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PROTECTED AREAS AND 

OTHER EFFECTIVE AREA-BASED CONSERVATION MEASURES 

FOR TERRESTRIAL AREAS AND INLAND WATERS IN CANADA 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This discussion paper aims to provide background and guidance to help the National Advisory Panel develop 

recommendations for federal, provincial and territorial ministers on an accounting framework for tracking and 

reporting progress toward the quantitative terrestrial component of Canada Target 1. The National Advisory 

Panel is invited to review available guidance on protected areas and the current draft guidance on other 

effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) and related considerations. This information is 

provided to support the Panel in providing advice on criteria for identifying areas that count toward the 

quantitative aspect of Canada Target 1 and on processes that should be adopted to assess and report on 

these areas. 

This paper: 

 discusses the current domestic and international perspectives on the topic, supported by a literature 

review and other best available information;  

 identifies common and diverging principles/criteria among existing approaches;  

 provides examples of the types of protected and conserved areas that could be included or excluded 

from counting quantitatively toward Canada Target 1 as a result of criteria chosen; and  

 outlines current processes and roles.  

This paper does not specifically address the question of tracking and reporting Indigenous Protected and 

Conserved Areas (IPCAs); this subject is being considered by the Indigenous Circle of Experts. 

It is recommended that any criteria adopted should enable tracking and reporting of area-based conservation 

measures that effectively deliver in-situ biodiversity conservation. These may include measures that are not 

currently reported as protected areas, but not those that fail to effectively deliver long-term in-situ biodiversity 

conservation. Guidance adopted in Canada should be based on science and traditional knowledge, aligned 

with international standards, and interpreted and applied consistently across Canada. 

Protected Areas 

The term ‘protected area’ has been defined by the 

International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) 

(see inset). This definition is considered the global 

standard within the protected area community of practice 

and aligns with the definition in Article 2 of the Convention 

on Biological Diversity (CBD). The IUCN standard was 

developed and refined over decades by experts from 

around the world. IUCN has published guidance on criteria 

for determining whether sites meet the definition of a 

protected area and guidance on classifying protected 

areas according to management intent and governance. 

IUCN’s guidance is intended to be globally applicable and 

countries are encouraged to further develop it for their own domestic circumstances. In Canada, this has been 

The term protected area is defined as: 

 

A clearly defined geographical space, 

recognised, dedicated and managed, 

through legal or other effective means, to 

achieve the long term conservation of 

nature with associated ecosystem 

services and cultural values1. 
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undertaken by the Canadian Council on Ecological Areas (CCEA), a national non-governmental organization 

made up of protected areas experts from the federal government, each of the provinces and territories, 

academia, and non-governmental conservation organizations. 

Published in 2008, CCEA guidance was adapted from IUCN guidance for the Canadian context. CCEA’s 

guidance was not formally adopted by Canadian governments, but government and non-government 

protected area practitioners helped develop the guidance, and for several years the standards have generally 

been used by federal, provincial and territorial protected areas departments and agencies to identify and 

classify protected areas. Although generally applied consistently, the guidance is interpreted with some 

differences by jurisdictions across Canada. Differences in interpretation and reporting among Canadian 

jurisdictions include, for example, treatment of subsurface resources and rights to access sub-surface 

resources, recognition of privately conserved areas, and recognition of IPCAs. In addition, many areas have 

not yet been assessed to be counted due to lack of capacity, or where the scope of the assessment process 

is limited to federal, provincial or territorial areas. Updated CCEA guidance is expected in 2017 which will 

replace the 2008 guidance and include guidance on the identification of OECMs. CCEA’s forthcoming 

guidance is more detailed than IUCN’s guidance and specifies restrictions with respect to seasonal 

conservation measures and access to subsurface resources which can restrict the recognition of some 

privately held protected areas.  

As of the end of 2016, 10.5% of Canada’s terrestrial and inland water area is reported as protected.1 Almost 

all of these areas are government protected areas (provincial, territorial and federal), with the exception of 

some privately protected areas which are officially recognized in five provinces. 

In a comparison of 10 countries with attributes similar to Canada, based on 2014 data from the World 

Database on Protected Areas (Figure 2): 

 Canada ranked fourth of 10 countries with respect to the total amount (km2) of terrestrial and inland 

water area protected, behind the Russian Federation, United States and Australia. 

 Canada ranked tenth out of 10 countries with respect to the percentage (%) of terrestrial and inland 

water area protected. 

Relative to other countries, most of the land currently reported as protected areas in Canada falls under IUCN 

Protected Area Management Categories I to IV. (For information on categories, please see Protected area 

management categories section of the paper). The vast majority (95% by area) of Canada’s reported 

terrestrial protected area falls into Categories Ib and II, which focus on maintaining natural conditions with as 

little anthropogenic modification as possible. Category II areas make up 62%. The protected areas in this 

category are mostly national, provincial and territorial parks and protected areas. The second largest 

proportion of reported terrestrial protected area, with 29%, is identified as Category Ib. These include federal 

Migratory Bird Sanctuaries as well as some provincial and territorial parks and wilderness areas. 

Management of these areas is focused on maintaining natural conditions. The remaining protected areas fall 

into one of the other categories or have not yet been classified. 

                                            

 

1 Environment and Climate Change Canada (2017) Canadian Environmental Sustainability Indicators: 

Canada’s protected areas. http://www.ec.gc.ca/indicateurs-indicators/default.asp?lang=En&n=478A1D3D-1 
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Additional discussions have occurred in Canada on: 

 The use of IUCN protected area management categories V and VI in Canada: Is there potential to 

appropriately apply these categories more broadly in Canada?  

 Consistency of reporting among Canadian jurisdictions: Is there a process that would enable more 

consistent interpretation and reporting of areas? 

Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures (OECMs) 

A definition of the term other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) has not yet been 

adopted. There have, however, been ongoing international efforts to define and test the concept. 

Internationally, IUCN’s World Commission on Protected Areas established a Global Task Force that is 

developing both a definition and guidance. In Canada, the CCEA has been developing guidance on 

identifying OECMs. Although there is consensus on many of the elements required to interpret, apply, and 

report on OECMs, several issues have sparked much discussion and debate across Canada and 

internationally. Some of these issues apply across both the interpretation of protected areas and OECM in 

Canada. Key areas of debate include: 

 Time-frame of the measure: Is there a minimum time commitment required for a conservation 

measure to qualify toward Target 1? 

 Species-specific conservation measures: Should the area be recognized only if it directly or indirectly 

conserves biodiversity as a whole, or can species specific measures also count? In these cases, 

should there be a requirement that it can be demonstrated that there are indirect benefits to other 

species or biodiversity as a whole? 

 Thresholds of resource use: What extent, level and intensity of resource use should be allowed to 

occur? What types of forest management measures might qualify, if any? 

 Subsurface rights: How should access to subsurface resources and sub-surface rights be addressed 

in order for areas to qualify toward the target? 

 Military use: How should military activities that may cause localized and/or point specific destruction 

(e.g. explosion craters and periodic high levels of noise and activity disturbance) be considered within 

the guidance on OECMs? 

Processes, Roles and Responsibilities for Implementing the Guidance 

Discussions and information sharing by Canadian protected area practitioners through the CCEA have 

improved consistency, and some variation is to be expected as a result of different jurisdictional 

circumstances; however, there is an ongoing need to align application of the guidance and procedures and to 

report comprehensively. While there is comprehensive reporting of government protected areas and some 

reporting of privately protected areas in some jurisdictions, many other areas have not yet been assessed.  

Reasons for this include: uncertainties about roles and responsibilities for assessing and reporting non-

government areas; lack of resourcing (e.g., staff time) to gather data and undertake assessments; and 

differences in interpretation of existing guidance. No Canadian jurisdiction currently reports on terrestrial 

OECMs, as the guidance is still in development. 

As Canada considers potentially reporting more areas toward the quantitative aspects of Canada Target 1, a 

strategy for assessing and reviewing sites will be necessary. The National Advisory Panel may wish to 

provide recommendations on matters such as: 

 Awareness and motivation;  
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 Collection and management of geospatial and related data; 

 Initial assessment;  

 Monitoring and follow-up assessment; 

 Reporting; and/or, 

 Auditing. 

In addition, the panel may wish to provide recommendations on any ongoing mechanisms to continue efforts 

on tracking and reporting protected areas and OECMs in Canada. 
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PURPOSE 

On April 11, 2016 federal, provincial, and territorial (FPT) Deputy Ministers responsible for parks agreed to 

establish a national steering committee through the Canadian Parks Council (CPC) to develop a pathway that 

will outline how jurisdictions could contribute to Canada Target 1. This National Steering Committee, as a 

major component of its Pathway to Canada Target 1, established a set of Expert Task Teams to provide 

information and analysis on each qualitative element to assist in the development of guidance for achieving 

Canada Target 1. The Expert Task Teams, which represent each of the qualitative elements, are: 

1. Protected areas and other effective area based conservation measures 

2. Equitable management from a local community perspective 

3. Ecological representation 

4. Management effectiveness 

5. Areas important for biodiversity and ecological services 

6. Connecting conservation areas and integrating into landscapes 

The purpose of Expert Task Teams is to produce a discussion paper that researches, assesses and 

summarizes existing information related to each element and its application to the establishment and 

management of protected areas networks for the conservation of biodiversity. More specifically, the National 

Steering Committee has tasked Expert Task Teams to undertake the following with respect to each of the 

qualitative elements: 1. Research, assess, and summarize existing guidance (paying attention to divergent 

views where appropriate), 2. Identify options with an analysis of pros and cons related to criteria, best 

practices, and indicators for measuring progress, and 3. Identify potential issues for consideration in applying 

the qualitative element to Canada Target 1. 

The terrestrial component of Canada Target 1 involves conserving terrestrial (land) areas and inland waters 

through networks of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures. The purpose of 

this discussion paper is to provide background and considerations about interpreting criteria on protected 

areas and to explore emerging guidance on and considerations on defining, interpreting and applying the term 

“other effective area-based conservation measures”. This guidance is intended to help the National Advisory 

Panel develop recommendations for federal, provincial and territorial ministers on an accounting framework 

for tracking and reporting progress toward the terrestrial component of Canada Target 1. 

This discussion paper does not specifically address the question of identifying what Indigenous Protected and 

Conserved Areas (IPCAs) are. This question is being considered by the Indigenous Circle of Experts. 
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INTRODUCTION 

“Biological diversity”, or biodiversity, means the variability among living organisms from all sources including 

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.2 Biodiversity supports the ecosystem 

services we rely on for clean air, drinking water, food, medicine, nature-based recreation and tourism, carbon 

storage, flood control, pollination of crops, resilience to pests and disease and much more. Conserving 

biodiversity is essential for the economic, social and physical well-being of current and future generations. 

Protected areas are a core component of biodiversity conservation strategies in Canada and around the 

world. These areas  contribute to a broader conservation strategy alongside other approaches such as the 

management and recovery of species at risk, control of invasive alien species, wetland restoration, watershed 

management, sustainable land-use planning, sustainable resource planning and management, and education 

and awareness building. There is clear evidence that effectively managed protected areas help to prevent the 

loss of biodiversity and ecosystem services. However, it is also recognized that continued improvements to 

the global network are needed to address gaps coverage that would improve this effectiveness3,4. According 

to the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), protected areas “are the cornerstones of 

virtually all national and international conservation strategies, set aside to maintain functioning natural 

ecosystems, to act as refuges for species and to maintain ecological processes that cannot survive in most 

intensely managed landscapes and seascapes.” They protect significant landscape and seascape features 

(e.g., sources of drinking water and flood-controlling wetlands), conserve biodiversity and cultural resources, 

and provide opportunities for recreation and for people to connect with nature. Protected areas are also a key 

tool, among others, in addressing climate change:  

1. They help plants and animals adapt to the effects of climate change by providing habitat for species 

whose range is changing;  

2. They help mitigate the effects of climate change by sequestering and storing carbon and maintaining 

ecological processes that continue to draw carbon from the atmosphere into plants and soil. 

Canada has a long history of planning and establishing parks and protected areas. In 1885, Banff National 

Park was established in Canada's Rocky Mountains. Two years later Canada's first conservation reserve was 

established: in 1887, a portion of land and water at Last Mountain Lake, in what is now Saskatchewan, was 

set aside as a refuge for "wild fowl". Then, in 1893, Algonquin Park, in Ontario, was established as Canada's 

first provincial park. Over time, legislative and regulatory amendments brought most of these important places 

                                            

 

2 Convention on Biological Diversity, Article 2, Use of Terms: 
https://www.cbd.int/convention/articles/default.shtml?a=cbd-02. 

3 Butchart SHM, Scharlemann JPW, Evans MI, Quader S, Aricò S, Arinaitwe J, et al. (2012) Protecting 
Important Sites for Biodiversity Contributes to Meeting Global Conservation Targets. PLoS ONE 7(3): e32529. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0032529  

4 Rodrigues, A. S. L., Andelman, S. J., Bakan, M. I., Boitani, L., Brooks, T. M., Cowling, R. M., ... Yan, X. 
(2004). Effectiveness of the global protected area network in representing species diversity. Nature, 
428(6983), 640-643 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0032529
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under the umbrella of "protected areas" – clearly defined areas managed in order to achieve the long-term in-

situ conservation of nature through legal or other effective means. Recreation, research, education, and 

ecotourism are important activities that complement or support conservation in and around many of Canada’s 

protected areas.  

