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DUAL FOCUS OF THE WORKSHOP

This International Science Workshop gathered scientists 
and other experts to establish a common understanding 
of some major conservation issues for the implementation 
of Aichi Target 11, under the Convention on Biological 
Diversity. The workshop was held with two distinct, 
but closely related, foci. The first day was dedicated to 
determining a viable path forward for the Conservation 
Areas Reporting and Tracking System national data base, 
which will address current and future needs for Canadian 
reporting on conservation areas. The next three days were 
an international workshop focused on Key Biodiversity Areas 
and Ecosystem Services, addressing scientific and technical 
requirements for supporting management decisions that 
account for biodiversity.

WORKSHOP AGENDA AND PARTICIPANTS

Participants were from Canadian Federal, Provincial and 
Territorial protected areas agencies, academia, as well 
as Canadian and international non-government conservation organizations, and the International Union for the 
Conservation of Nature. The full Workshop Agenda is given in Appendix A, the list of all participants in Appendix B 
and the members of the Workshop Organizing Committee are listed in Appendix C.

DAY 1 - CARTS NATIONAL WORKSHOP

INTRODUCTION

In a continued effort to keep conservation areas reporting current and scientifically defensible in Canada, the 
Canadian Council on Ecological Areas (CCEA) devoted a full day to discuss important issues facing the Conservation 
Areas Reporting and Tracking System (CARTS). Pending the release of guidelines, both at the national level (through 
the CCEA) and at the international level (through IUCN), which will identify Other Effective Area Based Conservation 
Measures (OECM), the Canadian community of practice was asked to reflect on the reporting process itself.

WORKSHOP OBJECTIVE

The objective for the day was to establish a consensus on improving and expanding the capability of CARTS database 
to measure, track and report on all Canadian protected areas, as well as OECMs (Other Effective Area Based 
Conservation Measures), and other spatial conservation measures from all governance types.

CURRENT STATUS AND BACKGROUND

The CARTS national database, maintained by CCEA and Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) is a response 
to a longstanding need to track and report on the status of Canada’s protected areas in a consistent, standardized 
and authoritative manner. This national database has provided for the last 35 years a list of Canada’s protected areas. 
However, this database needs to evolve to meet current and future information needs as identified by International 
Conventions, IUCN’s Global Conservation Standards and Canadian protected area community. For CARTS, compiling 
all PAs but adding OECMs and potential additional spatial conservation measure data from all governance types 
represents a new paradigm for 2020 and beyond.

Protected areas of Indigenous and Community Conserved Areas (ICCAs) and Privately Protected Areas (PPAs) are 
recognized as important conservation initiatives, as evidenced in recent developments related to the Convention 
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on Biological Diversity, IUCN and the Pathway to Canada Target 1 initiatives that supports their recognition and 
reporting alongside protected areas under other types of governance. Progress in guidance on ICCAs and PPAs 
has been accompanied by growing support in international policy and more of these are reported in the World 
Database on Protected Areas (WDPA). Despite this, the federal, provincial and territorial approaches to recognizing 
and supporting ICCAs and PPAs vary, as does the extent to which these jurisdictions report in CARTS. In addition 
to this, areas identified as “other effective area-based conservation measures” (OECMs) that will add to protected 
areas in the Canadian accounting of the Aichi Target 11 numerical target.

In 2017, as part of several CCEA member meetings, the two co-chairs of the CARTS Committee held discussions 
on the need for the CARTS database to evolve to meet future needs. The CARTS Committee made a commitment 
to improve the understanding of guidelines which determine the contents of the database and to promote the 
appropriate recognition of all protected and conserved areas at the national level.

The IUCN sets international guidelines for PAs, MPAs and in the near future for OECMs. The CARTS national database 
is the accounting system of who is adhering to these guidelines and showing where. Traditionally, CARTS report what 
Canadian governance authority provide.  Discussions within the CARTS Committee highlighted the fact that mis or 
non-application of the IUCN’s Global Conservation Standards leads to inappropriate reporting. This contributes to 
some of the challenges in accurately accessing how much of lands and oceans is protected. This also increases the 
danger of establishing parallel platforms by different governance authorities, which would lead to duplication of 
efforts, waste of resources and the dissemination of conflicting data. 

The discussions also identified several important features for CARTS as a national reporting platform, including: a 
commitment for inclusion of all types of protected and conserved area governance authorities for sharing of statistics 
(particularly for indigenous and private governance areas); enlarge the CARTS committee membership and bring in 
additional data provider. Ideally, the platform would provide transparency around national metadata, for example, 
containing information about how and when the data was created, the way that data is categorized, effectiveness 
of achieving in-situ conservation of biodiversity and a verification process by an authoritative source.

FORMAT OF THE WORKSHOP

This workshop day was split into two sessions. In the morning, presentations established the basis for discussion on 
the database itself as frequently asked questions, Privately Conserved Areas, Complementary conservation measures 
to Protected Areas and OECMs and Aboriginal Conservation Lands. Each presentation was followed by a question 
period.  The afternoon was an open discussions seeking consensus on key questions related to the governance of 
CARTS.

A short context paper was provided to each participant prior to the workshop, Conservation Areas Reporting and 
Tracking System: Evolving to Meet Future Needs. It is appended in Appendix D.  All presentations will be posted on 
the CCEA website.

WORKSHOP MORNING SESSION

Opening remarks about CARTS  

Jacques Perron, Canadian Council on Ecological Areas – IUCN relations

The Workshop Chair welcomed participants and addressed three major thoughts to remember:

• A need exists to improve the process to recognize and incorporate conservation contribution from other 
governance authorities, such as from Indigenous people, privately conserved areas and, if appropriate, for 
potential additional spatial conservation measures;

•  Changing the accounting system to include more existing conservation measures will not in itself achieve 
progress towards conserving biodiversity;
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• CARTS 2.0 must be a clear, consistent, credible, verifiable and defensible accounting framework for determining 
what to count.

PRESENTATION 1:

Protected Areas Reporting: Frequently asked questions and Misconceptions - Robert Hélie, Canadian 
Council on Ecological Areas – Government relations

Synopsis
Over the years,  some aspects of the work carried out by the CCEA has been misinterpreted or simply forgotten. This 
presentation was prepared to dispel misinterpretations which may have developed in the last few years.

The CCEA was created by ECCC 35 years ago.  This provided an impartial forum based on science for the development 
of a national system of conservation areas across all governmental and other governance authorities.  This has been 
a long and mutually beneficial relationship.

Contrary to concerns expressed by some government departements, the CCEA does not filter CARTS. Rather, the 
CCEA acts as a custodian for the database, providing guidance on standards and governance issues.  Ownership the 
data themselves remains with each contributing agency.  Based on IUCN’s Global Conservation Standards and in the 
Canadian context, data providers alone decide what data goes into CARTS.  The CCEA facilitates the process to make 
reporting possible. In this activity, the CCEA relies on expertise in ECCC to physically maintain the database  as part 
of partnership. This same partnership model exists for protected and conserved areas at the global level between 
IUCN and UNEPs World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC).  IUCN sets the standards and UNEP-WCMC 
actually manages the data base..  .  

Today, Protected Areas data cannot be entered directly into CARTS without being vetted by a recognized government 
authority.  Neither the CCEA nor ECCC have a mandate to vet inputs.  

Comments from the audience
In Canada, everyone is working together to have a National Protected Areas database all hosted in one place. People 
from United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) have said that if every country had a CARTS database, it would 
make their job a lot easier.  A reasonable and transparent vetting system is needed.

