincial Park designation can only be removed with
can be reversed only great difficulty by rescinding the Order-in-Council, which
with great difficulty requires cabinet approval as well as public consultation, which

is required by policy.

Timing Green - The mechanism | The Provincial Park designation is in effect year round.

Step 2: The followin

is in effect year-round

g criteria are intended to help assess whether the mechanism should be reported

against Target 11 and also help to distinguish between Protected Areas and OECMs.

Scope of
Conservation
Objectives

Green PAs - The
objectives are for the
in-situ conservation of
biodiversity, or for
conservation of a
subset of biodiversity
or indigenous cultural
values accomplished

through the in-situ

The scope of the conservation objectives for Writing-on-Stone
are for the in-situ conservation of biodiversity and the
protection of the significant cultural landscape that is
intrinsically linked to and reliant on the conservation of
biodiversity and geodiversity. Writing-on-Stone was
established to protect the representative grassland
ecosystems, rare habitats and sensitive species of this site and
to protect the cultural values, internationally significant rock
art and historical resources. Writing-on-Stone / Aisinai’pi is
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conservation of the most sacred of places for the Blackfoot, and is a spiritual
biodiversity site for many other First Nations and non-indigenous people.
The conservation and protection objectives are set out in both
the management plan, and more broadly in the purpose of the
Provincial Parks class set out in legislation.
Primacy of Nature Green PAs - Conservation of biodiversity is explicitly stated as one of the
Conservation Conservation objectives | objectives of a Provincial Park class in legislation, and is
Objective(s) are stated as primary identified as being the primary objective of this site within the
and overriding approved Management Plan (along with conservation of
associated cultural values).
Governing Green PAs - All relevant | Although oil and gas tenure can be sold under the park, they
Authorities governing authorities are all sold with no surface access addendum (legal contract).
acknowledge and abide | This is governed by a province-wide policy, the intent of which
by the conservation is to ensure protection of the biotic zone within the park, and
objectives of the area is binding on all authorities.
Biodiversity Yellow PAs - The area is | Management is clearly intended to achieve biodiversity as set
Conservation managed with the out in the legislation and management plan. Additionally,
Outcomes intent of, and is likely there is a selective 5 year monitoring plan in place, in which
achieving, the long- riparian health, range health and various species assessments
term in-situ have been conducted, although monitoring is not
conservation of comprehensive. Threats to the conservation values of this site
biodiversity (with such as invasive species have been identified as a potential
associated ecosystem concern for the site’s long term ecological health. However,
services and cultural evidence from monitoring and field assessments, in
values, as appropriate), | combination with the fact that much of the site has limited
despite possible public access, indicates that biodiversity outcomes are likely
management to prevail. Additionally, because of the provincial and global
shortcomings significance of the site, it receives a lot of management
attention. Although that may be of limited effect, it is likely to
have a positive influence on ensuring the values of the site
including ecological health are maintained.
Summary of 8 Green, 2 Yellow
Evaluation

Yellow with sufficient rationale:
Effective Means-1: Rationale was provided to show that the province-wide policy
mechanism in place is effective in protecting the biodiversity and other values in
Writing-on-Stone from subsurface mineral resource development. Those areas

subject to surface access for privately owned mineral resources are reported based
on the lengthy track record of no impacts or associated activities.

Biodiversity Conservation Outcomes: Despite some management shortcomings and
concerns over ecological health, Writing-on-Stone is managed with the intent of, and
is likely achieving biodiversity outcomes based on evidence from limited monitoring
and field assessments in combination with site management to ensure limited access
and use through much of the site.

PART B: EFFECTIVENESS OF PROTECTION FROM SUBSURFACE RESOURCE ACTIVITY

Mechanism for Column A: Subsurface rights continue to be legally available under the park.
Protection Column B: Activities associated with the exercise of any subsurface rights in the
remainder of the park are limited by policy.

Column C: Calling for no or insignificant impact on conservation values and
prohibiting access to, or impacts on, the surface and biotic zone
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Explanation of Protection Measure (if required): (A) Two small freehold subsurface
rights were granted prior to park establishment. (B) Activities associated with the
exercise of any subsurface rights in the remainder of the park are limited by policy
(Information Letter 2003-25), which prohibits surface access in the park to
subsurface resources that are sold.

Effectiveness

Granting Rights Prevented Exercise of Rights Prevented | Impacts Prevented

red yellow yellow

Existing subsurface
resource activities or
dispositions

Two small freehold mineral leases were purchased prior to the 1957 designation of
the park, to which surface access to extract subsurface materials would have to be
honoured. No development or request for development has ever taken place
related to these leases and would unlikely be successful regardless based on strong
restrictions related to the archeological and historic resources in the site.

Evidence-based
rationale

Part A Outcome:

PART C: CARTS DATABASE REPORTING OUTCOMES - SUMMARY

The provincial parks legislation in Alberta is old and is silent on the issue of
protection from subsurface resources in the Provincial Parks class, but the intent to
prohibit any new resource development has been in place since the 1980s. The
province-wide policy (Information Letter 2003-25) formalized that intent and binds
all relevant authorities on this matter. The intent of this policy instrument is to
prevent impacts to the surface and biotic zone by prohibiting access to the surface
within the park. Although the Information Letter is at a policy level, the removal or
rescinding of the policy would likely have significant consequences for the GOA and
is unlikely to ever be rescinded unless the same intent is embedded in new park
legislation.

There has been no subsurface development in the Park since its establishment in
1957.

Effective with Rationale (any yellows have sufficient rationale and no red)

Eight green and two yellow with sufficient rational. A province-wide policy
mechanism in place is effective in protecting the biodiversity and other values in
from subsurface mineral resource development and based on evidence from limited
monitoring and field assessments in combination with site management to ensure
limited access and use through much of the site there is evidence that the site is
likely achieving biodiversity conservation outcomes.

Part B Outcome:

Minimum Standard with rationale - meets minimum standard based on clear
evidence of prevention of impacts and long term effectiveness

CARTS Reporting

Site Type: Protected Area (meets all Target 11 criteria)
Currently reported to CARTS?: Yes

Outcome: No Change

Total Area (ha) to be reported to CARTS: 2,689 ha

IUCN Protected Areas
Management Category

IUCN PA Management Category: Category Il

Category Rationale Writing-on-Stone is a relatively large natural park, in the context
of the Grasslands, set aside to protect and represent native prairie grasslands, with
its associated species and ecosystems, and the internationally significant associated
cultural resources, which also provides a foundation for environmentally and
culturally compatible spiritual, scientific, education, recreation and visitor
opportunities.

Identify deficiencies that
could be overcome in
order to report to CARTS

The long term nature of no development occurring or even being proposed on
privately-owned mineral rights indicates that it is unlikely that they will ever be
developed. However, ideally, either access would be prohibited or ownership of the
privately-owned mineral rights would be purchased under Writing-on-Stone.
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Amendments to provincial parks legislation to Include a legal restriction or
prohibition on any surface access for new subsurface resources would further

increase the certainty or protection from subsurface to a level that “meets minimum
standard” for all lands.

3897
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