As of the end of 2016, 10.5% of Canada’s terrestrial area (land and freshwater) was recognized as 

protected.5 The majority of this consists of government-administered protected areas, many of which are 

cooperatively managed with Indigenous and local communities. This total also includes Wehexlaxodıale, a 

protected area that is administered under Indigenous governance in Northwest Territories, and some privately 

conserved areas that are recognized and reported as protected areas in five provinces. 

Protected areas cannot achieve broader conservation outcomes on their own. Wildlife and water move 

between protected areas and the surrounding landscape, natural processes such as climate change and 

wildland fire occur at larger scales, and human activities outside the boundaries of protected areas often have 

impacts inside protected areas. Governments, non-government organizations, Indigenous communities, 

municipalities, private landowners, resource sectors and others recognize the importance of conserving 

spaces beyond government protected areas and use a variety of other tools to protect, restore and maintain 

natural areas. These tools include incentive programs to conserve and restore important habitats, as well as 

the securement of private land through agreements between land trusts and landowners. Areas conserved 

using these tools can function alongside government protected areas to create important habitat and wildlife 

corridors, which can be essential to maintaining ecosystem functions, movement of plants and animals, 

resilience against disturbance, and the recovery of species at risk.  

Canada has a long history of privately conserved areas. Ducks Unlimited Canada, for example, has been 

involved in conserving wetlands to support and maintain waterfowl populations since 1937. Many private 

lands meet the IUCN definition and criteria for protected areas, In Canada and internationally, private 

conservation is considered an acceptable governance type but in order to be reported by the relevant 

province or territory, individual privately conserved areas must be assessed to determine whether they meet 

the definition and screening criteria for protected areas (or OECMs once a definition is adopted). Privately 

conserved areas can have many of the same biodiversity conservation benefits as protected areas, including 

the maintenance of ecosystem services – often on smaller but vitally important scales. For example, some 

conserved areas on private land in southern Canada retain remnants of fragmented biodiversity-rich 

ecosystems in highly developed areas where it would be very difficult to establish large, government 

administered protected areas. Other conserved areas protect natural infrastructure such as wetlands and 

forests that regulate spring flooding by storing surface water. In addition to private conservation lands, there 

are areas of government managed land outside of protected areas networks that conserve important 

biodiversity. In these cases, biodiversity conservation can sometimes be achieved while having primary uses 

that may include such activities as military training, livestock grazing or cultural heritage protection. 

Many areas of land and sea across Canada and many other countries have been dedicated to conservation in 

recent decades – either through the establishment of protected areas or through conservation using other 

                                            

 

5 Environment and Climate Change Canada (2017) Canadian Environmental Sustainability Indicators: 

Canada’s protected areas. http://www.ec.gc.ca/indicateurs-indicators/default.asp?lang=En&n=478A1D3D-1 
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tools such as those noted above – with largely positive results for species and ecosystems6,7,8. Nevertheless, 

biodiversity in Canada and globally continues to be negatively affected by a number of interrelated and 

compounding pressures including habitat destruction and fragmentation, invasive alien species and climate 

change. There is recognition in Canada and internationally that, in the face of increasing pressures to 

biodiversity and ecological integrity, greater effort is required to safeguard natural areas. This led to 

commitments over the last several decades to targets at the national and international level and in some 

provinces, to expand the proportion of effectively conserved area. 

In 1990 and 1991, the Government of Canada committed to preserve and protect at least 12% of Canada’s 

terrestrial area. In 1992, the federal, provincial and territorial governments committed to work cooperatively to 

complete representative networks of protected areas in Canada. In subsequent years, several provinces 

made similar commitments at the provincial scale. The United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity 

(CBD) incorporates the importance of area-based conservation: “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” (Article 8: In-situ conservation)9. In 2004, Parties to the CBD 

adopted a global Programme of Work on Protected Areas (Decision VII/28) that calls for “a global network of 

comprehensive, representative and effectively managed national and regional protected area system to be 

established in the terrestrial realm by 2010 and in the marine realm by 2012 and a provisional framework for 

the CBD’s Strategic Plan for 2000–2010 (Decision VII/30) that included the following target: “At least 10% of 

each of the world’s ecological regions effectively conserved.” 

In 2010, Parties to the CBD, including Canada, adopted a new 10 year global Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 

from 2011–2020 that included 20 global targets known as the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. Among these is an 

updated target focused on area-based conservation, 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.10 

In 2015, Canada adopted a similar target at the national level – Canada Target 1: 

                                            

 

6 Gray, C.L. et al. 2016. Local biodiversity is higher inside than outside terrestrial protected areas worldwide. 
Nature Communications: 7:12306 doi: 10.1038/ncomms12306. 

 
7 Thomas, C.D. et al. 2012. Protected areas facilitate species’ range expansions. Proceedings of the National 

Academy of Sciences of the United States of America: 149, 14 063–14 068. doi:10.1073/pnas.1210251109 
 
8 Geldmann, J. et al. 2013. Effectiveness of terrestrial protected areas in reducing biodiversity and habitat 

loss. CEE 10-007. Collaboration for Environmental Evidence 

9 All 13 clauses under CBD Article 8 are helpful in understanding the CBD context for in-situ conservation. 
The text of Article 8 is provided in Annex 1 of the current paper. 

10 More information on Aichi Target 11. 

https://www.cbd.int/convention/articles/default.shtml?a=cbd-08
https://www.cbd.int/convention/results/?id=7765&l0=PA
https://www.cbd.int/decision/cop/default.shtml?id=7767
http://www.nature.com/ncomms/2016/160728/ncomms12306/full/ncomms12306.html
http://www.pnas.org/content/109/35/14063.full
http://www.environmentalevidence.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/CEE10-007.pdf
http://www.environmentalevidence.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/CEE10-007.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/strategic-plan/targets/T11-quick-guide-en.pdf
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By 2020, at least 17 percent of terrestrial areas and inland waters, and 10 percent of coastal and 

marine areas, are conserved through networks of protected areas and other effective area-based 

conservation measures.11 

Canadian jurisdictions have agreed to work together and individually to contribute to reaching the 2020 

Biodiversity Goals and Targets and in particular the terrestrial portion of Target 1.12 Governments continue to 

work on establishing new protected areas and to engage Indigenous Peoples and organizations, 

communities, conservation organizations and industries to contribute to the target. Canadian jurisdictions and 

conservation organizations are interested in making sure that Canada is including existing and future areas 

that provide long-term in-situ biodiversity conservation when reporting on this target. Reporting on existing but 

previously unreported conserved areas that contribute to the in-situ conservation of biodiversity will help 

Canada to better demonstrate the extent of efforts across the country. This may result in Canada realizing 

that a greater proportion of its territory is effectively conserved than currently reported, based on the extent of 

protected areas alone. Conversely, applying criteria more consistently across the country may also lead to the 

removal of some areas currently reported as protected. Acknowledgement by governments of the value of 

conserved areas may also spark further efforts to conserve nature by governments, communities, non-

governmental organizations, industries, landowners and others. Accurately recording and mapping area-

based conservation measures including protected areas and other conserved areas, can help us understand 

where gaps remain in conservation efforts as well as how well protected and other conserved areas are 

functioning as an ecologically connected network. Indeed some conserved areas may contribute to the 

additional elements included in Aichi Target 11 such as improving connectivity,  

The types of area-based conservation measures that have been, or may be, proposed by governments, 

municipalities, communities, individuals or industry for consideration with respect to Target 1 include:  

 certain private lands managed in ways that deliver in-situ conservation of biodiversity;  

 certain properties managed by municipal governments or arms-length conservation authorities;  

 portions of municipal, regional or provincial land use planning areas managed for conservation of 

biodiversity, maintenance of natural capital or ecosystem services;  

 certain municipal and other parks and green spaces with management systems that result in the 

ongoing conservation of nature while achieving other objectives such as recreation;  

 sites with international designations such as Ramsar and Biosphere Reserves that may have on-the-

ground management regimes that deliver in-situ conservation of biodiversity;  

                                            

 

11 Canada Target 1 does not explicitly include many of the elements in Aichi Target 11, but these elements 
are nevertheless important components of Canada’s approach to area-based conservation. The background 
information on the target emphasizes this, indicating that in meeting the target: “It will be important to continue 
to focus on areas that are ecologically representative and important for biodiversity and ecosystem services, 
and to ensure that these areas are well-connected and effectively managed. Further, there is a need to 
integrate these areas into the wider landscapes and seascapes in which they are situated.” Discussion papers 
similar to this one are being prepared on these other components of the target as part of the Pathway 
initiative. More information on Canada’s Target 1. 

12 http://www.scics.ca/en/product-produit/news-release-meeting-of-federal-provincial-territorial-ministers-
responsible-for-conservation-wildlife-and-biodiversity/ 

http://biodivcanada.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=9B5793F6-1&offset=1#target_1
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 provincial or territorial wildlife management or recreation areas;  

 areas managed under overlapping legal and policy mechanisms that may combine to bestow 

conservation benefits;  

 privately owned forests;  

 areas managed by the forestry sector in ways that provide ongoing conservation benefits; and 

 areas defined as critical habitat for species at risk. 

The importance of comprehensive reporting is reflected in another national biodiversity target in Canada. 

Canada Target 16 states:  

By 2020, Canada has a comprehensive inventory of protected spaces that includes private 

conservation areas. 

A wide range of conservation measures may warrant further consideration. Some may be measures that meet 

all the conditions of a protected area but to date have not been recognized as such. Others may not meet 

some of the conditions of a protected area but still deliver some in-situ biodiversity conservation. These 

factors will need to be examined carefully as decisions are taken concerning what qualifies as contributing to 

the quantitative aspects of Canada Target 1, and what does not. Ultimately, some areas will count, while 

others will not. Some areas that do not count quantitatively may contribute to qualitative aspects of Canada 

Target 1, such as networks being well-connected and integrated into the wider landscape, or they may 

contribute to other biodiversity targets. 

Deciding whether to count specific area-based measures toward the quantitative aspects of Canada Target 1 

requires that jurisdictions have a consistent understanding based on credible, science-based criteria. The 

term “protected areas” has been defined (see below) and guidance consistent with international practice is 

used by Canadian jurisdictions. Differences in interpretation or application in Canada and internationally are 

discussed below. Definitions for the term “other effective area-based conservation measures” have been 

drafted but have not been finalized or adopted in Canada or internationally.  

As part of the Pathway initiative, the National Advisory Panel is asked to review available guidance on 

protected areas and draft guidance on other effective area-based conservation measures and associated 

considerations, and provide advice on criteria for identifying areas that count toward Canada Target 1. Criteria 

should enable recognition of measures that deliver long-term in-situ biodiversity conservation. Guidance 

adopted in Canada should be in line with international approaches, and should be interpreted and applied 

consistently across Canada. 
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CHALLENGE FOR THE NATIONAL ADVISORY PANEL 

This paper provides information and considerations regarding the terms “protected areas” and “other effective 

area-based conservation measures”, an overview of the areas currently reported in Canada, information on 

other countries for comparison, and information on the guidance available to date to help the National 

Advisory Panel in its mandate.  

The National Advisory Panel is being asked to consider and advise on: 

1. Principles that should be used to guide jurisdictions’ interpretation of the terms “protected areas” and 

“other effective area-based conservation measures”; and, 

2. Criteria that Canadian jurisdictions should use when determining whether an area-based 

conservation measure should be considered an “other effective area-based conservation measure” 

and therefore count toward the quantitative aspects of Canada Target 1; and, 

3. Roles and responsibilities for accounting for protected areas and other effective area-based 

conservation measures consistently and comprehensively in Canada.  

This paper is intended to help the National Advisory Panel develop its recommendations by: 

1. providing context on the current Canadian and international perspectives on the topic, supported by 

an analysis of published sources and other best available information; 

2. identifying common and diverging principles and criteria among existing approaches;  

3. illustrating examples of the types of protected and conserved areas that would be included or 

excluded from counting quantitatively toward Canada Target 1 as a result of criteria chosen; and, 

4. outlining current processes and roles, and potential options regarding assessing and reporting on 

these areas. 
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DEFINITIONS 

For the purpose of this discussion paper, the term protected area is defined using the IUCN definition as: 

A clearly defined geographical space, recognised, dedicated and managed, through legal or other 

effective means, to achieve the long term conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services 

and cultural values13. 

This definition was adopted by Canada and other members of the IUCN at the 2012 IUCN World 

Conservation Congress in Jeju, Republic of Korea (Motion 47/Resolution 40) which endorsed the 2008 

Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories. IUCN’s definition is considered the global 

standard within the protected area community of practice and aligns with the CBD definition, adopted by 

Canada and all Parties to the CBD, in Article 2 of the Convention. The CBD definition is: “a geographically 

defined area, which is designated or regulated and managed to achieve specific conservation objectives”. The 

CBD and IUCN definitions are considered to be equivalent14. The IUCN standard was developed and refined 

over decades by experts from around the world. IUCN has published criteria for determining whether sites 

meet the definition of a protected area and guidance on how to classify protected areas according to 

management intent and governance. A conservation measure must first be assessed to ensure that it meets 

the definition of a protected area. If a measure does not meet all the conditions, the area in question is not a 

protected area as recognized by IUCN. If a conservation measure is confirmed to meet the definition of a 

protected area, authorities are encouraged to classify it into one of the management categories based on an 

assessment of how it is, or will be, managed. While certain conservation measures may appear to align with 

the description associated with a management category, this cannot be used as a justification to qualify it as a 

protected area. A more detailed discussion on the use of management categories in Canada and 

internationally can be found below.  