Presentation 2:

Recognizing Privately Protected Areas in Canada  - Lisa McLaughlin, Nature Conservancy Canada

Synopsis
The definition of a Privately Protected Area (PPA) is a Protected Area under private governance (IUCN, Dudley et al, 
2008). In Canada these areas are mostly established and managed by land trusts. In all respected PPAs must meet 
the definition of the protected area.  PPAs are growing in recognition and cover 21,821 km2 across 25 countries. 
PPAs are underrepresented in CARTS and their descriptive elements (simple fee, easement, etc.) are not clear. As for 
privacy issues, there is a filter on the data to protect privacy. The suggestion is made that the Nature Conservancy 
Canada (NCC) become a  private governance authority type themselves and contribute to CARTS directly instead of 
through Province/Territories governmental authority.

Comments from the audience:
ECCC has heavily invested in supporting PPAs and would like to see all PPAs meeting the IUCN criteria in the CARTS 
national database. ECCC would like to see NCC and Ducks Unlimited Canada (DUC) to be private governance authority 
type themselves and enter data directly into CARTS. Based on IUCN’s Global Conservation Standards, the Quebec 
MDDELCC, as governmental authority, already recognizes and reports many PPAs (not just those from these two 
NGOs) in the Registry of Protected Areas, in CARTS, in WDPA and already has a project underway to gather all PPAs. 
Quebec supports private governance areas being reported, but is concerned about the duplication of data and efforts. 
The Réseau de milieux naturels protégés (RMN) and MDDELCC are already working with small and large land trusts 
to gather their data. All recognize that NCC and DUC are not the only organizations in Canada that protect private 
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lands and must also be considered.

According to IUCN’s Global Conservation Standards, mining rights, oil permits and the forestry potential (in other 
words, the rights over the territory acquired by private extractive interests) are the major obstacles to the fulfilment 
of F/P/T’s and Canada’s international commitment to conserve the integrity and diversity of nature on its territory. A 
recent case that is applicable would be that of Quebec which prohibited by law the exploration and exploitation of 
oil and gas in the St. Lawrence River (including all islands), from Anticosti Island to the Ontario border. It is unclear if 
there are any other effective legislative tools available to settle these impasses to advance the network of protected 
and conserved areas.

It should not be obligatory to remove sub-surface rights: other types of agreements can occur for lands to be reported 
as effective PPAs even if they do not have the sub-surface rights legally protected. Governments (P/T) should be 
dealing with sub-surface rights issues and it should not be up to the private owners to gain sub-surface rights.  Asked 
if NCC would be using the CCEA - «Canadian Reporting Template for Protected Areas and OECMs» (known as the 
Subsurface Rights screening tool) before adding PPAs into CARTS, NCC indicated that they are first concentrating on 
entering their data in its entirety and would be using the data schema from the WDPA. It was suggested that CARTS 
should go through an audit aimed not only at evaluating its quality but also data quantity to ensure consistency in 
reporting the types of areas that are entered into CARTS as PPAs or OECM.

Presentation 3:

Capture and integration of complementary conservation measures to protected areas and OECMs 
- Louis Boisclair, Canadian Wildlife Service-Québec, Delphine Favorel, Réseau de milieux naturels 
protégés and Olivier Pfister, Québec-MDDELCC

Synopsis
Since 1988 the government of Canada and the government of Québec have concluded a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) to conserve, restore, protect and enhance the St-Lawrence River through collaborative work with various 
stakeholders and for the period 2011-2026 to improve governance, fill the gaps in PA, and help decision making.  

One of the projects consists in particular to create a Portrait of other complementary conservation measures for 
protected areas. There is a Quebec Register of Protected Areas and a directory of protected natural environments 
from RMN, but these two tools are incomplete regarding private lands. The extension of this particular project 
throughout Quebec consists of using these databases as a basis for developing the most comprehensive portrait 
possible of all existing measures for conserving biodiversity in all areas – public and private.

In addition to protected areas as defined by IUCN, the portrait included 20 different conservation measures (not 
necessarily OECM) such as sites acquired by conservation organizations, sites with conservation easements, etc.

The result of this project is entered into a database associated with a Geographic Information System (GIS), and each 
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conservation measure and protected area are georeferenced as a polygon. All interested stakeholders have access 
to this bank. This will allow them to increase the efficiency of their actions, as it will provide them with greater 
knowledge of deficiencies in protection in their area and conservation opportunities. This will result in more careful 
planning of actions which will ultimately contribute to the preservation of biodiversity.

The Portrait of conservation measures on Private Land involved documenting 320 sites, covering a total area of 
19,206.5 hectares, where conservation actions meeting one of the 20 established definitions are being carried out. Of 
the 320 sites, 133 are recorded in the Quebec Register of Protected Areas (French) and cover a total area of 11,104.6 
hectares. The results of this joint initiative led to improvements in the delineation of about 50 of these 133 sites. 
The results also highlight the presence of 187 sites (8,101.9 hectares) that have yet to be inventoried. In addition 
to delineation improvements, this initiative provided data on the reasons for the conservation action being carried 
out at those sites and for potential recognition as PA, OECM or not yet reaching minimum criteria to be recognised.

Furthermore, to maintain the relevance and utility of the bank, update the database and because some governance 
authority have no obligation to report on conservation, the RMN has integrated an auto registration platform to 
offer ENGO and other stakeholders, a simple tool to declare their conservation actions in almost “real time”. To 
access the platform, users must:

•  Have to accept certain terms and conditions before beginning;

•  Follow guidelines  to identify the location;

•  Follow many validation processes to guarantee information quality.

Comments from the audience
The database captures partial right of ownership.  Data are difficult to collect since it is not easy to get in contact 
with some small organizations and people which is why the auto registration tool is helpful.  Data validation is a 
challenging issue.

Presentation 4:

The appropriate recognition of ICCAs as PAs or OECMs for Canada: national reporting 
recommendations for CARTS - Kim Sander Wright, ICCA Consortium and David Suzuki Foundation

Synopsis
Indigenous and Community Conserved Areas (ICCAs) are territories and areas conserved by Indigenous peoples and 
local communities. They have a strong bond to natural areas/territories and the capacity and power in the location 
but no legal governance rights. ICCAs are not legally defined as PAs. ICCAs have gaps and overlaps with PAs and 
other conserved areas. There are two databases at UNEP-WCMC to report on ICCAs:

•  Voluntary ICCA registry which is peer reviewed by Indigenous communities and the international conservation 
community. 

•  Protected Planet where Indigenous people can enter ICCAs directly into WDPA

Every areas submitted by a non-government entity needs to go through a peer-reviewed or a verification process 
before being added to the WDPA. The details of the peer-review process are determined at the national level, and 
can involve networks on ICCAs and supporting NGOs or other experts. There is currently no way for OECMs to 
be registered with the WDPA. A final opinion on what constitutes an OECM of the IUCN WCPA Task Force is to be 
adopted by the CBD at COP 14 in November 2018.

Comments from the audience
Do ICCAs only apply to Indigenous land? They are a co-governance with Parks Canada but the Indigenous people 
see it as their own governance.

Can any ICCA areas be entered into CARTS by 2020? Yes, it is about the appropriate recognition and we are currently 
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waiting for the correct mechanism. All mapping is done. It can be a signed agreement, such as a MOU with the 
government to acknowledge the conservation. 

