Making Real Progress on Marine Protected Areas in Canada
Creating effective and successful networks of marine protected areas
in Canada requires attention to all elements of Aichi Target 11 and to
international best practices for incorporating ecological, socio-economic,
cultural and governance considerations.
Federal government ministerial mandate letters 2015, DFO: “Work with the Minister of Environment
and Climate Change to increase the proportion of Canada’s marine and coastal areas that are protected – to
five percent by 2017, and ten percent by 2020 – supported by new investments in community consultation
and science.”
Convention on Biological Diversity, Aichi 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 landscape and seascape.”
As a signatory to the Convention on Biological Diversity, Canada is striving
to achieve the ambitious goal of 10% coverage of coastal and marine areas
in networks of marine protected areas (MPAs) by 2020. Key points to ensure
that MPA networks are effective and successful are summarized below:
1. More than just area - Aichi Target 11 focuses on more than just the amount
of area protectedi. Creating ecologically effective MPA networks also
requires attention to: representation of all habitats, inclusion of unique
and biologically significant areas, connectedness, and consideration of Ecologically significant areas in the Great Bear
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biodiversity and ecosystem service valuesii.
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2. Management effectiveness – Only 24% of protected areas are managed
effectively globallyiii. Effective management requires adequate government funding, capacity and
enforcement. Ongoing research programs are also needed to monitor and evaluate social and ecological
outcomes and guide adaptive managementiv.
3. Integrated ocean and coastal planning – The overall success and effectiveness of MPAs increases when
integrated into a broader system of marine and coastal management that takes into account multiple
stressors and promotes actions to mitigate the impacts of developmentv.
4. Socio-economic and cultural considerations – Aichi Target 11 requires that MPAs are “equitably
managed” which requires that social, economic and cultural considerations are factored into planning and
management. In particular, there is a need to understand and balance the social and economic impacts of
MPAs for different stakeholders during network planning and to incorporate cultural considerations and
Aboriginal peoples’ rights into management plansvi.
5. Good governance - Good governance during planning, implementation
and management is a key to the success of conservationvii. This means
that decision-making processes and co-management structures need
to be inclusive, participatory and transparent and respectful of the
preferential rights of Aboriginal peoples and right relationships with
First Nations’ governmentsvi.
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6. “Other effective area-based conservation measures” (OEACBM) - What counts as an OEABCM needs to
be clearly defined in the spirit of the Aichi target and in alignment with all the elements listed aboveviii. This
means that managed areas that benefit only one species or habitat should not be considered equivalent to
a marine protected area. Consideration should also be given to other governance models that effectively
conserve biodiversity, including Indigenous and Community Conserved Areas and Tribal Parksix.
x

Currently, MPAs cover 1.1% of Canada’s oceans

Getting from 1.1% (497,600km2) to the milestone of 10% is a significant challenge that will require
collaboration between multiple levels of government and different jurisdictions. For example, MPAs fall under
the authority of Fisheries and Oceans, Parks and Environment & Climate Change Canada. To facilitate the
achievement of the targets the government is advised to build on past and ongoing marine planning process
of provincial, territorial and Aboriginal governments, such as the Marine Plan Partnership, First Nations
Marine Planning, the PNCIMA process and the Northern Shelf Bioregion MPA planning processxi.

Resolutions:
• Ensure that all elements of Aichi Target 11 are taken into account
•
•
•
•
•

when planning MPA networks in Canada.
Incorporate lessons from global experiences of creating MPAs related
to effective management, good governance and integrated planning
Account for social, economic and cultural considerations in planning
and management of MPAs.
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processes that include First Nations as equal partners.
Support multi-jurisdictional collaboration and build on previous initiatives.
Ensure that MPA planning and management is guided by both natural and social science. Implement
monitoring and evaluation to guide adaptive management.
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