Countries are encouraged to recognize and foster a diversity of protected area governance arrangements 

within their protected areas systems. These arrangements can include governance by government, by private 

entity, by Indigenous peoples and local communities, and shared governance arrangements. IUCN has 

developed guidance to encourage and help countries to classify protected areas according to governance 

type.  

IUCN’s protected areas guidance was first endorsed by Parties to the CBD in 2004 in Decision VII/28 which 

recognized the value of a single system, welcomed the work of IUCN on this subject and encouraged Parties 

to assign categories and provide information consistent with IUCN guidance. The guidance on identifying 

protected areas and on classifying them by management approach and governance type is intended to 

encourage consistency at the global level and facilitate reporting according to global standards. IUCN’s 

                                            

 

13 Dudley, N. (Editor) (2008). Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories. Gland, 
Switzerland: IUCN. x + 86pp. WITH Stolton, S., P. Shadie and N. Dudley (2013). IUCN WCPA Best Practice 
Guidance on Recognising Protected Areas and Assigning Management Categories and Governance Types, 
Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines No. 21, Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. xxpp. (page 8) 

14 Lopoukhine, N. and de Souza Dias, B. 2012. What does Target 11 Really Mean? Parks 18: 1, 5-8. 

https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/resrecfiles/WCC_2012_RES_40_EN.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/convention/results/?id=7765&l0=PA
https://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/guidelines_for_applying_protected_area_management_categories.pdf


Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

 15 

guidance is developed to be globally applicable and countries are encouraged to further develop it for their 

own domestic circumstances. In Canada this has been undertaken by the Canadian Council on Ecological 

Areas15 (CCEA), a national non-governmental organization made up of protected areas experts from the 

federal government, each of the provinces and territories, academia, and non-governmental conservation 

organizations. The 2008 Canadian Guidebook for the Application of IUCN Protected Area Categories was 

developed to encourage consistency in identifying and classifying protected areas in Canada and has been 

used by Canadian jurisdictions since that time. An updated guidebook is expected to be released in 2017. 

A definition of the term other effective area-based conservation measure (OECM has been adopted as the 

abbreviation internationally and in Canadian literature) has not yet been adopted. In Canada, CCEA has been 

developing guidance on identifying OECMs (see section Updated CCEA guidance on page 29 below). 

Internationally, IUCN’s World Commission on Protected Areas established a Global Task Force that is 

developing a definition and guidance (see IUCN guidance on OECMs on page 25). The term is included in the 

national and global targets to reflect that there may be conserved areas that contribute to the in-situ 

conservation of biodiversity in ways that meet the intent of the target, but that have not previously been 

recognized in national or international reporting, which has historically focused on areas that are recognized 

as protected areas. Its inclusion has opened a discussion on a how to account for and measure progress on a 

wider range of area-based conservation measures. 

The term in-situ conservation is defined in the CBD 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”.16 This can be contrasted with the term ex-situ conservation, which is defined in the CBD as “the 

conservation of components of biological diversity outside their natural habitats”. 

The term sustainable use is defined in the CBD as “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.” 

  

                                            

 

15 CCEA develops objective, science-based and consensus-based advice, and has no decision-making 
authority. The CCEA provides voluntary guidance for government protected areas agencies on national 
standards for identifying and classifying protected areas, hosts annual workshops to discuss and exchange 
information on issues of importance to protected areas managers, sponsors students of conservation, and 
produces publications on related topics. 

16 UN Convention on Biological Diversity. Article 2. Use of Terms 

https://www.cbd.int/convention/articles/default.shtml?a=cbd-02
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SCOPE AND CONTEXT OF THE TARGETS 

Progress on Canada Target 1 will be used to report to the CBD on Canada’s contribution to the global Aichi 

Target 11. To address what will or will not count in Canada when reporting progress on Target 1, it is 

important to consider the purpose of Canada Target 1 and Aichi Target 11. Doing so can help to clarify the 

scope of the target and, by extension, help to determine what measures do and do not qualify.  

It is important to recall that both Canada Target 1 and Aichi Target 11 are one of a suite of goals and targets 

for biodiversity that focus on advancing a range of biodiversity conservation issues. Canada Target 1 and 

Aichi Target 11 are one component of a broad domestic and global conservation strategy that includes many 

different approaches to address the loss of biodiversity. Among others, these include species at risk, 

wetlands, aquatic ecosystem health, invasive alien species, sustainable use of biological resources by 

commercial sectors, enhancing scientific information, mainstreaming biodiversity considerations into decision-

making, public awareness and engagement17. The domestic and international targets focus on a wide range 

of biodiversity conservation approaches. Area-based conservation is one of these approaches.  

Canada Target 1 and Aichi Target 11 are not intended to reflect all biodiversity conservation effort or even all 

area-based conservation effort. Conservation actions by governments, communities, landowners, 

municipalities, resource sectors and others that contribute to all of the targets will be reported and recognized 

when Canada reports on progress toward the Targets – in its Sixth National Report to the Convention on 

Biological Diversity in 2018, and again, when Canada reports on the targets after 2020. While some 

conservation actions will contribute to a single target, and other actions will contribute to more than one 

target, not all effort that contributes to biodiversity conservation will be captured under Target 1. For example, 

efforts to protect species at risk will be captured under Target 2; work to address the health of aquatic 

ecosystems will be captured under Target 10; and management of invasive alien species will be captured 

under Target 11. All of these actions will make important contributions to the conservation of biodiversity, but 

may not contribute directly to making progress on Target 1. This should not be seen to diminish the merit of 

individual conservation measures that contribute to other targets, but is a function of a clearly defined scope 

for the target.  

The essential question is where to draw the line on what counts toward Target 1. While few publications on 

the subject have been produced (those available to date are summarized in the Literature Review below) a 

consensus is emerging among conservation experts in Canada and internationally: this target is meant to 

recognize area-based measures that result in long-term, effective, in-situ conservation of biodiversity and 

associated ecosystem services and cultural values.  

While a primary conservation objective is required for a measure to meet the definition of a protected area, 

there has been debate and discussion about whether this is required for OECMs. There has also been 

discussion over the definition of “long-term”. For an area to qualify as an OECM, a consensus is emerging 

that there should be demonstrated in-situ biodiversity conservation and some certainty that this conservation 

will continue to be achieved over the long term. However, there are several views on what conditions are 

necessary to provide that certainty and how to assess it. Consistent with the approach to protected areas that 

                                            

 

17 The complete list of global and national targets can be found in Annex 2. 



Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

 17 

is promoted by the CBD and IUCN, area-based conservation measures that contribute to this target can 

contribute to biodiversity conservation through a variety of management approaches under a wide range of 

governance arrangements. The emphasis on OECMs should help to encourage recognition of the important 

contribution of individuals, communities and Indigenous groups that may not have been previously 

recognized.  

 

AVAILABLE GUIDANCE ON PROTECTED AREAS AND OECMS 

This section provides an overview of existing guidance on protected areas from IUCN and CCEA, including 

guidance on identifying and classifying protected areas. It also summarizes the latest draft of guidance in 

development by IUCN on identifying OECMs and updated guidance that is in development by CCEA for both 

protected areas and OECMs. 

IUCN GUIDANCE ON PROTECTED AREAS 

IUCN developed and refined guidance over several decades on applying the protected areas definition and 

categorizing protected areas based on management objectives and governance structures. IUCN’s guidance 

on interpreting the definition of a protected area is provided in the table below. More detail can be found in 

IUCN’s published guidance which is publicly available online18. 

Table 1. IUCN guidance on the definition of a protected area 

Protected area definition elements IUCN Guidance 

Clearly defined geographical space Includes land, inland water, marine and coastal 
areas or a combination of two or more of these. 
“Space” has three dimensions, e.g., airspace 
above a protected area, water depth in marine 
protected areas when a certain water depth is 
protected: conversely subsurface areas 
sometimes are not protected 

“Clearly defined” implies agreed and demarcated 
borders. 

Recognized Implies that protection can include a range of 
governance types declared by people as well as 
those identified by the state, but that such sites 

                                            

 

18 Dudley, N. (Editor) (2008). Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories. Gland, 
Switzerland: IUCN. x + 86pp. WITH Stolton, S., P. Shadie and N. Dudley (2013). IUCN WCPA Best Practice 
Guidance on Recognising Protected Areas and Assigning Management Categories and Governance Types, 
Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines No. 21, Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. xxpp. 

https://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/guidelines_for_applying_protected_area_management_categories.pdf
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should be recognized in some way (in particular 
through listing on the World Database on 
Protected Areas). 

Dedicated Binding commitment to conservation in the long 
term (international conventions and agreements; 
national, provincial and local law; customary law; 
covenants of non-government organizations; 
private trusts and company policies; certification 
schemes) 

Managed Assumes some active steps to conserve the 
natural (and possibly other) values for which the 
protected area was established. “Managed” can 
include a decision to leave the area untouched if 
this is the best conservation strategy. 

Legal or other means Gazetted, recognized through international 
convention or agreement, or 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 
organizations. 

…to achieve Implies some level of effectiveness. 

Long-term Managed in perpetuity. 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 recognized by 
IUCN. 

Conservation 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. 

Associated ecosystem services Means here ecosystem services that are related to 
but do not interfere with the aim of nature 
conservation. These can include food and water; 
services regulating 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 non-material benefits. 

Cultural values Includes those that do not interfere with the 
conservation outcome (all cultural values in a 
protected area should meet this criterion), 
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including in particular: those that contribute to 
conservation outcomes (e.g., traditional 
management systems); and cultural values that 
themselves are under threat.  

While numerous IUCN publications further discuss each element of the definition, it may be helpful to break 

the definition into smaller pieces here. Understanding the defining elements of protected areas provides a 

point of reference for understanding the role of OECMs in Canada and the scope of Canada Target 1 and 

Aichi Target 11. Elements that can cause uncertainty include: 

 Recognition: It is important to note that in order to be a protected area, the conservation measure 

must be recognized as a protected area by some authority. A conservation measure that satisfies all 

the other elements of the definition, but is not officially recognized as a protected area, is not a 

protected area. While the World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA) accepts submissions of 

protected areas data from non-government organizations, in Canada, historically, the authority is 

either the provincial or territorial government, or a federal department or agency in the case of federal 

land or ocean.  

 

 Legal or other means: While federal, provincial and territorial protected areas legislation and 

regulations have been the primary legal means for designating protected areas in Canada, these are 

not the only options. Most jurisdictions also have legislative provisions that enable landowners to 

voluntarily enter into binding conservation agreements with a conservancy organization, government 

agency or neighbouring landowner through easements, covenants or servitudes. Through the 

agreement the landowner commits to use or manage the land in the ways specified in the agreement. 

Easements, covenants and servitudes are typically permanent unless otherwise noted in the 

agreement, and are registered against the title to the property, ensuring that future owners are bound 

by the same requirements.  

IUCN guidance recognizes that legal tools are not the only mechanism available. In many places, 

traditional rules for land-use have been adopted and enforced through community-based governance 

structures, in some cases over the course of hundreds or thousands of years. These can be in place 

to support the traditional use of biological resources, protection of sacred natural spaces, or other 

interests. While the purpose of these rules may not be easily translated into a protected areas lexicon 

(i.e., dictionary), there may be sufficient evidence that they are effective at achieving the long-term in-

situ conservation of nature with or without statutory authority. However, while a legal designation is 

not required for a conserved area to qualify as a protected area, the mechanism through which the 

area is protected should have the necessary ability within the existing land management regime and 

existing governance structures to ensure that the conservation objectives can be realized without the 

risk of being compromised by other interests, stakeholders or governing bodies with stronger 

authorities.  

This can be achieved through policies, agreements or influence. The policies of non-governmental 

organizations may, in some instances, have sufficient influence or authority to ensure ongoing and 

effective conservation despite the organization lacking authority for all land use decisions. If the 

measure in question meets the other components of the definition, policies may satisfy this part of the 

definition. Ultimately, governments have authority over land-use decisions and so the determining 

about whether non-legal conservation measures meet this criterion requires a judgement call by the 

reporting agency. 
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It is important to note that the term “other means” does not imply that areas conserved through non-

legal means are “other effective area-based conservation measures”. A measure that meets all the 

elements of the protected area definition is a protected area (provided that the governing authority 

agrees to have the area recognized as such). For the purposes of reporting and tracking, a 

conservation measure cannot be recorded as both a protected area and an OECM. 

 Long-term: Protected areas are expected to be permanently protected. While it is well understood 

that protected areas that are established through legislation can be delisted by the governing 

authority, in general, protected areas legislation does not specify an end-date for protection. The 

expectation is that protection is intended to last indefinitely. For certain areas protected through non-

legal means, it may not be possible or desirable to specify permanent protection for the area. In these 

cases, IUCN recommends that the area demonstrate an intent to be in place in perpetuity or at least 

long-term. For privately protected areas, the recommended minimum length of time expected is 25 

years although this is not posited as a standard and IUCN emphasizes that the intent should be 

protection in perpetuity19. In cases of shorter-term agreements, IUCN recommends that long-term 

intent can be demonstrated if an agreement is tied to formal commitments to long-term protection.  

IUCN guidance provides a set of common objectives for all protected areas20: 

 All protected areas should aim to: 

o Conserve the composition, structure, function and evolutionary potential of biodiversity; 

o Contribute to regional conservation strategies (as core reserves, buffer zones, corridors, 

stepping-stones for migratory species, etc.); 

o Maintain diversity of landscape of habitat and of associated species and ecosystems; 

o 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; 

o Maintain the values for which it was assigned in perpetuity; 

o Be operating under the guidance of a management plan, and a monitoring and evaluation 

programme that supports adaptive management; and 

o Possess a clear and equitable governance system. 