WORKSHOP AFTERNOON SESSION: ENHANCING THE CONTENTS OF CARTS

The CARTS discussion was framed by the following questions:

1. Should CARTS include areas that are not either protected areas or OECMs (i.e. third bucket)?

2. Should CARTS be formally audited for quality control purposes, and if so by whom?

3. Should CARTS allow direct self-reporting of protected areas and OECMs, and if so by whom?

Adding to CARTS contents: What do people think about adding a “Third Bucket”?  
Summary of Workshop Discussions and Comments

• Third bucket areas are not PAs or OECMs, they are areas where ground work is already done and could 
potentially become PAs or OECMs. This could help track the areas that could be potentially counted if decisions 
are made in that direction. May be interesting to look at this third bucket for another Aichi Target instead of 
trying to push everything in Target 11.

• It is not meant for Target 11 necessarily. The 3rd bucket would be areas beyond “Interim” areas already in 
CARTS.

• Alberta is already reporting interim sites and has a legal commitment to report them. These are not considered 
to be part of the 3rd bucket. These types of areas are not systematically tracked in Alberta.

• There needs to be a location to report these areas since a lot of effort has already been put into these areas.

• The third bucket is a call to all governance types to publicize their nature protection initiatives for classification 
purposes.

• This third bucket could identify the connecting networks between PAs or buffer zones.

• These areas are typically captured already by P/T for land use planning.

• Is CCEA willing to have a 2nd database to store these third bucket data?

• A 2nd database would only be useful if the data stays third bucket data and do not become PAs or OECMs. 
We will have to define how the bottom of the bucket is defined.

• We are still waiting for guidelines in connecting areas. The discussion is not about the method of storing the 
data but more about the importance of collecting these data.

• Is the goal to add these areas into CARTS as PAs/OECMs or to wait for them to potentially become PA/OECM? 
Would it be more useful to spend the effort on the PAs and OECMs instead of this third bucket?.

• The third bucket is for conserved area who does not meet the criteria for PAs and OECMs, it looks like a 
waiting room.

• The third bucket can be a place to calculate all progress made.

• To track all information and efforts is good, but do not believe it should go in CARTS. We have 2-3 years delay 
in validating existing data.

• There is no or little capacity to track and update these yearly. But stakeholder may have.

• Jurisdictions would individually track these 3rd bucket data but not in CARTS. These are not legally obligated 
and if they were to become PA/OECM, the jurisdictions would let us know.
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• In the Fully Accounting for Privately Protected Areas project, the ECCC Regions were given money to create 
their own database of PPAs. The challenge is who reports it into CARTS and according to what criteria and 
standard; NCC and DUC should submit directly but duplication and confusion will appear with the jurisdictions 
that also report PPAs to CARTS.

• It takes longer to get this data collected and validated, and by that time the data could go out of date.  Agree 
with the benefit of a third bucket, however ON does not currently track these information.

• It is a difficult and long process to decide what is counted and then the data would be out of date.

• If everyone agrees to report on these third bucket data, it will need to be consistent.

Conclusion:
•  A third bucket is a good idea to track nature conservation progress (outside PAs and OECMs) for connectivity 

and some jurisdictions are already doing it. However, third bucket tracking should probably stay at the 
jurisdictional level and not go into CARTS as national database.

How can we do to ensure Quality assurance and Quality control? 
Summary of Workshop Discussions and Comments

• For WDPA and CARTS, data submitted by governmental sources is considered as «Government Verified».

• If evidence continues to emerge of mis-application of the guidance, leading inappropriate reporting, adopt 
audit and/or appeal processes, either external or peer-led.

• It would not be the role of CCEA to do an audit.

• This is a good question since CCEA is sometimes perceived to have let areas not protected into CARTS. If a 
transparent audit process is needed, who would fund it, who would do it, who would choose the people and 
what goes in the audit?

• The big question is who has the authority to do this audit?

• CARTS does need a review/audit function. Possibly have a national committee under the WDPA to audit an X 
amount of data per year. The people in this committee should not be from CCEA Jurisdictional Representatives 
to avoid conflict.

• Are we the first country to do this?  No, for example England had a big database upgrade due to an audit.

• It would add credibility to overall system.  Audits every 5 years by a real organization, maybe ECCC auditors.  
What capacity do ECCC have?

• It should be noted that if CARTS is audited, areas might need to be taken out. Previous verification processes 
have already led to the withdrawal of several tens of thousands of square kilometers.

• The audit resource requirement depends on if we want to only look at the percentage or also the quality of 
the data.

• An audit can be used as a threat to not add just anything into CARTS. It would be a good use of money in the 
long run.

• We should not wait for the recommendations from the Pathway but instead propose recommendations to 
the Pathway.

• Some people here may be pressured to reach the Target 11 percentage. The external audit would be good to 
use as a threat to not only concentrate on the percentage but on the quality of the data.

Conclusion:
• CARTS as national database would benefit from a formal and external audit and appeal process to ensure that 
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jurisdictions/organizations do follow international and national guidelines and that remediation measures 
are identified.

• A separate arm’s length entity should do the auditing and CCEA Jurisdictional Representatives should not be 
directly involved.  The WDPA auditors were suggested as a possibility.

• The CARTS committee could look into existing audit organizations that might be available.

Self-Reporting 
Summary of Workshop Discussions and Comments

• By experience, self-reporting has many issues, especially for the small players.  A self-reporting system needs 
a lot of resource to get all the information and to validate it. If we enable self-reporting, we will only get data 
from the big players. Developing a Data Contributor Agreement is needed for non-government data providers.  

• Who would be responsible to validate the data?

• WDPA have a verification process and record and data submitted by non-governmental sources should be 
verified by an authoritative source (state verified or expert verified) before being added to the WDPA.

• Each jurisdiction could be receiving these data and validate them if they have the capacity. One national self-
reporting system would be ideal. 

• Validation will need a lot of QC/QA. How to frame and verify who can contribute?

• Could establish guidelines and conditions to agree to before being able to contribute.

• The self-reporting of Quebec’s RMN has conditions and links to acts that needs to be agreed to before being 
able to enter data.

• The conditions on the self-reporting of Quebec’s RMN are created for the needs of QC and it will be different 
for all P/T.

• A filter on the first page can be made to direct the user to the conditions of the targeted P/T.

Conclusion: 
• Most people think the self-reporting is a good idea and they should feed into CARTS national database. 

However, after QA/QC procedures, it is very much a problem of capacity to do this work.

• As with WDPA, data received from non-government data providers be subject to a verification process before 
being added to CARTS as a national database.

Looking forward: discussion and next steps 
Summary of Workshop Discussions and Comments

After discussions on these questions the workshop exchanges general discussions with a look towards the future 
to support enhancing the contents of CARTS national database:

• A call to action from CCEA members and for ECCC to contribute to achieving continuous updating of CARTS 
and a commitment to providing annual updates on progress.

• CCEA member are open to discussing support to ECCC in Quality assurance and Quality control procedures.

• It is clear that many provinces and territories have their own database to compile PAs, OECMs and Interim 
PAs or OECMs within their borders.

• Questions were raised about whether or not to create a new database in Canada with respect to the exclusive 
use of the CARTS national database. In both cases, PAs and OECMs identified in Canada would be reported 
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in the WDPA.

• There a need for an improved process for incorporating other governance types of protected areas and 
OECMs into CARTS national database.

• CCEA members need to provide science advice to upper management.

• The CCEA CoP component is needed to operationalize the guidance from Pathway.

• Open up memberships to representatives like Land Trusts and Indigenous organizations.

• CCEA is science based and ready to open up conversations with Indigenous People.

• DFO and PCA are responsible for Marine/Terrestrial PA, however they need effective metric to measure 
management effectiveness.