 All protected areas should also aim, where relevant and appropriate, to: 

o Conserve significant landscape features, geomorphology and geology; 

o Provide regulatory ecosystem services, including buffering against the impacts of climate 

change; 

o Conserve natural and scenic areas of national and international significance for cultural, 

spiritual and scientific purposes; 

                                            

 

19 Sue Stolton, Kent H. Redford and Nigel Dudley (2014). The Futures of Privately Protected Areas. Gland, 

Switzerland: IUCN. 

20 Dudley, N. (Editor) (2008). Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories. Gland, 

Switzerland: IUCN. x + 86pp. WITH Stolton, S., P. Shadie and N. Dudley (2013). IUCN WCPA Best Practice 
Guidance on Recognising Protected Areas and Assigning Management Categories and Governance Types, 
Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines Series No. 21, Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. xxpp. 
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o Deliver benefits to residents and local communities consistent with the other objectives of 

management; 

o Deliver recreational benefits consistent with the other objectives of management; 

o Facilitate low-impact scientific research activities and ecological monitoring related to and 

consistent with the values of the protected areas; 

o Use adaptive management strategies to improve management effectiveness and governance 

quality over time; 

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

o Help to develop public support for protection. 

GUIDANCE ON SUSTAINABLE USE, COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITIES, AND 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN PROTECTED AREAS AND OECMS  

The “sustainable use” of biological resources in protected areas and areas that may qualify as OECMs can be 

a divisive issue. The concept is also often loosely defined and broadly applied. Deliberation most often occurs 

around the acceptable thresholds with respect to the types, scale, timing and duration of resource use 

activities and their associated effects on biodiversity conservation within conserved areas. At the core is the 

question of how much use of biological resources is acceptable without degrading the in-situ biodiversity 

within a protected area or OECM?21 

IUCN guidance on sustainable use in protected areas 

While the CBD definition of sustainable use has been widely adopted (see Definitions above), interpretation of 

what constitutes “sustainable” has led to debates on the kinds of extractive or resource use activities that 

should be permitted in protected areas. IUCN has acknowledged the importance of sustainable use strategies 

within protected areas as a management option, although their own guidance states that some areas 

managed for sustainable use, despite having conservation value, are not well suited to protected area status.  

IUCN’s recognition of “the new paradigm” of sustainable use in protected areas arises from the development 

in the mid-1990s, and formal adoption in 2003 (World Parks Congress, Durban), of Category V and Category 

VI protected areas. Detail on the different management categories can be found below, but briefly, Category 

VI treats sustainable use of natural ecosystems as a core component of the conservation strategy in 

protected areas in this category. This distinguishes it from other categories, where a low level of small-scale 

sustainable use might be incidental to other primary conservation objectives. (See the section below on 
protected area management categories for more information). There are typically no statutory limits for 

“sustainable use”, which has led to the disputes over how to manage for this within protected areas (and 

OECMs). 

On some sustainable use parameters there has been clear guidance for protected areas: 

                                            

 

21 The concepts and guidance discussed in this section are not intended to address Indigenous rights-based 

traditional uses. 
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 Sustainable use does not include large-scale, industrial extractive activities.22 

 In 2000 at the World Conversation Congress (Amman, Jordan), IUCN members adopted a 

recommendation that prospecting, exploration and extraction of mineral resources including oil and 

gas, commercial forestry, or hydro-electric development are not acceptable in Categories I through 

IV. In Categories V and VI, exploration and commercial extraction would be acceptable only where 

the nature and extent of the proposed activities are compatible with the conservation objectives of 

management. 

 In forested23 protected areas the following guidance would be relevant to forestry activities: 

o Plantation forests whose principal management objective is for industrial roundwood, 

gum/resin or fruit should not be counted; 

o Land being restored to natural forest should be counted if the principal management objective 

is the maintenance and protection of biodiversity and associated cultural values; 

o “Cultural forests” should be included, if they are being protected primarily for their biodiversity 

and associated cultural values. 

 On fisheries, the following guidance on protected areas is relevant: 

o Fishing/resource harvest in marine protected areas (MPAs) is considered inconsistent with 

the objectives of Categories Ia and Ib, and typically also in Category II MPAs. Certain kinds of 

harvest may align with the intent of other categories if the maintenance of the conservation 

objectives is a priority. Fishing within certain stratified vertical zones in MPAs is considered 

problematic and the potential broader impacts considered scientifically uncertain24. 

o On the issue of inland fisheries the guidance is less specific although guidance highlights 

Categories IV-VI being more compatible with fishery harvests18. Recreational fishing is 

currently permitted by various jurisdictions in a range of protected area categories. Decisions 

about permitted activities need to reflect conservation objectives and management needs to 

remain adaptive. 

IUCN guidance on sustainable use in OECMs 

 Draft April 2017 IUCN Guidance on OECMs indicates that the following kinds of conservation efforts 

within initiatives typically termed sustainable use would likely not qualify as OECMs: 

                                            

 

22 IUCN WCC-2016-Rec-102: 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. 
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/resrecfiles/WCC_2016_REC_102_EN.pdf 

23 IUCN uses the UNECE/FAO definition of a forest. See Dudley, 2008, page 52 
https://www.iucn.org/sites/dev/files/import/downloads/iucn_assignment_1.pdf  

24 Dudley, N. (Editor) (2008). Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories. Gland, 
Switzerland: IUCN. x + 86pp. WITH Stolton, S., P. Shadie and N. Dudley (2013). IUCN WCPA Best Practice 
Guidance on Recognising Protected Areas and Assigning Management Categories and Governance Types, 
Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines Series No. 21, Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. xxpp.  

https://www.iucn.org/sites/dev/files/import/downloads/iucn_assignment_1.pdf
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o Temporary set-asides (i.e., land taken out of production) within forest management plans that 

are intended to be harvested under a ”grow/recover and crop/exploit” rotation (although 

permanently set-aside, high-biodiversity areas [such as riparian buffer zones] within forest 

management areas may count); 

o Heavily grazed grassland, and grassland replanted with monocultures (i.e., single crop) or 

non-native species for livestock. However, low levels of grazing on natural or near-natural 

systems is likely acceptable. (In protected areas, grazing as a grassland ecosystem 

management tool is currently considered acceptable in protected areas in appropriate 

categories and is practiced in some jurisdictions.) 

 The same draft 2017 OECM guidance states that certain kinds of traditional agricultural systems 

associated with high levels of biodiversity may be acceptable provide they can retain these levels of 

in-situ biodiversity.  

 Similarly, low levels of sustainable use are likely acceptable as OECMs as long as they do not 

degrade an area’s biodiversity. This would also be pertinent to traditional uses by local and 

Indigenous communities. 

CCEA guidance on sustainable use in both protected areas and OECMs 

The Canadian Guidebook for the Application of IUCN Protected Area Categories25 is intended as guidance for 

Canadian protected areas agencies. The Guidebook states that within protected areas, sustainable use 

should be interpreted to mean “use that does not diminish ecological integrity over the short or long term.” 

Any activities within a protected area should therefore not diminish an area’s ability to protect and maintain 

biological diversity or conflict with the protected area’s primary conservation objectives. 

CCEA has convened a number of workshops that collated input by government and non-government subject 

matter experts and stakeholders regarding the interpretation of Aichi Target 1126. Discussions during these 

workshops focused on developing guidance on screening for both protected areas and OECMs. This process 

reached consensus on the following parameters relevant to understanding sustainable use within protected 

areas and OECMs. These are recommendations emerging from workshops attended by federal, provincial 

and territorial government staff and are widely considered to be sectoral norms, but are not officially adopted 

decisions by governments. Note that while deliberations referred to Aichi Target 11 rather than Canada 

Target 1 and to the initialization OEABCM rather than OECM, the context for these discussions was the same 

as the current paper. 

                                            

 

25 Canadian Guidebook: for the application of IUCN Protected Area Categories 2008. CCEA Occasional 
Paper No. 18. Canadian Council on Ecological Areas, CCEA Secretariat, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada. 66 
pp.ISBN 978-0-9680095-3-6 http://www.ccea.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/P18_Canadian-Guidebook-for-
the-application-of-IUCN-protected-area-categories-2008-english.pdf  

26 MacKinnon, D. et al. 2015. Canada and Aichi Biodiversity Target 11: understanding ‘other effective area-
based conservation measures’ in the context of the broader target. Biodiversity and Conservation 24:3559-
3581 http://www.ccea.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/P21_Canada-and-Aichi-Biodiversity-Target-11-
understanding-other-effective-area-based-conservation-measures-in-the-context-of-the-broader-target.pdf  

http://www.ccea.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/P18_Canadian-Guidebook-for-the-application-of-IUCN-protected-area-categories-2008-english.pdf
http://www.ccea.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/P18_Canadian-Guidebook-for-the-application-of-IUCN-protected-area-categories-2008-english.pdf
http://www.ccea.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/P21_Canada-and-Aichi-Biodiversity-Target-11-understanding-other-effective-area-based-conservation-measures-in-the-context-of-the-broader-target.pdf
http://www.ccea.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/P21_Canada-and-Aichi-Biodiversity-Target-11-understanding-other-effective-area-based-conservation-measures-in-the-context-of-the-broader-target.pdf
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 Where sustainable or customary use is an objective for Aichi Target 11 areas (e.g., in Category V or 

VI protected areas), it should be undertaken in a way that is integrated with and beneficial to 

biodiversity conservation and at a rate that does not produce significant impacts on biodiversity; 

 Large-scale industrial uses are not appropriate in any Aichi Target 11 areas. This includes industrial 

scale fishing in marine protected areas. 

 To satisfy the requirements of Aichi Target 11, they further state: “We believe this requires, at a 

minimum, the prohibition of industrial or other uses that are likely to significantly impact biodiversity”20 

 Certain management activities may be appropriate in protected areas – if they are for the stated 

purpose of biodiversity conservation and are developed through a science-based, peer-reviewed 

decision-making process27. 

Considerations on sustainable use 

The concepts of sustainable, customary, and historical use in protected areas (and more recently regarding 

OECMs) arise frequently. This often results in conflicting ideas about appropriate levels of use.  Some find 

that sustainable use results in unreasonable expectations for protected areas, while others argue that 

permitted sustainable resource use can maintain levels of naturalness better than other areas that do not 

permit sustainable use.  

The literature on this subject points to a range of examples where protected areas that permit sustainable use 

have mixed conservation outcomes. Some authors argue that protected areas that prioritize sustainable use 

are often not managed effectively enough to achieve their biodiversity goals28, or are unlikely to achieve those 

biodiversity goals due to their management intent that undermines this goal29. Some authors argue that to 

include sustainable resource use in protected areas disregards the evidence: protected areas that limit 

activities are more likely to achieve in-situ biodiversity conservation as specified in Aichi Target 11 and 

Canada Target 1. These authors make the case that sustainable use is best practised outside protected 

areas, where the aim should still be for the best possible conservation outcomes. As noted by MacKinnon et 

al. (2015): 

“[Protected areas] increasingly serve multiple roles, with an inherent risk to the primacy of biodiversity 
conservation. [Protected areas] are tasked with mitigating climate change, protecting ecosystem 
services, and providing sustenance,  livelihoods (e.g., food security in MPAs), recreation and tourism 

                                            

 

27 These management activities need to be consistent with the Principles and Guidelines for Ecological 
Restoration in Canada’s Protected Natural Areas (Parks Canada Agency 2008) 
http://www.pc.gc.ca/leg/docs/pc/guide/resteco/guide_e.pdf  

28 Shafer, C. L. (2015). Cautionary thoughts on IUCN protected area management categories. Global Ecology 
and Conservation, 3, 331-348. 

29 Locke, H. and P. Dearden (2005) Rethinking protected area categories and the new paradigm. 
Environmental Conservation, 32, pp. 1-10 

http://www.pc.gc.ca/leg/docs/pc/guide/resteco/guide_e.pdf
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(Watson et al. 2014). If PA mandates are excessively broadened, their effectiveness for biodiversity 
conservation may be undermined.”30 

 

Other papers make the case that some protected areas that permit sustainable resource use (e.g. IUCN 

Category VI) often still maintain conservation values and levels of naturalness better than those areas 

managed under categories that do not permit sustainable use and are clearly more natural31. Additionally, the 

protection of cultural values – including those linked to traditional resource use, harvesting and related land-

management activities – can have positive outcomes for the conservation of biodiversity and ecosystem 

services.32 The importance of access by some communities to certain resources on the land remains an 

important consideration for conservation governance and is relevant in many countries, including Canada33.  

Can in-situ biodiversity conservation and socio-economic benefits resulting from resource use be integrated? 

This challenge remains an issue throughout discussions of how to achieve biodiversity conservation 

objectives, realize equitable social benefits, and foster support for conserved areas. 

The question of appropriate levels and types of sustainable use must also be considered jointly with 

management effectiveness, size, design, zonation etc. In some cases, protected area status alone would 

appear to have an insignificant effect on conservation outcomes when compared to governance regimes and 

social-ecological institutions in adjacent areas34. Therefore, in determining appropriate sustainable use and/or 

commercial extraction in protected areas and OECMs, there is a set of influencing factors to acknowledge 

beyond the use activities themselves. This does not apply to those activities that are clearly incompatible with 

biodiversity conservation.  

                                            

 

30 Watson JEM, Dudley N, Segan DB, Hockings M (2014) The performance and potential of protected 
areas.Nature 515(7525):67–73 

31 S.J. Leroux, M.A. Krawchuk, F. Schmiegelow, S.G. Cumming, K. Lisgo, L.G. Anderson, M. Petkova (2010) 
Global protected areas and IUCN designations: do the categories match the conditions? Biol. Conserv., 143, 
pp. 609-616 http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320709004832  

32 Hermann, T.M., Ferguson, M.A.D, Raygorodetsky, G. and Mulrennan, M. 2012. Recognition and Support of 
ICCAs in Canada. In: Kothari, A. with Corrigan, C., Jonas, H., Neumann, A., and Shrumm, H. (eds). 
Recognizing and Supporting Territories and Areas Conserved By Indigenous Peoples and Local 
Communities: Global Overview and National Case Studies. Secretariat of the Convention on Biological 
Diversity, ICCA Consortium, Kalpavriksh, and Natural Justice, Montreal, Canada. Technical Series no. 64.  

33 Hermann, T.M., Ferguson, M.A.D, Raygorodetsky, G. and Mulrennan, M. 2012. Recognition and Support of 
ICCAs in Canada. In: Kothari, A. with Corrigan, C., Jonas, H., Neumann, A., and Shrumm, H. (eds). 
Recognizing and Supporting Territories and Areas Conserved By Indigenous Peoples and Local 
Communities: Global Overview and National Case Studies. Secretariat of the Convention on Biological 
Diversity, ICCA Consortium, Kalpavriksh, and Natural Justice, Montreal, Canada. Technical Series no. 64. 

34 Hayes, T.M. 2006. Parks, People, and Forest Protection: An Institutional Assessment of the Effectiveness 
of Protected Areas. World Development 34(12), 2064-2065 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320709004832
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PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES 

IUCN and CCEA guidance outlines what is and is not a protected area and describes in detail the different 

management categories and governance arrangements that exist. The protected areas familiar to most 

people are national, provincial and territorial parks. These are government-administered legally protected 

areas with management objectives that generally combine protection of natural areas with welcoming visitors 

to engage in low impact recreational activities like hiking, camping and canoeing. However, protected areas 

can and do take many forms in Canada. These include, among others, areas focused on protecting:  

 Unique or sensitive species and habitats where access may be limited to scientific research;  

 Natural features and scenic views, where public access may be promoted but carefully controlled; 

and  

 Cultural heritage in a natural setting, in which cultural or historical preservation and public education 

may be a key feature.  

The table below presents the protected area management categories defined by IUCN and used by Canadian 

governments for classifying protected areas based on international standards, as well as interpretation and 

Canadian examples provided in CCEA’s guidance. IUCN management categories are not meant to be used 

to determine whether an area is a protected area. According to IUCN guidance, “In applying the categories 

system, the first step is to determine whether or not the site meets this definition and the second step is to 

decide on the most suitable category.”35 While certain measures may appear to match the description of a 

certain protected area category, this should not be used as a justification to qualify it as a protected area. The 

categories help managers to classify areas under their administration based on how they are, or will be, 

managed to enable standardized reporting. Further, the categories do not qualify as an assessment of the 

effectiveness of a protected area and are not intended to be hierarchical. The names of categories were 

developed for international use and do not necessarily mirror the many different names given to types of 

protected areas around the world. In Canada, over 50 protected area designations are used by governments; 

thus, the official designation should not predetermine the management category. Lastly, a gradation of human 

intervention is implied, spanning from the most natural conditions in Categories Ia/Ib to the least natural 

conditions in higher-numbered categories.  

IUCN provides a set of principles to be used when applying the definition of protected area and using the 

categories36: 

                                            

 

35 Dudley, N. (Editor) (2008). Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories. Gland, 
Switzerland: IUCN. x + 86pp. WITH Stolton, S., P. Shadie and N. Dudley (2013). IUCN WCPA Best Practice 
Guidance on Recognising Protected Areas and Assigning Management Categories and Governance Types, 
Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines No. 21, Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. xxpp. (page 8). 

36 Dudley, N. (Editor) (2008). Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories. Gland, 
Switzerland: IUCN. x + 86pp. WITH Stolton, S., P. Shadie and N. Dudley (2013). IUCN WCPA Best Practice 
Guidance on Recognising Protected Areas and Assigning Management Categories and Governance Types, 
Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines No. 21, Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. xxpp. (p. 10) 

https://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/guidelines_for_applying_protected_area_management_categories.pdf
https://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/guidelines_for_applying_protected_area_management_categories.pdf
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 For IUCN, only those areas where the main objective is conserving nature can be considered 

protected areas. Areas with other goals at the same level may be included, but in the case of conflict, 

nature conservation will be the priority: 

o Protected areas must prevent, or eliminate where necessary, any exploitation or 

management practice that will be harmful to the objectives of designation. 

o The choice of category should be based on the primary objective(s) stated for each protected 

area. 

o The system is not intended to be hierarchical. 

o All categories make a contribution to conservation but objectives must be chosen with 

respect to the particular situation. Not all categories are equally useful in every situation. 

o Any category can exist under any governance type and vice versa. 

o A diversity 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 

protected areas. 

o The category should be changed if assessment shows that the stated, long-term 

management objectives do not match those of the category assigned. 

o The category is not a reflection of management effectiveness. 

o Protected areas should usually aim to maintain or, ideally, increase the degree of naturalness 

of the ecosystem being protected. 

o The definition and categories of protected areas should not be used as an excuse for 

removing people from their land. 

Table 2: Existing IUCN and CCEA guidance on protected area categories 

IUCN protected area 
management category 

Additional guidance from IUCN Canadian interpretation and 
examples provided by CCEA, 
200837 

Ia: Strict nature reserve - 
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. 

This category serves to provide strict 
protection to outstanding features or 
pristine, intact landscapes that are 
largely devoid of human impacts and 
modifications. These kinds of areas are 
increasingly rare worldwide and thus 
offer the opportunity for important study 
and baseline conditions. 

This category applies to areas 
managed for strict nature 
protection. All activities should 
be consistent with the objectives 
of management and guidance 
for selection: there should be no 
non-conforming uses.  

 

Examples: Boatswain Bay 
Migratory Bird Sanctuary, 
QC/NU; Funk Island Ecological 
Reserve, NL; Kennedy Coulee 
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Ecological Reserve, AB; Panuke 
Lake Nature Reserve, NS; Cabot 
Head Provincial Park, ON 

Ib: Wilderness area - These 
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. 

This category serves to protect large 
natural landscapes that are relatively 
undisturbed by significant human 
activity and where natural forces and 
processes predominate. More human 
access and research is typically 
permitted compared to Category 1a but 
still needs to be minimally invasive and 
free from modern infrastructure and 
motorized access. Needs to maintain 
integrity of a landscape larger than Ia 
and also offer the opportunity for 
experiences of solitude.  

Category Ib applies to areas 
managed for strict nature 
protection. All activities should 
be consistent with the objectives 
of management and guidance 
for selection: there should be no 
non-conforming uses. 

 

Examples: Athabasca Sand 
Dunes Provincial Wilderness 
Park, SK; Baie du Nord 
Wilderness Reserve, NL; 
Khutzeymateen/K’tzim-a-Deen 
Grizzly Sanctuary, BC; Thelon 
Game Sanctuary, NT/NU; 
Tobeatic Wilderness Area, NS 

II: National Park - 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. 

Conservation of landscapes, ecological 
process and wide-ranging species is a 
priority for this category but it also 
lends more weight to facilitating 
appropriate educational, recreational 
and tourism opportunities. The human 
use elements and their associated 
facilities and developments should not 
undermine the overall conservation 
objectives. They provide opportunity for 
traditional indigenous uses. 

Category II areas should be 
large enough to represent 
ecosystems of the region and 
maintain ecological integrity 
while allowing for acceptable 
recreational uses. Maintenance 
of ecological integrity should be 
a prerequisite to use. 
Commercial extraction of any 
kind (not including fishing, 
hunting, trapping of animals) and 
energy development is not 
acceptable in Category II. (In 
some cases, 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 alter the habitat 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 
Category II. 
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Examples: Cypress Hills 
Interprovincial Park, SK/AB; 
Parc national des Pingualuit, 
QC; Wood Buffalo National Park, 
AB/NT; Kakabeka Falls 
Provincial Park, ON. 

III: Natural monument or 
feature - 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. 

These are typically small sites of 
unique natural, geological or natural-
cultural values. They often require 
intensive management and often stand 
out as islands of feature protection 
within the surrounding landscape. 
These kinds features may be found in 
Category I or II protected areas but 
normally a Category III area is 
established when just the feature is the 
sole or dominant objective, not the 
surrounding landscape.  

Commercial extraction of any 
kind (not including fishing, 
hunting trapping of animals) and 
energy development is not 
acceptable in Category III. (In 
some cases, 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 alter the habitat 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 
Category III. 

 

Examples: Île Bonaventure et du 
Rocher Percé Migratory Bird 
Sanctuary, QC; Nisutlin River 
Delta National Wildlife Area, YT; 
Tie Creek Basin – Whiteshell 
Provincial Park, MB 

IV: Habitat/species 
management area - 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. 

Category IV aims to protect and/or 
restore fragmented habitats and 
components of a land- or seascape; 
they can play a critical role in 
enhancing habitat connectivity for 
important species or migratory species. 
Active management may include 
habitat manipulation or modification. 
Visitation and education within these 
areas is typically permitted.  

The primary focus of this 
category is to ensure the 
maintenance of native species, 
their habitats, and/or biotic 
communities. Active 
management may not be 
required. In other circumstances 
active management may be 
required to meet biological 
diversity objectives. Areas 
requiring intensive active 
management to maintain their 
desired conditions belong here. 
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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. Commercial 
extraction of any kind (not 
including fishing, hunting 
trapping of animals) and energy 
development is not acceptable in 
Category IV. (In some cases, 
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 alter the habitat 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 
Category IV. 

 

Examples: Eastport Marine 
Protected Areas (Round Island & 
Duck Islands), NL; Last 
Mountain Lake National Wildlife 
Area, SK  

V: Protected landscape/ 
seascape - 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 

Category V aims to protected examples 
of balance where human interactions 
with nature have created unique 
examples of ecosystems that are the 
product of traditional landscape 
interventions and cultural spiritual 
values. These areas protect ecosystem 
services and benefits upon which 
communities have relied and have 
historically tailored. They provide 
opportunities for conservation of 
species and natural –cultural heritage 
often within heavily used landscapes. 
They provide opportunity for visitation, 

Exploration and 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. 

 

Examples: No Canadian case 
studies for this category at 
present 
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other values. tourism and income generation that are 
consistent with the historical practices 
or legacy.  

VI: Protected area with 
sustainable use of natural 
resources - These 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. 

These areas are typically larger that 
Category V areas and in a more natural 
landscape condition with less human 
modification. The focus is more on 
widespread sustainable use as 
opposed to areas shaped by their 
interactions with human use. Category 
VI areas likely have high inter-
generational, cultural significance and 
may be important for livelihoods, 
lifeways and security. The IUCN 
recommends that some of these areas 
remain in their natural condition (i.e., 
where only low level of non-commercial 
extraction is permitted) and note that 
large scale commercial –industrial 
harvest remains incompatible with this 
category (as it does with all protected 
areas). 

Exploration and commercial 
extraction would be acceptable 
in Category VI only where the 
nature and extent of the 
proposed activities is compatible 
with the objectives of 
management. The protection 
and maintenance of biological 
diversity is the primary objective 
of Category VI. 

Sustainable use of resources is 
a secondary objective. Sites with 
sustainable use as the primary 
objective do not meet the criteria 
for Category VI. .The “minimum 
66 percent natural area” 
guideline 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 

 

Examples: Black Creek Heritage 
Rangeland, AB; Churn Creek 
Protected Area, BC; Partially 
Protected Component 
Whitewater Lake Wildlife 
Management Area, MB 

 

IUCN GUIDANCE ON OECMS (IN DEVELOPMENT) 

IUCN’s World Commission on Protected Areas established a Global Task Force on OECMs in 2015 to 

develop expert guidance on a definition of the term OECM and criteria for determining whether sites meet the 

definition. The Task Force consists of over 100 experts from around the world. Their work includes significant 

input from Canadian experts and the outcomes of CCEA workshops and publications. Over a series of 

workshops and online consultation, the Task Force has developed the draft  definition and guidance 

presented below. The Task Force is currently (mid-2017) asking countries to test the guidance on OECMs 
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and provide feedback on its application within different countries’ contexts. Based on this feedback the 

guidance will be further refined and finalized. This guidance is expected to be the key reference point for a 

decision by Parties to the CBD on how the term OECM is defined.  

At the Thirteenth Conference of the Parties (COP) to the CBD in 2016, Parties agreed (Decision XIII/2) to 

review the experiences on protected areas and OECMs, taking into account the work of IUCN and other 

expert bodies. Parties also agreed to hold a technical expert workshop to provide scientific and technical 

advice on a definition of OECM, and to develop voluntary guidance for Parties. This voluntary guidance will be 

considered and decided on by Parties to the CBD at the Fourteenth Conference of the Parties in 2018.  

As of March 2017, the draft definition of an OECM developed by the IUCN Global Task Force is: 

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. 

Once final guidance is published by IUCN the final version of the OECM guidance, if different, will supersede 

the draft version provided here. The following table, produced by the Task Force, highlights IUCN’s current 

guidance on the elements of the definition. 

 

Table 3. IUCN draft OECM definition 

Guidance: elements of 
OECMs 

IUCN: Draft OECM Guidance  

 

1. Clearly defined 
geographical 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 varies, they should be large enough to achieve the 
“in-situ conservation of biodiversity”, as defined by the CBD. 