• CCEA can be the science base role to offer service to the Pathway to measure the progress/management.

• The CCEA and IUCN are on the same page in terms of sub-surface rights, but CCEA guidance gives more 
detailed for jurisdictional reporting.  

• The CCEA has asked the Pathway Steering Committee to form a joint committee to discuss their respective 
roles, clarify misconceptions, and discuss how they can support each other going forward. 

In plenary, the following conclusions were reached:

 � CCEA to draft a memo of recommendations for the Pathway;

 � Recommend that Pathway take note of the emergence of CCEA guidance;

 � To take note that CCEA guidance does not hold Canada to a higher standard that  IUCN standards. Rather 
the CCEA Guidance provides clarity and example for the Canadian situation, which is an advance over 
more generalized global guidance;

 � Offer services/support for the non-quantitative metrics of the Aichi Targets;

 � Offer services/support in building capacity on a common understanding and operationalization of guidance;

 � Outline CCEA distinct niche to differentiate it from CPC and Pathway;

 � Offer the Pathway to form a short term joint committee to discuss mutual interests.

 � The CARTS committee will: 

 - Create a working group to look at auditing CARTS every 3 to 5 years;

 - Discuss how to include additional OECM, PPAs, and IPCAs without duplication of data already being 
provided and accounted by some jurisdictions.
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DAY 2 - KEY BIODIVERSITY AREAS AND ECOSYSTEM SERVICES WORKSHOP 

INTRODUCTION

Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) are sites contributing significantly to the global persistence of biodiversity. The 2016 
IUCN World Conservation Congress saw the launch of a global KBA Standard, consolidating the scientific criteria 
for identifying sites as KBAs, and a KBA Partnership of 11 international conservation organizations to support the 
identification, monitoring and conservation of these important sites. The criteria for identifying KBAs are limited to 
aspects of biodiversity, but the KBA Standard emphasizes the importance of documenting the ecosystem services, 
or the benefits people derive from nature, delivered by safeguarding these sites. 

The workshop was co-organized by the Canadian Council on Ecological Areas (CCEA) and the Science for Nature 
and People Partnership (SNAPP) Working Group on KBAs and Ecosystem Services, which is advancing the science 
and practice around documenting, measuring and valuing ecosystem services delivered by conserving KBAs. The 
CCEA is incorporated as a national, non-profit 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”. The SNAPP working group is co-led by the Center for Biodiversity 
Outcomes at Arizona State University and the IUCN WCPA-SSC Joint Task Force on Biodiversity and Protected Areas. 
This meeting was one of two global tests of the approach to documenting ecosystem services in KBAs, the other 
being in Myanmar.

WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES

1. To achieve better understanding of the Key Biodiversity Area (KBA) Standard and its potential applications, 
particularly for protected areas, and develop a plan for a national coordination body to complete the KBA 
identification in Canada; and,

2. To discuss and test approaches for assessing the ecosystem service values of KBAs in Canada, as part of 
determining and promoting their values for KBAs as well as protected and conserved areas.

KBAs and their Application in Canada

This workshop segment began with presentations on A Global Standard for the Identification of Key Biodiversity 
Areas (Penny Langhammer), including a detailed review of the KBA criteria and thresholds, delineation procedures 
and relationship of KBAs and protected areas (many KBAs are protected areas but identifying a site as a KBA implies 
no management prescription).  This was followed by a discussion on the Key Biodiversity Areas Partnership, which 
is implementing the standard (Stephen Woodley) and a discussion on opportunities for identifying KBAs in Canada 
(Justina Ray). As northern country, Canada will not have a large number of sites identified under Criteria A (threatened 
species and ecosystems) or Criteria B (geographically restricted species, assemblages and ecosystems).  However, 
Canada has a global leadership position to identify large sites with ecological integrity (Criteria C). Because Canada 
has a large number of migratory birds, seasonal marine mammal aggregations and fish spawning aggregations, there 
is also potential to identify sites under Criterion D (aggregations).

In Canada, the selection of conservation areas has been primarily focused on creation of representative networks, 
rather than biodiversity criteria relevant to KBAs.

A National Coordination Body for KBAs in Canada

This section of the workshop focused on developing a national coordination body for Canada to identity KBAs. The 
session started with a presentation by Olaf Jensen from Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC), who outlined 
the Department’s history with Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas and involvement with Canada’s implementation 
of the Aichi Targets of the Convention on Biological Diversity.  ECCC stated their interest in financially supporting, 
and participating in, a national coordination body. After a presentation by Justina Ray on the elements of a national 
coordination body, the workshop broke into small tables to discuss; 1) How to establish a national coordination 
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body; 2) Which groups and individuals should be involved; 3) How might it be operationalized and resourced; and 4) 
How to manage Global vs. national KBAs. After reporting back to plenary, the following conclusions were reached:

•  There was strong agreement to establish a national KBA Coordination Group and apply the global KBA 
standard in Canada.

•  ECCC is open to discussing support for a national coordination body this year.

•  A key initial task was to determine which existing KBAs/IBAs meet the new global standard.

•  After identifying global KBAs in Canada as a priority, there is need to adapt the standard to the national level 
and identify sites of national importance under that standard.

•  There were questions on whether or not there was a need to develop a KBA database in Canada versus 
exclusively use the World Database on Key Biodiversity Areas (WDKBA). In either case, KBAs identified in 
Canada would be reported and recorded within the WDKBA.

• KBAs are considered essential to inform Aichi Target 11 (Canada Target 1) for 2020 and beyond.

• Canada has globally exceptional ecological integrity (KBA Criterion C) which can be identified with the following 
data sets and approaches based on:

 � Human footprint index, Human pressures map and intact biotic assemblages data 

 � Sites can be further refined using level 3 watersheds, ecological productivity data and species distribution 
data where available.

 � Any remotely sensed approach will need ground truthing. In addition many or most sites overlap with 
Indigenous territories. It will be important to include Indigenous knowledge at the site level.  Biotic surveys 
haven’t been undertaken in many potential Criterion C areas due to remoteness.

 � Justina Ray and Stephen Woodley should continue to lead a process to identify Criterion C sites in Canada

• Criterion E (Irreplaceability) site identification - there is interest from WCS, TNC, Nature Conservancy Canada, 
Wildlands Project, and Dalhousie University in testing this approach.

• The issue of adapting the KBA standard to national needs is challenging but tractable. The criteria in the KBA 
Standard can be applied to the National context (i.e. Criteria A might be endangered in Canada vs globally 
endangered) and adapted thresholds to identify sites of national significance. The experience of adapting the 
criteria and thresholds for the IUCN Red list of Threatened Species by COSEWC will be useful.

• Quebec has already used the CPLAN Marxan ecological framework and will have to consider how this fits 
with KBAs.

• Stephen Woodley and Justina Ray will act as KBA focal points for Canada from the KBA Partnership, at least 
in the interim.

Training Workshop on KBAs

In the afternoon of November 8th there was a training session on KBA identification led by Penny Langhammer. This 
involved a detailed a discussion of the criteria and a series of desktop exercises of applying to KBA standard to real 
scenarios. Participants found this very useful.