2. Not recognized as a 
protected area 

Areas that are already designated as protected areas or that lie within 
protected areas should not be counted as OECMs.  

The guidance should clearly state that protected areas and OECMs are 
mutually exclusive at any point in time, while noting that both protected areas 
and OECMs have value for biodiversity conservation, and that some OECMs 
may be recognized as protected areas over time. 

3. 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. 

As with protected areas, the governance of OECMs should strive to be 
”equitable” and reflect human rights that are recognized in international and 
regional human rights treaties and in national legislation. Any recognition of 
OECMs should require the free, prior and informed consent of the relevant 

https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/e036/4804/48158edb26b495e3145e5b22/cop-13-dec-02-en.pdf
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governing bodies. 

4. Managed Managed specifies that the area is being managed in a way that leads to 
positive biodiversity conservation results. This means that an area where 
there is no management regime is not an OECM. This means that areas of 
open ocean under no management or control and areas currently in a natural 
or near-natural state should not be considered as OECMs – unless subject to 
an active management regime that is sustaining its biodiversity value. 
”Managed” can include a decision to leave the area untouched. 

Unlike protected areas, OECMs do not necessarily require a predominant 
conservation objective, but there must be a direct causal link between a) the 
area’s overall objective and management and b) the in-situ conservation of 
biodiversity over the long-term. 

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) or a combination of 
these, which should apply to at least 75% of the OECM (following the ”75% 
rule” for protected areas.) 

6. 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 that 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 

7. Effective and enduring  OECMs should be demonstrated to be effective at delivering enduring in-
situ conservation of biodiversity. This may include strict protection or certain 
forms of sustainable management according to the CBD definitions of “in-situ 
conservation” and “biodiversity”. 

Practical steps must to be in place for monitoring and reporting on OECMs.  

 

8. In-situ conservation 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.” OECMs are expected to conserve ecosystems and 
habitats as opposed to focusing on a single species or group of species, 
without also protecting the wider environment. 

 

9. Biodiversity 

 

Given the explicit link in Target 11 between OECMs and biodiversity 
conservation outcomes, it is implicit that OECMs must achieve the effective 
and enduring in-situ conservation of biodiversity. The biodiversity conserved 
by an OECM can occur in areas beyond national jurisdiction, in a manner 
consistent with the jurisdictional scope of the Convention as contained in 
Article 4. While approaches for identifying such areas vary according to 
national, subnational, and local circumstances, global guidance now exists 
for identifying Key Biodiversity Areasi and Ecologically and Biologically 
Significant Marine Areas.ii The conservation values of OECMs should be 
described and tracked over time.  
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10. 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. 
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 

11. 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 
produce a negative impact on biodiversity conservation values. 

12. Regardless of 
management objectives 

For OECMs, the defining criterion is delivery of the effective in-situ 
conservation of biodiversity, not management objectives.  

If an activity affects the conservation outcomes of an OECM, the area may 
cease to be an OECM, regardless of the area’s stated objectives.  

Differences between OECMs and Protected Areas 

 

The vision in IUCN’s draft guidance is that protected areas and OECMs share many of the same attributes 

but are distinct: a conserved area should qualify as one or the other but not both. Protected areas and 

OECMs are spatially defined, managed over the long-term, and conserve biodiversity and associated 

ecosystem services and cultural values. IUCN provides three instances in which a conservation measure 

might qualify as an OECM rather than a protected area: 

1. An area that meets all elements of the IUCN definition of a protected area but has not been officially 

recognized as such by the relevant government agency. 

2. An area that meets all elements of the IUCN definition of a protected area, but has not been officially 

recognized as such because the governance authority does not want the area to be designated as a 

protected area by the relevant national government. 

3. An area that is not managed with a primary conservation objective (and therefore does not qualify as 

a protected area) but delivers the effective and enduring in-situ conservation of biodiversity (i.e., as 

secondary or ancillary conservation). 

IUCN Screening for OECMs 

IUCN’s draft guidance describes a three-step screening process for an area to possibly qualify as an OECM. 

These areas then need to be subjected to a more detailed discussion and decisions by the jurisdiction or 

organization. The process is as follows: 

Step 1. Ensure that the area is not already recorded as a protected area and that Aichi Target 11 is the right 

focus (i.e. area-based, in-situ conservation focus). 

Step 2. Ensure that the area has the essential conservation characteristics that are associated with an 

OECM, this includes: 
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1. Location: The area is a geographically defined space, not a wider measure for governing species 

management, sustainable use, etc.  

2. Governed and managed: The area is governed and managed over the long term and has a direct 

causal link between a) the area’s overall objective and its management and b) the conservation of in-

situ biodiversity. 

3. Effective in-situ conservation of biodiversity: The area delivers effective in-situ conservation of 

biodiversity and ecosystem services. This can be through variety of different management practices. 

Areas that do not sustain this demonstrable effectiveness over the long term cannot be counted. 

Step 3. Ensure that the conservation outcome can be sustained when challenged.  

4. Degree of Control: What is the probability that the conservation outcome can be sustained and 

importantly, the ability to uphold the conservation outcome when challenged (e.g., tested by a threat 

or non-compatible use)? Does the candidate OECM have sufficient means through statutory laws or 

customary laws/institutions etc. to secure in-situ biodiversity conservation in the long term? The test 

here is to see if conservation efforts can be easily reversed; if so, the area is not a candidate for an 

OECM. 

Examples of types of conserved areas that are likely and unlikely to qualify as OECM identified in IUCN’s 

draft guidance are provided in Annex 3. 

UPDATED CCEA GUIDANCE (IN DEVELOPMENT) 

Since 2012, CCEA has been working on an updated guidebook that is intended to refine the screening 

process for protected areas and propose guidance on identifying and reporting on OECMs. To date, the 

CCEA has held five national workshops to develop criteria for measuring the likely effectiveness of 

conservation measures. These criteria are intended to help authorities to determine whether candidate 

measures meet the definition of a protected area or qualify as OECMs. These workshops have had broad 

involvement from federal, provincial and territorial governments, Indigenous people, conservation groups, 

academics and other scientists, and CCEA has circulated several versions of draft screening tools for 

application and review. The CCEA is currently working to publish the “Canadian Guidebook for Application 

and Reporting of IUCN Protected Area Categories and Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measures” 

in 2017. The guidebook will include case studies for a variety of measures across the country. The guidance 

is intended for use by all governments to support consistent decisions, but its use is voluntary and the 

guidance is not binding. As with IUCN guidance, CCEA’s is intended to promote consistency in reporting by 

jurisdictions. While government representatives participate and contribute to CCEA guidance, CCEA’s 

publications are not the official position of participating governments.  

The 2013 CCEA national workshop focused entirely on defining OECMs in the Canadian context. That 

workshop produced five consensus statements, as follows: 

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.” 
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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.” 

Note that the CCEA position has since changed on the first consensus statement above, as the current draft 

CCEA screening tools do not reflect this position. While the 2013 statement suggested that a primary 

conservation objective is required for OECMs, CCEA guidance over the intervening years has shifted to 

require an explicit and primary conservation objective for protected areas but not necessarily for OECMs. This 

evolution aligns with the development of guidance by IUCN’s Task Force on OECMs.   

The 2014 CCEA national workshop focused on refining the screening tools for effectiveness, sustainable and 

customary uses, and subsurface rights to better reflect the Canadian context. That workshop produced the 

following consensus statements: 

1. Minimum Standards of Effectiveness: 

 “All Aichi Target 11 areas should be managed to achieve the conservation of ecosystems and 

natural habitats and the maintenance and recovery of viable populations of species in their 

natural surroundings.”  

 “This requires, at a minimum, the prohibition of industrial or other uses that are likely to 

significantly impact biodiversity.”  

 “Management activities such as those described in “Principles and Guidelines for Ecological 

Restoration in Canada's Protected Natural Areas”, may be appropriate in Aichi Target 11 areas if 

undertaken for the purpose of biodiversity conservation.” 

2. Sustainable and Customary Uses in Aichi Target 11 Areas: 

 “Where sustainable or customary use is an objective for Aichi Target 11 areas (e.g., in Category 

VI or V protected areas), it should be undertaken in a way that is integrated with and beneficial to 

biodiversity conservation and at a rate that does not produce significant impacts on biodiversity.” 

 “Large-scale industrial uses are not appropriate in any Aichi Target 11 areas.” 

As of March 2017, the draft CCEA guidance takes a similar approach as the draft IUCN guidance. The 

guidance views OECMs as similar in many ways to protected areas, with a few exceptions. In particular, a 

principal conservation objective is not essential for an area to qualify as an OECM. CCEA’s draft screening 

tools are reproduced in Annex 4. Once the final guidebook is published the final version of the screening tools 

will supersede the drafts provided here. They are designed to be used by decision-makers in considering 

whether a conservation measure qualifies as a protected area or as an OECM. These screening tools enable 

a user to assess whether conditions that are likely to result in conservation effectiveness are present. 

The decision screening tool consists of 2 steps. Step 1 assesses the conservation measure against a variety 

of criteria that must be met for both protected areas and OECMs. These include the presence of clearly 

defined boundaries, effective means of controlling activities that are likely to have negative impacts on 

biodiversity, evidence of a long-term commitment, etc. Step 2 assesses criteria that have different 
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requirements for protected areas and OECMs. An example is the primacy of conservation objectives, which 

has a lower threshold for OECMs. Measures that pass are then assessed using a sub-surface rights 

screening tool which assesses whether risks related to sub-surface resource use are adequately managed.  

CCEA’s screening tools include a unique colour-coded chart. The chart is designed to help a decision-maker 

quickly determine if the candidate area has either passed (green) or failed (red) to meet a condition, or if it is 

somewhere in between (yellow). A candidate site with an in-between (i.e., yellow) grade for a particular 

condition requires either: a) more information to determine whether it passes or fails  this condition; or b) 

justification to explain why it passes despite not fully meeting the requirement. Like the IUCN guidance, 

CCEA’s process recommends a detailed case-by-case assessment of each candidate measure.  

CCEA’s guidance provides a great deal of detail to help users screen conservation measures. Two factors lay 

out restrictions more explicitly than in IUCN’s guidance: 

1. Conservation measures must be in effect year-round. In other words, measures centred on seasonal 

restrictions do not qualify as either protected areas or OECMs. IUCN guidance on OECMs provides 

more flexibility, stating that “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.” 

2. CCEA guidance on subsurface rights and access to sub-surface resources is more detailed than 

guidance from IUCN and includes a separate screening tool. To qualify as either a protected area or 

an OECM existing rights to sub-surface resources must either be legally withdrawn or, at a minimum, 

if rights remain intact, the responsible authority must prohibit any surface access that would be 

harmful to the conservation of biodiversity. This restriction is intended to address and manage the risk 

that sub-surface rights holders with oil, gas or mineral interests could exercise their rights at any time, 

possibly undermining the conservation objectives. Non-government conservation area managers (e.g. 

individuals, land-trusts) may not have the authority to prohibit surface access. This requirement may 

therefore disqualify many small parcels of land conserved by non-government entities. IUCN 

guidance recognizes that some conservation managers may not have authority over the subsurface 

recognizes that the best practice is the withdrawal of sub-surface rights but does not specify a 

minimum standard.  

FISHERIES AND OCEANS CANADA GUIDANCE ON MARINE OECMS 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) has developed marine-specific guidance for identifying OECMs38. The 

operational guidance was informed by discussions taking place through the development of IUCN and 

CCEA’s guidance in addition to a Science Advisory Report commissioned by DFO from its Canadian Science 

Advisory Secretariat. The Science Advisory Report recommended a number of factors to consider when 

determining if an area-based marine measure is likely to result in biodiversity conservation benefits including:  

 clearly defined boundaries; 

 long-term commitment; 

                                            

 

38 Operational Guidance for Identifying ‘Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures’ in Canada’s 
Marine Environment 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/publications/oeabcm-amcepz/index-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/publications/oeabcm-amcepz/index-eng.html
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 an area’s management objective, size, and level of protection;  

 how the waters surrounding an area are managed;  

 the degree to which important and diverse habitats are protected within an area; and,  

 the degree to which areas are “connected” to one another (e.g., protecting a species’ feeding habitat 

in one area, and protecting that same species’ breeding habitat in a different area). 

 

In addition, the likelihood that an area will provide biodiversity conservation benefits further increases as the 

number of species or habitats receiving direct or indirect benefits increases. 

Building on the insights from these and other sources, DFO developed operational guidance to identify marine 

OECMs that includes the following five essential criteria: 

1) Clearly defined geographic location; 

2) Conservation or stock management objectives; 

3) Presence of ecological components of interest; 

4) Long-term duration of implementation; and 

5) The ecological components of interest are effectively conserved. 

The complete guidance is reproduced in Annex 5. 

IMPLEMENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF GUIDANCE IN CANADA AND 

INTERNATIONALLY 

This section provides an overview of the current status of implementing protected areas guidance in Canada 

and internationally. This includes an overview of the national database of protected areas and some 

variations in interpretation in Canada. An overview of implementation and interpretation of protected areas 

guidance internationally follows.  

IMPLEMENTING PROTECTED AREAS GUIDANCE IN CANADA 

In Canada, protected areas data are collected in the Conservation Areas Reporting and Tracking System 

(CARTS). CCEA members from provincial and territorial governments and federal protected areas agencies 

submit updated protected areas data annually to CARTS. Jurisdictions are responsible for identifying and 

classifying protected areas by management approach and governance type. While CARTS serves as a 

central repository, authority for the data in CARTS remains with the jurisdiction that submits it. In 2004 

federal, provincial and territorial parks directors on the Canadian Parks Council endorsed the use of CARTS 

as the national database for protected areas.  

CARTS has continued to evolve over time under the guidance of CCEA jurisdictional representatives and 

non-government participants since the first catalogue of protected area records was pulled together in 1983. 

Environment and Climate Change Canada currently administers the database in partnership with CCEA. This 

central system enables Canada to make data on protected areas available to the public, and to report on the 

extent of protected areas in the country on an annual basis (see, for example, Canada's Protected Areas 

suite of Canadian Environmental Sustainability Indicators). The data are also submitted annually to the WDPA 

for international reporting by the United Nations Environment Program/World Conservation Monitoring Centre 

and the Convention on Biological Diversity. While WDPA accepts submissions of protected areas data from 

non-government organizations, in Canada the data submission has historically been coordinated by CCEA 

and has been based on data submitted by federal, provincial and territorial governments. Quebec maintains 

https://www.ec.gc.ca/indicateurs-indicators/default.asp?lang=en&n=478A1D3D-1
https://www.ec.gc.ca/indicateurs-indicators/default.asp?lang=en&n=478A1D3D-1
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its protected areas data separately in the Régistre des aires protegées and provides its data directly to 

Environment and Climate Change Canada and the WDPA.  

Published in 2008, CCEA guidance was adapted from IUCN guidance for the Canadian context. An updated 

2017 guidebook will replace the 2008 guidance and will include guidance on the identification of OECMs. . 

CCEA’s guidance was not formally adopted by Canadian governments, but government and non-government 

protected area practitioners helped develop the guidance, and for several years the standards have generally 

been used by federal, provincial and territorial protected areas departments and agencies to identify and 

classify protected areas. Although generally applied consistently, the guidance is interpreted with some 

differences by jurisdictions across Canada. Differences in interpretation and reporting among Canadian 

jurisdictions include, for example, treatment of subsurface resources and rights to access sub-surface 

resources, recognition of privately conserved areas, and recognition of IPCAs. In addition, many areas have 

not yet been assessed.   

CCEA’s guidance is more detailed than IUCN’s guidance and specifies restrictions with respect to seasonal 

conservation measures and access to subsurface resources which can restrict the recognition of some 

privately held protected areas. A discussion of these elements follows. 

 

 Subsurface rights – One of the reasons that some areas under private ownership are not currently 

reported is based on interpretation of the guidance related to risks from subsurface resource 

exploration and extraction. According to CCEA guidance, “For sites owned by an ENGO 

[environmental non-governmental organization], the ENGO must have a clearly stated charter to 

purchase or own properties for the purpose of protecting biological diversity and a policy to prevent, 

by all means within its power (e.g., not granting landowner consent), prospecting, exploration and 

extraction of subsurface resources from its lands.”39 Governments will often extinguish, or cancel, 

existing rights to the subsurface when establishing protected areas. This prevents rights holders from 

impacting the surface if they ever want to exercise their rights in the future. Some jurisdictions in 

Canada do not recognize areas as protected unless surface access is prohibited. In other 

jurisdictions, areas are not recognized as protected unless subsurface rights have been extinguished 

by the government. In still others, subsurface resource access may be permitted from outside the 

protected area, for example in the case of oil and gas accessed through directional (i.e., non-vertical) 

drilling. A small number of jurisdictions report sites with active petroleum extraction footprints (e.g., 

Saskatchewan). Aside from this latter case this mirrors different approaches to interpreting IUCN 

guidance around the world. Australia, for example, does not extinguish subsurface rights in its 

protected areas. If mining rights are granted within the boundaries of a protected area in Australia, a 

portion or all of the area is removed from its protected areas reporting.  

 

CCEA members have discussed and debated the merits and risks of different approaches and 

developed a screening tool specific to subsurface rights to help decision-makers decide whether a 

given site should be considered a protected area. This guidance is not finalized but is expected to be 

                                            

 

39 Canadian Guidebook: for the application of IUCN Protected Area Categories 2008. CCEA Occasional 
Paper No. 18. Canadian Council on Ecological Areas, CCEA Secretariat, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada. p. 7. 

http://www.ccea.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/P18_Canadian-Guidebook-for-the-application-of-IUCN-protected-area-categories-2008-english.pdf
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published in the forthcoming revised Guidebook. The current version of the screening tool is 

reproduced in Annex 4.  

 

CCEA’s forthcoming updated guidebook recommends the extinguishment of existing rights and no 

new rights to be granted as the best practice. It provides guidance on assessing many other 

circumstances, and recommends, at a minimum, that surface access for the purposes of activities 

harmful to biodiversity be prohibited. In other words, directional drilling is not prohibited, if performed 

from outside the area and if the surface or biodiversity within the area will not be affected. The 

decision about whether or not an area qualifies under different circumstances would need to be made 

on a case-by-case basis given varied surface and geologic conditions and different technologies 

being proposed. In each case the determination would be based on an assessment of the risks to 

conservation outcomes from the potential sub-surface activity.  

 

If using CCEA’s guidance, areas would not qualify as either PA or OECM if the risk from potential 

sub-surface activities was deemed too high. Alternatively, as is the practice in Australia, areas could 

be reported as qualifying and then removed from accounting if sub-surface activities are undertaken. 

In the latter case, there is a risk of failure to remove sites from accounting resulting in inaccurate 

national data. The burden on jurisdictions to accurately update statistics would be increased 

compared to the current requirements. It would be helpful to hear the National Advisory Panel’s 

advice on the issues of surface and subsurface rights in protected areas and OECMs.  

 

 Recognition of privately protected areas – Five out of 13 provinces and territories currently recognize 

some privately protected areas within their boundaries. In some of those jurisdictions, not all areas 

that likely qualify as protected are currently reported. In some provinces, this can be explained by a 

lack of capacity to undertake the lengthy process of gathering and verifying data on privately 

protected areas. It does not signify opposition to reporting private areas from jurisdictions that 

currently have none reported. Some jurisdictions have assessed some privately conserved areas and 

determined they lack measures needed to deliver long-term in-situ conservation of biodiversity. 

Collating and storing data on privately protected areas and private conservation lands remains a 

challenge recognized by the sector. While capacity and information  are an important consideration to 

recognizing private lands, some jurisdictions do not recognize private lands where subsurface rights 

have not been extinguished, or where a history of being able to prevent impacts on the surface 

cannot be demonstrated. While conservation measures on private land occupy a relatively small area, 

these are frequently rich in biodiversity and species at risk and are important for ecosystem services. 

Furthermore, privately conserved areas are often subject to significant pressures from surrounding 

development and tend to be ecologically underrepresented in existing jurisdictional protected areas 

systems. 

 

 Recognition of Indigenous protected and conserved areas (IPCAs) – All governments in Canada now 

consult with Indigenous and local communities in the establishment of new protected areas. Many 

jurisdictions involve with Indigenous community members and experts or form partnerships with these 

communities in the management of protected areas. Indigenous peoples of Canada have contributed 

to the establishment of tens of thousands of square kilometres of protected areas through modern 

land claim agreements, treaty negotiations and other means. Canada has many important examples 

of protected areas cooperatively managed by Indigenous people and federal, provincial or territorial 

governments. However, currently only one protected area in Canada is recognized as fully under 

Indigenous governance: Wehexlaxodıale, in the Northwest Territories. There are likely additional 
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areas on Indigenous land that would qualify as protected areas but have not been identified or 

reported. The subject of identifying and officially recognizing IPCAs in Canada will be addressed 

through the Pathway initiative by the Indigenous Circle of Experts. It is important to note, however, 

that this may be seen as a gap in application of the guidance on identifying protected areas in 

Canada. 

DESIGNATING AND CLASSIFYING PROTECTED AREAS IN CANADA 

In Canada, the federal government and all provinces and territories have legislative tools that enable the 

creation of regulated protected areas. At present count, there are 55 separate Acts that enable the 

establishment of terrestrial and marine protected areas in Canada. Designations include national parks, 

provincial and territorial parks, wildlife areas, conservation areas, heritage rangelands, private nature 

reserves, Indigenous protected areas, sanctuaries, marine parks and many others. Dual designation is 

sometimes used to achieve conservation goals in cases where one Act is not sufficient to protect all the 

values at a site. 

As of the end of 2016, 10.5% of Canada’s terrestrial and inland water area is recognized as protected.40 

Almost all of the areas currently reported in Canada are government protected areas (provincial, territorial and 

federal) with the exception of some privately protected areas that are officially recognized in five provinces. 

The vast majority (95% by area) of Canada’s reported terrestrial protected area falls into Categories Ib and II, 

which focus on maintaining natural conditions. Category II areas make up 62%, the largest proportion of 

terrestrial protected area. The protected areas in this category are primarily composed of national, provincial 

and territorial parks and protected areas. Public access and recreation tend to be permitted. The second 

largest proportion of reported terrestrial protected area, with 29%, is identified as Category Ib. These include 

federal Migratory Bird Sanctuaries as well as some provincial and territorial parks. Management of these 

areas focuses on maintaining natural conditions. Public access may be permitted, but built infrastructure (e.g., 

buildings and roads) tends to be minimized. The remaining protected areas fall into one of the other 

categories or have not yet been classified. 

Relative to other countries, most of the land designated as protected areas in Canada fall under Categories I 

to IV. Canada has historically protected, and continues to protect, large natural areas. This is likely in part 

because Canada has vast areas of wilderness compared to other countries, and partly because of social and 

cultural values that recognize the importance of our natural heritage. Nevertheless, Canada has historically 

and in recent years taken steps to conserve more modified and inhabited areas in order to conserve 

biodiversity, ecosystem services, cultural values, social-ecological character and economic importance of 

natural landscapes. Examples include Haida Gwaii, Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Program Community Pastures 

(now for the most part under the administration of Saskatchewan), Rouge National Urban Park, and privately 

protected areas conserved with support from government financial incentives.  

  

                                            

 

40 Environment and Climate Change Canada (2017) Canadian Environmental Sustainability Indicators: 

Canada’s protected areas. http://www.ec.gc.ca/indicateurs-indicators/default.asp?lang=En&n=478A1D3D-1 
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Figure 1: Canadian protected areas (terrestrial and marine) by IUCN management category 

 
Note: Data have not been corrected to account for overlaps: a small number of individual protected areas 

managed by multiple jurisdictions may be classified in two different categories. 

Source: Canadian Protected Areas Status Report, 2012–2015. 
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Figure 2: Map of protected areas in Canada by IUCN category, 2015 

 
Source: Canadian Protected Areas Status Report, 2012-2015 

Annex 6 provides further information on the use IUCN protected area management categories in Canada and 

internationally. 
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DESIGNATING AND CLASSIFYING PROTECTED AREAS INTERNATIONALLY 

In 2016, 14.7% of the global terrestrial and freshwater area (19.8 million km2) was classified as protected41. 

The region with the greatest reported coverage of protected area at the moment is Latin America and the 

Caribbean with 24% of the region under protection (4.82 million km2). Half of the region’s protected lands are 

found in Brazil (2.47 million km2)42. 

In a comparison of 10 countries with similar attributes to Canada’s, based on 2014 data from the World 

Database on Protected Areas (Figure 2): 

 Canada ranked fourth of 10 countries with respect to the total amount of terrestrial and inland water 

area protected, behind the Russian Federation, United States and Australia. 

 Canada ranked tenth out of 10 countries with respect to the percentage of terrestrial and inland water 

area protected. 

Results for Canada are shown here using international data sources only which are not as current or 

complete as those in the Canadian Protected Areas Status Report. However, the information does provide a 

basis for comparisons among countries. Selected countries in the comparison are the G7, Australia 

(population, population density and territorial extent similar to Canada's), Russian Federation (large northern 

country like Canada) and Sweden (which has a similar climate). 

                                            

 

41 The total area protected has decreased when compared to the 15.4% reported in 2014. This is attributed to 
changes made to the dataset. Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN (2016). Protected Planet Report 2016. 
UNEP-WCMC and IUCN: Cambridge UK and Gland, Switzerland. 

42 UNEP-WCMC and IUCN (2016). Protected Planet Report 2016. UNEP-WCMC and IUCN: Cambridge 

UK and Gland, Switzerland.. 

https://protectedplanet.net/c/protected-planet-report-2016


Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

 45 

Figure 3: Protected area and proportion of territory protected in selected countries, 2014 

 

Source: Environment and Climate Change Canada (2015) Canadian Environmental Sustainability Indicators: 

Global Trends in Protected Areas. 

 

Percentage of nationally designated areas coverage per IUCN category 

A comparison of areas under protection for a selection of 12 countries, including Canada, was done by 

looking at the proportion of protected areas under each IUCN management category (see Annex 6 Table 3). 

Out of these 12 countries, 8 have met the 17% target for lands and inland waters under protection: Australia, 

Brazil, China, France, Germany, Italy, Japan and the United Kingdom. For the majority of these countries, 

with the exception of Italy, the highest proportion of areas protected are classified under the IUCN Categories 

V and VI, with Japan and China having attributed the majority of their protected areas under these two 

categories for a total of 75% and 91% respectively. 

For the listed European countries in particular, large areas of semi-natural and managed landscapes including 

ancient rural villages, agricultural and centuries-old managed forests have been designated as protected 

areas. Very few intact landscapes remain in Europe and many of these modified semi-natural areas are highly 

valued as representations of a diverse and complex natural, economic and social fabric that developed over 

hundreds and thousands of years. Governments in Germany and the UK for example have made decisions to 

legally protect some of these areas in order to conserve the significant and fragile natural features of these 

http://www.ec.gc.ca/indicateurs-indicators/default.asp?lang=en&n=9DD79AE8-1
http://www.ec.gc.ca/indicateurs-indicators/default.asp?lang=en&n=9DD79AE8-1
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landscapes and, at the same time, ensure the preservation of the social-ecological character and cultural 

heritage of these areas. While their character is legally protected, their effectiveness for conserving biological 

diversity is debated43,44,45. 