DAY 3 AND 4 - DOCUMENTING ECOSYSTEM SERVICES DELIVERED BY KBAS AND OTHER SITES

The workshop on Day 3 and 4 turned to the question of ecosystems services and how they might be best documented 
at KBAs. Ecosystem services are part of the recommended documentation for KBAs under the global Standard. 
Because KBAs are sites, the guidance under development will be equally applicable to protected areas and World 
Heritage Sites. This session stated with an introduction to ecosystem services and the SNAPP working group (Rachel 
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Neugarten), which has been working to develop guidance for documenting ecosystem services at KBAs. One of 
the challenges in documenting ecosystem services at sites is to establish a minimum documentation standard. 
This Canada workshop follows an earlier workshop in Myanmar (March 2017), where the draft ecosystem services 
documentation was tested (presented by Penny Langhammer). This Canadian workshop further refined the 
recommended documentation and tested it in a different country.

There is considerable expertise and history in Canada in documenting and assessing ecosystem services.  Susan 
Preston (ECCC) presented on the Canadian Ecosystem Service Toolkit, which she co-authored. This is a technical guide 
to ecosystem services assessment and analysis that aims to give practical guidance for governments at all levels, 
as well as for consultants and researchers.  This presentation was followed by a presentation by Camille Ouellet 
Dallaire (McGill University) on site-level quantitative assessments of ecosystem services in Canada. This work was 
part of the SNAPP project to support testing of the recommended ecosystem service documentation for KBAs, in 
particular to inform how services delivered to beneficiaries far from the site (e.g. carbon) should be considered. 

The draft recommended documentation was presented and then discussed in small groups, by having participants 
compile and test the documentation for sites that they know well. Sites included Gwaii Haanas National Marine 
Conservation Area, Banff/Jasper, Wood Buffalo, Keji-Tobeatic, Ivvavik, Kejimkujik National Parks, Spruce Wood 
Provincial Park (Manitoba), and several of the provincial parks in Quebec. 

There was considerable discussion on the set of recommended documentation. Some participants found it to be 
long and perhaps onerous, while others found it simple and straightforward. There will have to be online training 
made available. There was agreement that the training was organized in logical way, with specific content pertaining 
to the example potential KBAs and ecosystem services. 

There was also considerable discussion on determining the beneficiaries at a site. When making decisions about 
management of a KBA or PA, there may be conflicting beneficiaries.  For example, Serengeti National Park provides 
ecosystem services to those people who would love to go there and see wildlife. However some local people were 
told they could no longer live or hunt inside. Most participants felt there was a need for a third level of beneficiary 
and that just having “local” and “non-local” was too restrictive and not sufficiently informative. 

There was concern that there is no clear cut-off line for which ES are relevant to sites. Anything that humans do 
can be traced back to some ecosystem function and there is need for clarity in the guidance. This led to an in-depth 
discussion on what would count as an ecosystem service.  For example, jobs and recreation are not an ES, but many 
have argued that they should be considered as such. It was agreed that we should follow the definition of ecosystem 
service provide by the CBD and the International Panel on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. 

Conclusion
There was agreement that the list of ecosystem services from the Ecosystem Services Toolkit is an improvement over 
the list of services tested at the Myanmar workshop (adapted from World Heritage Outlook). Supporting services 
were recommended to be removed from the list because they occur in all KBAs and would be double counted with 
provisioning or regulating services. The Ecosystem Services Tool Kit has descriptions and examples for each of the 
services.
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Comparing global and local assessments of ecosystem services

To support testing of the recommended ecosystem services documentation for KBAs, Camille Ouellet Dallaire and 
Dalal Hanna provided a comparison of ecosystem services determined from global datasets (i.e. Co$ting Nature) 
and those derived from local site studies in Canada. Through an extensive literature review, they found 25 studies 
measuring carbon and water services delivered by protected areas or KBAs, which were then compared to global 
values derived from Co$ting Nature (developed by Mark Mulligan, Kings College London) at a resolution of 10km2. 
The purpose of this analyses was to help determine whether more error would be introduced by having ecosystem 
services that deliver benefits to beneficiaries far from the site (e.g. carbon, water) documented by KBA assessors 
through the bottom-up KBA identification and documentation process, or through a top-down global analysis where 
the results are used to pre-populate the ES documentation for KBAs that are very important for those services.

To get maximum comparability, the researchers used a Wilcoxon matched paired signed ranks test, that allows 
comparison of measurements with different units, to determine the relative importance of sites for carbon and 
water services. They reported the following results:

Carbon
• Carbon values are very different, comparing local and global assessment. Part of the reason for this is that 

some studies only measured above ground carbon, while others measured both above and below ground. 

• There is no significant difference in the ranking of sites in terms of importance for carbon between the case 
studies and Co$ting Nature

• However, Even if ranks match, the absolute values are very different. There were dramatic differences in 
carbon values for several sites, driven by the presence of peat which was not picked up in the global model. 
Some of the discrepancies may be related to units of measurement, which will be clarified subsequently. 

Water
• For water, researchers were unable to run the same Wilcoxon test due to small sample size. A scatterplot of 

the local vs. global water values indicates a positive relationship in relative importance between local and 
global values. 

• There are big differences in the way water is measured at the global vs the site level. Also at the site level 
there is a wide range of approaches to measurement. This makes comparison across sites very challenging.

Before Camille’s results were presented, workshop participants were asked to break into small groups and rank the 
set of sites used in her analysis in terms of their importance for carbon and water (very high, high, medium, low, 
very low). Participants were given a map of the sites, along with site name and area, and asked to draw upon the 
knowledge in the group to rank the sites. Interestingly, the expert rankings more closely aligned to the rankings 
from Co$ting Nature than the site-level case studies.

Conclusions and Implications of the global vs local comparison
• There are limited number of studies in Canada that are suitable to compare at a local to global scale.

• Local-scale studies are likely more accurate, as they better capture the heterogeneity of landscape

• Very few studies overlap between currently identified Canadian KBAs and PAs

• Local studies have a large emphasis on economic valuation which is absent in the global study

• Because of a wide difference in methods used for water, it is challenging to rely on local case studies for ES 
information.

• Carbon services are measured similarly across sites. The units differ but ultimately they are easily comparable

• There were no differences in the rank test for carbon, so approaches at local and global scale provide relatively 
similar results. However there are very big differences in absolute values of carbon at the site. There may be 
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value in pre-populating the ecosystem services documentation for carbon, and possibly, water using global 
analyses, with the caveat that KBA assessors should be allowed to override this information when they have 
better data and provide an explanation of why they are doing so.

• Heterogeneity is better captured with the addition of local knowledge/experts.

• Clear definitions of the ecosystem service will lead to better indicators.

• Water services are especially sensitive to the definition and indicators used.

Guidance on tools for measuring ecosystem services delivered by KBAs 

Rachel Neugarten and Elena Osipova presented the draft guidance on tools for measuring, modeling and valuing 
ecosystem services delivered by KBAs and others sites, in development by the SNAPP working group, the IUCN 
World Heritage Programme and the WCPA. The guidance is intended for users who wish to go a step beyond 
documentation to quantify ecosystem services delivered by KBAs or protected areas but who may be confused or 
overwhelmed by the plethora of tools available. Building on previous efforts to compare tools, this guidance will be 
explicitly focused on the site scale and demonstrate through case studies how existing tools can be used to quantify 
the services delivered by one or more sites, clarify the differences between tools, and discuss which tools are most 
appropriate in which circumstances.

Following the presentation, small breakout groups discussed how quantitative ecosystem services assessment for 
KBAs can support specific conservation objectives in Canada and identified real examples to use as case studies. 

Potential applications:
• Sites under threat and near urban areas with many beneficiaries (e.g. Fraser River Delta)

• Reporting on Target 1

• Areas of major extractive areas (e.g. tar sands) to see what we are losing

• Prioritize sites for new PAs

• Communicating the importance of sites Case studies: Fraser River IBA, testing across grasslands IBAs

Potential case studies - Examples in Canada of using ES assessments to inform decisions: 

• Municipal natural assets initiative – conserving restoring and enhancing natural infrastructure. Gibsons, British 
Columbia: https://www.facebook.com/municipalnaturalassets/  

• Monteregie Connection Project:  http://www.pecs-science.org/research/projects/
monteregieconnection.4.141b42b514100142f2efc3.html 

• Human Activity in the Environment: Measuring Ecosystem Goods and Services in Canada. http://www.statcan.
gc.ca/pub/16-201-x/16-201-x2013000-eng.pdf See Section 4.

In terms of specific feedback on the draft guidance, participants noted that the first question that users should be 
prompted to ask is whether a quantitative assessment of ecosystem services is even needed. Considerable time was 
spent reviewing and discussing a draft decision tree, designed to help users narrow down the tools that could be 
used for specific questions or applications. It was noted that a decision tree may not be necessary if table evaluating 
tools against criteria is really good. One or more InfoGraphics that help users quickly and easily distinguish the 
different tools would be valuable. Participants also noted that it is important to clarify whether any of the ecosystem 
service assessment tools can be used in the marine environment, and more generally, to get review of the guidance 
document from people who have used the tools. 
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Data Needs and Availability in Canada

A breakout group discussed the needs and availability of data in Canada to both identify KBAs and assess their 
ecosystem services. The following were the group’s conclusions

• It is desirable to have a large group of local people when doing final site selection and delineation as they will 
bring forward datasets that are often not in the records of Conservation Data Centers.

• It will be challenging to delineate KBAs, especially when taking into account indigenous perspective. This led 
to a lot of discussion about not to underestimate the complexity of the delineation process.

• It is important to note that there is no national agreement for biological data-sharing between the CDC. We 
need to add data sharing in the contract agreement as it will really important for KBAs. This is a need to 
determine the role of NatureServe Canada for a data sharing agreement.

• We need to recognize that there will be a challenge to governing data because there will be a lot of data

• There will be a challenge to develop a protocol for relationship building, collecting data and training for 
scientists in accessing and incorporating indigenous knowledge.
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APPENDIX A: PARTICIPANTS
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APPENDIX B: WORKSHOP AGENDA

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 7 - CARTS - EVOLVING TO MEET FUTURE NEEDS 
LOCATION: ROOM AMBOISE

07:30h - 08:30h Registration
Location: Hall Ballroom

08:30h - 08:45h Welcome and opening remarks
Jacques Perron, Chair organizing committee, CCEA

08:45h - 09:00h Overview of workshop objectives and agenda
David MacKinnon, Chair CCEA

09:00h - 09:30h Protected Areas reporting : FAQs and misconceptions 
Robert Hélie, Co-Chair, CARTS committee, CCEA

09:30h - 10:00h Recognizing Privately Protected Areas in Canada
Lisa McLaughlin, Nature Conservancy Canada

10:00h – 10:30h HEALTH BREAK

10:30h - 11:15h Capture and integration of complementary conservation measures to protected areas and OECMs
Louis Boisclair, Canadian Wildlife Service-Quebec, Delphine Favorel, Réseau de milieux naturels protégés and 
Olivier Pfister, MDDELCC

11:15h – 12:00h The appropriate recognition of ICCAs as PAs or OECMs for Canada: national reporting recommendations for 
CARTS  
Kim Sander Wright, ICCA Consortium and  David Suzuki Foundation

12:00h – 13:00h LUNCH (PROVIDED)
Location: Ambroise room

13:00h  - 14:30h Workshop session about enhancing the contents of CARTS
Robert Hélie and members of the CARTS Committee

15:00h – 15:30h HEALTH BREAK

15:30h – 17:00h Looking forward: discussion and next steps
Robert Hélie and David MacKinnon 

Grande-Plée-Bleue ecological reserve project | Photo credit: Daniel Robert
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WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 8 - UNDERSTANDING KEY BIODIVERSITY AREAS (KBAS) AND APPLYING
THE STANDARD
LOCATION: AMBOISE ROOM  AND VALANÇAY ROOM

TRAINING WORKSHOP IN APPLYING THE KBA STANDARD

07:30h - 08:30 Registration
Location: Hall Ballroom

08:30h - 09:00h Welcome and introductions
Introduction of the SNAPP working group
Overview of workshop objectives and agenda
Stephen Woodley, IUCN

09:00h - 09:45h The Key Biodiversity Areas Standard 
Penny Langhammer, Arizona State University and Global Wildlife Conservation

09:45h - 10:15h Key Biodiversity Areas in Canada – existing and potential
Justina Ray, Wildlife Conservation Society, Canada

10:15h – 10:45h HEALTH BREAK

10:45h - 11:15h The Key Biodiversity Partnership and Program
Stephen Woodley, IUCN

11:15h - 11:45 Formation of a KBA National Coordination Group for Canada – ideas and possibilities
Olaf Jensen, Environment and Climate Change Canada and Justina Ray, WCS Canada

11:45h - 12:00h Discussion

12:00h – 13:00h LUNCH (PROVIDED)
Location: Restaurant Beffroi

13:00h – 14:30h Workshop breakouts on National Coordination Group for Canada (all)
 •  Which groups and individuals should be involved?
 •  How might it be operationalized and resourced?
 •  What are the priorities for KBA identification, refinement and monitoring?
 •  Global vs. national KBAs
Identify collaboration opportunities and pilot projects for KBA refinement (e.g. cross-walking existing sites 
against the new KBA Standard, addressing taxonomic gaps, applying all KBA criteria)

14:30h This training workshop will focus on building understanding and capacity in application of the KBA criteria 
and thresholds, and the delineation guidelines, in the new global KBA standard through small group practical 
exercises

15:00h 15:15h HEALTH BREAK

15:15h - 17:00h Continuation of the training
               •  Small groups work through criteria exercises
               •  Report back to plenary, discussion
               •  Small groups work through delineation exercises
               •  Report back to plenary, discussion
Penny Langhammer and facilitators (Thomas Brooks, Stephen Woodley, Justina Ray)

18:30h DINNER (PROVIDED) WITH KEYNOTE SPEAKER 
Thomas Brooks, Head of IUCN’s Science and Knowledge Unit  –  
«Global examples of KBAs conserving nature»
Location: Amboise Room and Valançay Room
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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 9 - DOCUMENTING THE ECOSYSTEM SERVICES AND HUMAN WELL-BEING
BENEFITS DELIVERED BY KEY BIODIVERSITY AREA
LOCATION: AMBOISE ROOM  AND VALANÇAY ROOM

ADAPTING THE SNAPP GUIDANCE ON TOOLS FOR MEASURING ECOSYSTEM SERVICES DELIVERED BY KEY BIODIVERSITY AREAS
LOCATION: AMBOISE ROOM  AND VALANÇAY ROOM

08:30h – 08:50h Introduction to ecosystem services and the SNAPP working group 
Rachel Neugarten, Conservation International

08:50h – 09:20h Overview of required and recommended documentation for KBAs, including for ecosystem services; lessons 
from pilot-testing in Myanmar
Penny Langhammer

09:20h – 09:50h Ecosystem Services Toolkit
Susan Preston,ECCC

09:50h – 10:20h Compiling data from site-level quantitative assessments of ecosystem services in Canada, to support testing of 
the recommended ecosystem service documentation for KBAs
Camille Ouellet Dallaire

10:20h – 10:40h HEALTH BREAK

10:40h – 12:00h Working groups  – Testing the draft recommended documentation for ecosystem services delivered by specific 
KBAs; possible uses of this information 

12:00h – 13:00h LUNCH (PROVIDED)
Location: Restaurant Beffroi

13:00h – 15:00h Working groups (continued)
Feedback by local experts on recommended documentation for ecosystem services delivered by KBAs: 
opportunities, challenges, needed improvements and clarifications Stephen Woodley, Co-chair, World 
Commission of Protected Areas-Species Survival Commission  Joint Task Force on Biodiversity and Protected 
Areas, IUCN

15:00h – 15:30h HEALTH BREAK

15:30h - 16:00h Beyond documentation: How existing tools for measuring, modelling and valuing ecosystem services can be 
applied to KBAs 
Rachel Neugarten, CI and Elena Osipova, IUCN

16:00h - 17:00h Working groups adapting the SNAPP guidance – How quantitative ecosystem services assessment for KBAs 
can support specific conservation objectives in Canada, identification of real examples to use as case studies

19:00h BANQUET (PROVIDED) WITH KEYNOTE SPEAKER AND CCEA “GOLD LEAF” AWARD
Keynote speaker:  Rob Davis, CCAE Board of Directors and Pathway to Canada  Target 1 Project Secretariat  
«Pathway to Canada Target 1: What Might Be Next for CCEA»
Location: Room Chenonceau
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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 10TH - ADAPTING THE SNAPP GUIDANCE ON TOOLS FOR MEASURING ECOSYSTEM
SERVICES DELIVERED BY KEY BIODIVERSITY AREAS (cont.)
LOCATION: AMBOISE ROOM  AND VALANÇAY ROOM

08:30h – 08:45h Summary of workshop to date 
Questions and Answers 
Stephen Woodley, IUCN

08:45h – 10:00h Working groups improving the SNAPP guidance  –Evaluation of ecosystem services tools against standardized 
criteria

10:00h – 10:15h HEALTH BREAK

10:15h – 11:15h Working groups improving the SNAPP guidance – Decision tree to help practitioners choose which ecosystem 
services tool to apply

11:15h – 11:30h Working groups report back to plenary
TBD

11:30h - 12:00h Wrap and next steps

12:00h End of the workshop

13:00h - 17:00h SNAPP working group meeting (closed to SNAPP members)
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APPENDIX C: WORKSHOP ORGANIZING COMMITTEE

Jacques Perron – Chair Organizing Committee; CCEA Vice-Chair – IUCN Relations – Québec

Stephen Woodley – IUCN-WCPA-Vice-Chair for Science and Biodiversity - Québec

Robert Hélie – CCEA Vice-Chair– Government Relations - Québec

David MacKinnon – CCEA Chair - Nova Scotia

Justina Ray – President and Senior Scientist, Wildlife Conservation Society, Ontario

Penny Langhammer – Co-Chair, WCPA-SSC Tack Force on Biodiversity and Protected Areas, IUCN
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APPENDIX D: CONSERVATION AREAS REPORTING AND TRACKING SYSTEM: EVOLVING TO MEET 
FUTURE NEEDS

1.0 Context
Canada has a fundamental long term need to identify, track, and report on the status of its protected areas in a 
standardized and dependable manner. Originally, in the mid-80s, the CCEA created a data base to address this need.  
This database served as the basis for the planning and development of a national network of protected areas. As 
new areas were added by the various jurisdictions, a page was added to a simple binder. Statistics were updated 
once a year and it was difficult to get an overall picture of the distribution of protected areas in Canada at any given 
time, let alone planning for new ones based on the current distribution and biodiversity needs. Beginning in 2000, 
as technology improved, so did the data base. Records were digitized and the geometry (or delineation) was added 
to view the data as a geodatabase.  Today, the Conservation Areas Reporting and Tracking System (CARTS) contains 
geospatial records of all of Canada’s biodiversity conservation areas that meet the definition of protected areas set 
by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) via the United Nations Environment Programme 
(UNEP). The strength of CARTS today lies in being an authoritative single-source database which is endorsed by all 
government jurisdictions in Canada. As the business of biodiversity conservation becomes more complex, so must 
the database itself evolve to remain a useful tool for supporting policy, reporting, and scientific needs.  

This document provides the basis upon which improvements can be made to maintain the dependability and 
expandability of CARTS.  It has been common practice for the last 20 years for the CCEA to follow guidelines provided 
by the IUCN regarding tracking and reporting of conservation areas.  These guidelines are followed in a spirit that 
meets the Convention on Biodiversity goals and standards, and the World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA) 
requirements.

The Canadian Council of Resource Ministers (CCRM) in conjunction with the Canadian Council of Ministers of the 
Environment (CCME) endorsed, in 2006, the goal that Canada’s federal, provincial and territorial Ministers responsible 
for wildlife, parks, endangered species, forests, and fisheries and aquaculture further encourage their parks and 
protected areas agencies to “continue to participate in implementing the Conservation Areas Reporting and Tracking 
System”. With this endorsement, the CCEA has continued to improve the basic infrastructure and contents of CARTS 
to address current and upcoming needs while trying to maintain the quality of the information as well as that of 
protected areas themselves. This has been done on strictly scientific principles and with guidance from the IUCN.

2.0 Applying the IUCN Standard
Since 1983, several federal departments (today including Environment and Climate Change Canada, Parks Canada 
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Agency (PCA), and the Department of Fisheries and Oceans), and all provincial and territorial government jurisdictions 
in Canada have contributed data to CARTS.  Many of these government submissions contain non-government, 
privately protected area data, such as Nature Conservancy Canada (NCC) or the Island Nature Trust of PEI   In this 
context, it is important to know that:

1. The decision of what to include or exclude has been left entirely to the jurisdictions, based on their respective 
laws and policies.  

2. The basic premise for inclusion in CARTS is compliance with the IUCN definition of a protected area and the 
category it belongs to.

3. Because of the word ‘’recognized’’ in the IUCN definition of a protected area, and because the CCEA has 
neither the authority nor the desire to play that role, it was deemed sensible to leave the ‘’recognition’’ to 
the corresponding Provincial/Territorial Government. The same principle applies to the Federal Departments.

The Canadian version of the IUCN protected area classification standard guidelines, published in 2008 by the CCEA is 
used to determine which Canadian protected areas are included in CARTS.  In keeping with IUCN requirements, the 
CARTS schema requires delineation of areas within protected areas for analysis and reporting. The CARTS database 
schema, which includes 16 common attributes in both official languages and new additional attributes, is structured to 
be compatible with the World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA) which reports globally on IUCN protected areas. 

3.0 A brief Overview of CARTS
The CARTS database is modelled in MS Access format (.MDB) and uses a set of standard queries to expedite the 
creation of standard reports as the data are updated.  Each record in the database is linked to a polygon (in a related 
geospatial database) for spatial analysis and modelling.  It runs on an ArcInfo platform using the ArcGIS software 
from ESRI.  The database is housed on Environment Canada servers with access restricted to the technical experts 
who maintain it.

For public access, an Internet portal has been created in both official languages on the CCEA web site (www.ccea.
org/en_carts.html or www.ccea.org/fr_carts.html).  Here, summary reports and the geodatabase itself (excluding 
Quebec) are available for viewing and download.   Quebec has legislation dedicated to protected areas and a Registry 
under that Legislation which by law prohibits the distribution of data by a third party. The contents of CARTS have 
also been formatted for easy visualization of Canada’s protected areas network (including Quebec) on Google Earth 
and other digital globes. Summary statistics by jurisdiction are also made available on the CCEA web site and are 
updated at least once a year. The web site and the CARTS portal are supported by the CCEA and populated with 
products created in close partnership with ECCC.  The two organizations have signed a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) to define the terms of this long standing and mutually beneficial cooperation.  

A major strength of CARTS is its ability to subdivide protected area polygons into so-called ‘’Zones’’. In 2010, in response 
to the increasing need to assess the protection of Canada’s marine environment, protected areas boundaries in CARTS 
were split along marine shorelines.  A standard marine shoreline map from NRCan was used for this purpose.  Thus, 
protected areas on the coast were split into two distinct zones: a terrestrial portion and a marine portion, making 
it possible to derive statistics on each biome.  The same process has been used to split protected areas which cross 
provincial boundaries.  Zoning of protected area polygons is practical to generate accurate reports based on very 
specific queries.  The CARTS manual provides detailed information on this process.

CARTS is the primary window to a comprehensive inventory of Canada’s internationally recognised (i.e. IUCN classed) 
protected areas. The data are provided, and owned, by the individual Canadian jurisdictions responsible for the 
creation and management of protected areas.  The CCEA brings value added by providing a national perspective and 
making it possible to make national reports based on consistent standards across the country.  Over the years, the 
CCEA has strived to provide scientifically sound advice and guidance based on IUCN principles to populate CARTS.  

4.0 Enhancing the Contents of CARTS 
The public profile of CARTS has increased significantly in the last few years, in part because it is the only national 
database tracking protected areas and reporting at the international level.  As well, international and Canadian 
guidelines have been updated with clarifications and recommendations regarding subsurface rights, privately 
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protected lands, Aboriginal Lands conservation, and Other Effective Area Based Conservation Measures (OEABCM). 
The acronym has since been reduced to OECM for convenience. Combined with a keen national desire to reach or 
surpass the 2020 Aichi Target 11 there increasing pressure to expand the contents of CARTS.

At this time, data on protected areas are added to CARTS based on the protection statutes under the governance 
of the various CCEA governmental jurisdictions.  These determine compliance with IUCN criteria and inclusion in 
the database. Jurisdictions are responsible for recognizing and compiling all non-federal conservation areas on their 
territory based on current national and international guidelines and reporting them to CARTS for national compilation.  
This has been a very effective process for reporting on protected areas meeting the strict IUCN definition.   Many 
lands and waters, however, do not meet IUCN standards but nevertheless contribute to biodiversity conservation. 

4.1 Enhancement 1: OECMs

Currently, CARTS content is limited to IUCN protected areas.  They correspond to what is considered internationally 
as effective protection and these have been subdivided into 6 classes.  Now, the IUCN has added another category 
of conservation areas which do not meet IUCN protected area criteria but contribute to biodiversity conservation.  
They are now collectively known as Other Effective Conservation Measures (OECM).  With the help of new guidelines 
to define these OECMs, the contents of CARTS will be increased and both categories (IUCN PAs and OECMs) will be 
reported and counted toward Aichi Target 11.  

4.2 Enhancement 2: adding a third category to CARTS

There are many conservation areas of natural habitats that do not currently meet the criteria for protected areas 
or even “other effective conservation measures”. These “other spatial conservation measures from all governance 
types “ can include a wide range of conservation tools that can contribute to the maintenance of biodiversity beyond 
traditional protected areas such as “connectivity corridors” or “buffer zones”. This third category would be distinct 
from the first two and would not be included in national statistics at this particular time, but could be reported by 
CARTS if required, to identify sites which could be upgraded to a level which would bring recognition under IUCN.  

The creation of a third category opens many possibilities.  First, it allows a large group of conservation authorities 
to become a visible part of a national conservation effort.  In recent discussions, the term ‘’Governance Authority’’ 
has been suggested to describe the managers of these sites.  It also makes it possible to conduct a comprehensive 
gap analysis to determine why these sites are not counted towards national and international targets.  Finally, it 
provides a sound comparative basis upon which many sites can be upgraded and be recognized as contributing to 
domestic or international targets

5.0 Implementation 
This section is based on discussions held among members of the CCEA CARTS committee and exchanges during the 
2017 CCEA Workshop. It reflects the level of consensus on the different options to improve the usefulness of CARTS 
and maintain its status as an authoritative source of conservation areas information in Canada.  Issues identified by 
the committee include cost, workload and technical limitations, and quality control.  Once a consensus is reached 
on a path forward, each of these issues will be addressed.

5.1 Status Quo: IUCN Protected Areas

Reporting on IUCN Protected areas has evolved and improved greatly over the lifetime of CARTS.   The database has 
been refined over the years to become more accurate, to eliminate duplication and to include aspects of protected 
areas which can be queried effectively and reported in a timely manner.  

The CCEA has never questioned the submission of data from jurisdictions (nor does it have a mandate to do so), taking 
for granted that guidelines are followed and criteria are respected.  This is not always the case and it has brought 
increasing criticism which undermines the credibility of CARTS.  The criticism that some areas in the database are 
less protected than others which are not included is usually well founded but this reflects operational shortcomings 
and not the integrity of the database itself.
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The committee recommended that the process of providing data to CARTS for IUCN PAs should remain as it is, as 
the responsibility of each F/T/P government.  They are best positioned to evaluate candidate sites in the context of 
their respective legislations.  Conflicts regarding the inclusion or exclusion of sites can be raised by organizations or 
individuals at any time and resolved in an appropriate forum.

The rationale is that the CCEA jurisdictions have experience in interpreting the guidelines and fill out the fields in 
the database.  They can help small organizations, private land owners and Aboriginal communities in providing the 
necessary information and ensure their correct representation in CARTS.

5.2 OECMs

At this time, guidance is not yet available both at the international and national levels to select sites which do not 
meet the IUCN definition of a protected area but are recognized by IUCN to contribute to biodiversity conservation 
to a level sufficient to count toward biodiversity targets.  The CARTS database has already been modified to accept 
this new category and is ready to incorporate these new sites. Together, IUCN protected areas and OECMs are 
Internationally Endorsed Conservation Areas.

As these guidelines become available, their application will guide the inclusion of several new sites in national 
accounting and will contribute towards the Aichi Target 11.  

5.3 Adding a Third Category

Adding a category to account for less formal conservation initiatives (the term National Conservation Areas has 
been suggested) represents both a challenge and an opportunity.  This is an opportunity to capture a wide range 
of conservation initiatives which contribute to biodiversity but cannot be recognized as the other two more formal 
categories. These new sites would be included in the national database but would be excluded from current reporting.  
However, this would provide a large set of areas which could, with little effort, be upgraded to a level at which they 
could be reported. 

The addition of a third category is also an opportunity to build a self-reporting capacity in CARTS. It is technically 
easy and viable web applications are already in use.  The challenge is one of workload and quality control.  At this 
time, the CCEA has no capacity to make such a process operational but this may become a goal for the future.

Members of the CARTS Committee have indicated that the added workload linked to the introduction of this new 
category is not considered in current budgets or work plans, and would need to be discussed before development.

6.0 Conclusion
CARTS is only as good as what the community of practice puts into it.  The CARTS committee will continue to improve 
the database to keep it useful and current.  The Committee cannot, however, influence what is reported.  We hope 
the new guidelines will facilitate this process. 

 There are discussions at this time which underline the necessity for an audit for CARTS, followed by an ongoing 
review process, possibly under the auspices of the Pathway, should it be maintained beyond 2020.  In closing, 
remember that the Red List is getting longer.  Whatever it is we are doing now for biodiversity conservation, whether 
it is counted or not, is not enough.