In the UK, many protected areas are classified under Category V, corresponding to 48% of the network in 

United Kingdom. The majority of these sites consists of national parks and areas of outstanding natural 

beauty, and include villages and towns. Similarly, in France, 54% of the protected area network is classified 

under Category V, composed mainly of regional nature parks and national park buffer zones. Both of these 

include inhabited areas and prioritize the value of nature and cultural heritage as the platform for initiating 

sustainable development projects. 

In Germany, although the protection of biodiversity is a priority embedded in the constitution, only 1% of 

protected areas are National Parks (Category II). The majority (60%) of protected areas fall are classified as 

Category V, designated as Landscape Protection Areas for conserving and restoring ecosystem functions, as 

well as being important for recreation. Landscape Protection Areas are promoted within Germany as an 

example of instruments put in place to support sustainable development with the intention of striking a 

balance between development and use of natural resources and the conservation of flora (plant life) and 

fauna (wildlife). As noted above, however, the conservation effectiveness of these areas is questionable. 

Following the ratification of various European conservation agreements46, Germany implemented financial 

incentives for land owners which resulted in a large increase in reported protected areas since 2005. 

However, while these areas cover a large portion of the country, they are not seen as contributing to 

Germany’s biodiversity conservation outcomes. They have been found to provide relatively weak protection 

from land use change and many of these areas are not significantly different from intensively used farms and 

forests outside protected areas.47 

Brazil is currently the country with the largest national terrestrial protected area network in the world with 

protected areas covering 28.9% of the country. In Brazil, the protection of nature is also embedded in the 

Constitution. The largest proportion of areas under protection are found under Category VI (14%) and can 

                                            

 

43 Dudley, N. and S. Stolton (2013) An Assessment of the Role of Protected Landscapes in Conserving Biodiversity in Europe. In R. 
Gambino, A. Peano (eds.), Nature Policies and Landscape Policies, 

Urban and Landscape Perspectives 18, DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-05410-0_36. 

44 Locke H, Deardon P (2005) Rethinking protected area categories and the new paradigm. Environ Conserv 32(1):1–10. 

45 Dudley N, Stolton S (eds) (2012) Protected landscapes and wild biodiversity. Values of protected 

landscapes and seascapes, vol 3. IUCN/GIZ/BMZ, Gland 

46 Some of the agreements signed include the Bern Convention for conserving wild flora and fauna and their 
natural habitats, and Natura 2000, for establishing a network of protected areas across the EU made up of 
Special areas of conservation (SACs) and Special protected areas (SPAs) designated respectively under EU 
Habitat and Birds Directives established to implement the Bern Convention. 

47 Federal Agency for Nature Conservation (Germany). Landscape Protection Areas. 
https://www.bfn.de/0308_lsg+M52087573ab0.html (Accessed June 2017). 

https://www.bfn.de/0308_lsg+M52087573ab0.html
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include a variety of designations such as parks, forests, extractive reserves and sustainable development 

reserves. The recognition of Indigenous rights in the revised Constitution (1988–1989), resulted in Indigenous 

peoples having the rights to their traditional resource use practices in reserves where they have been living. 

Much of the increase in land under protection in the country is attributed to the Action Plan put in place to 

prevent and control deforestation in the Amazonia region. Although determining and achieving a sustainable 

level of resource use that protects biodiversity and supports traditional use of natural resources remains a 

challenge for the region, close to 50% of the region has been protected. In addition, the recognition of 

Indigenous land rights and the designation of Forests and Extractive Reserves have led to greatly reduced 

illegal logging. This has helped to protect sustainable resource use by traditional residents of these areas. 

However, other regions of the country that are highly threatened and facing high levels of deforestation have 

not been significantly protected. For example only 2% of the Cerrado region – Brazil’s second-largest 

ecoregion after the Amazon rainforest and often referred to as the world’s most biologically rich savanna – 

has been protected.48 

 

Australia is currently reporting 17% of its terrestrial and inland waters in protected areas. This achievement of 

the target is credited to an increase in protected areas under Category II in the last decade, which now 

account for 25% of the network, and to the steps taken to recognize the contribution of Indigenous 

communities in land management by supporting the establishment of Indigenous Protected Areas (IPAs). 

Currently, 39% of all protected areas in Australia fall under Category VI, with nearly three quarters of these 

designated as Indigenous Protected Areas. Although IPAs are found under other IUCN categories (e.g., II, III, 

IV and V), the majority of them allow for the sustainable use of natural resources to deliver social and 

economic benefits for local Indigenous communities. Although Australia has met its numerical target for 

protection, significant gaps for the protection of both ecosystem and species have been flagged (e.g., for 

threatened species in particular). These gaps include routinely avoiding the protection of ecosystems with 

significant commercial potential, rather than ecosystems under the greatest degree of threat.49  

For the remaining four countries listed, the highest proportion of area protected was found under IUCN 

Categories Ib or II (Canada, Italy, Sweden and United States), for which a stricter management regime is in 

place to minimize human impact, or under Category IV (Russian Federation).  

Annex 6 provides further information. 

  

                                            

 

48 Barr LM, Pressey RL, Fuller RA, Segan DB, McDonald-Madden E, Possingham HP (2011) A New Way to 
Measure the World's Protected Area Coverage. PLoS ONE 6(9): e24707. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0024707 

49 
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Megan_Barnes4/publication/293079966_Terrestrial_protected_areas_of
_Australia/links/578feb3608ae0831552a66d1.pdf?origin=publication_list 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Megan_Barnes4/publication/293079966_Terrestrial_protected_areas_of_Australia/links/578feb3608ae0831552a66d1.pdf?origin=publication_list
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Megan_Barnes4/publication/293079966_Terrestrial_protected_areas_of_Australia/links/578feb3608ae0831552a66d1.pdf?origin=publication_list


Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

 48 

IMPLEMENTING GUIDANCE ON PROTECTED AREAS AND OECMS IN CANADA GOING 

FORWARD  

This final section highlights some key questions and considerations as to how guidance on protected areas 

and OECMs might be implemented in Canada going forward. This includes issues that have sparked much 

discussion and debate across Canada and internationally. The section looks at what might count or not count 

under different scenarios, and reflects on the challenges of collecting and recording data on protected areas 

and OECMs going forward.  

Reporting the full range of protected and conserved areas: Some conserved areas in Canada that are not 

currently recognized may, in fact, meet the definition of a protected area or OECM if they were recognized 

and reported as such. Other areas could potentially qualify as protected areas or OECMs if certain shortfalls 

were addressed. This could include, for example, certain privately conserved areas, areas managed by 

provincial or arms-length conservation authorities, and areas managed by Indigenous governments and 

communities.  

 What steps are needed to recognize these areas, for example, changes to mechanisms that affect 

biodiversity conservation (e.g., extinguishing subsurface rights, strengthening policies), action by the 

managing authority, action by the reporting agency, or changes in the reporting process?  

Time frame: Is there a minimum time commitment required for a conservation measure to qualify toward 

Target 1? Both IUCN and CCEA guidance indicates that protected areas and OECMs should be in place in 

perpetuity or at least with the expectation that they will continue to be in place. For most protected areas, the 

intent is to permanently designate the area because of its important characteristics. In the case of other types 

of conservation measures in which the restoration of a degraded ecosystem is a key objective, ecological lag 

time suggests that long time horizons are necessary. Once the area is recovered, if the intent is to maintain it, 

some permanent management regime will need to remain in place. Take as a hypothetical example, a 

degraded dune ecosystem that is being restored. During the recovery period the area may be closed to foot 

and vehicle traffic and excavation or development prohibited. Once recovery objectives have been met, the 

area may be reopened to controlled on-path foot traffic but remain permanently closed to all other activities.  

IUCN recognizes the validity of a 25-year minimum in the case of privately protected areas but does not go so 

far as to adopt this as a standard and emphasizes that the intent should be protection in perpetuity50. CCEA 

guidance excludes areas where the mechanism is not intended or expected to be in effect for the long term. 

In Canada, private conservation easements are legally binding on the property title and therefore are in place 

in perpetuity. However, many stewardship agreements between landowners and conservation organizations 

are short term (e.g., 5- or 10-year agreements). These may provide in-situ conservation of biodiversity while 

in place and may be renewed routinely, but may not provide certainty for the long term. IUCN protected areas 

guidance indicates that “temporary measures, such as short-term grant-funded agricultural set-asides… are 

                                            

 

50 Sue Stolton, Kent H. Redford and Nigel Dudley (2014). The Futures of Privately Protected Areas. Gland, 

Switzerland: IUCN. 



Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

 49 

not protected areas.” In areas managed by the commercial forestry sector, certain areas can be set aside for 

many decades as part of the harvest cycle. Others may be set aside permanently for conservation purposes 

or because the area cannot be harvested (e.g., bogs).  

 What guidance regarding time frames should be used in Canada for determining whether 

conservation measures qualify toward the target? 

 Would different minimum time frames for different circumstances be helpful, or can a general 

standard be determined that can be used for case-by-case assessments? 

 While parameters on time frame will offer consistency, should legal mechanisms protecting private 

lands be considered on a case-by-case basis? For example, where there is a limited term 

conservation agreement in place should the evidence of its likelihood for renewed legal protection be 

considered when assessing its eligibility to meet reporting criteria?   

Species-specific conservation measures:  

Protected areas can be established for the sole purpose of protecting a single species, but in doing so, the 

measures put in place may benefit broader biodiversity within the boundaries of the area. In theory, a 

conservation measure that is not a protected area (ie a potential OECM) could have the same outcomes. 

However, there is evidence that coarse-filtered approaches that have benefits for broader ecosystems, rather 

than individual species, tend to be more effective. 

 Should an area be recognized only if it directly or indirectly conserves biodiversity as a whole, or can 

species specific measures also count?  

 Should there be a requirement that it can be demonstrated that there are indirect benefits to other 

species?  

 Should areas that protect a species or subset of species within an area but have no means of 

managing impacts to the rest of the area qualify?  

 Are species-specific conservation measures more appropriate under Canada’s biodiversity Target 2, 

which is focused on conservation of wildlife and species at risk?  

 The expectation that qualifying areas deliver in-situ conservation of biodiversity suggests that 

geographically dispersed conservation measures, such as harvesting moratoria, species at risk 

listing, publication of recovery strategies, etc. do not qualify. Even though they include conservation 

objectives and in the case of recovery strategies they may include spatial boundaries, these types of 

measures often cover vast regions and lack the mechanisms and management regimes to provide 

ancillary benefits to biodiversity within a defined area. As with other considerations, each case would 

need to be assessed individually. 

Resource use: What extent, level and intensity of resource use should be allowed to occur within a qualifying 

protected area or OECM? What metrics (i.e., methods of measurement) should be used to determine whether 

an activity should be prohibited or at what threshold it should be permitted? Although specific area contexts 

will be critical, where do we draw the line between industrial-scale and non-industrial scale (e.g., artisanal or 

traditional)? How much commercialization is acceptable? Should standards be different for protected areas 

and OECMs? Should certain activities be prohibited from both? In the IUCN guidance on protected areas, 

resource use in protected areas is expected to be low-level and non-industrial. This is particularly relevant in 

protected areas classified as Category VI protected areas with sustainable use of natural resources. IUCN 

characterizes this type of protected area management as an integration of nature conservation with the 
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promotion of social and economic benefits to local people. In these types of protected areas, the objective 

remains primarily to protect natural ecosystems. In all cases, industrial activities are not expected to be 

permitted inside a protected area and further, activities taking place outside the boundaries of a protected 

area should be managed to ensure they do not negatively impact the conservation objectives within the 

boundaries. Draft OECM guidance from IUCN suggests that similar levels of resource use could be permitted 

in some cases, providing an example of a candidate area that is “managed to maintain natural or near-natural 

ecosystems, with light/low levels of use of natural resources practised on a sustainable basis and in a way 

that does not degrade the area’s biodiversity”.  

Forest management: What types of forest management measures might qualify, if any? An area that meets all 

the conditions of a protected area, including having a primary objective of the conservation of biodiversity, 

may include some sustainable forms of forestry (and agriculture). What types of activities in the Canadian 

forestry landscape are seen to be compatible with IUCN guidance on protected areas? Are certain low impact 

practices compatible with an OECM? If so, what activities, and at what levels?  

 Retention Harvest Forestry: Emerging research shows that experimental retention harvests that 

mimic natural disturbance may retain sufficient ecological memory and natural disturbance legacy to 

allow post-harvest forest ecosystems to assume somewhat natural recovery and succession 

trajectories similar to those that would succeed natural disturbances51. Could limited tree harvest be 

permitted in OECMs if ecological memory could be sustained by managing anthropogenic 

disturbance to retain biological legacies that drive a natural post-disturbance recovery? This would be 

contingent on clearly defined methods, area extent and eco-system thresholds. The potential still 

appears to remain highly limited and any commercial timber harvests are still likely incompatible with 

in-situ biodiversity conservation. However, given the evolution in forest ecology research the question 

bears asking while formulating guidance on OECM’s. 

 Harvest set-asides: Are certain zones within certified forest management plans compatible with the 

target? Are non-harvestable areas within forest plots eligible? Are riparian zone set-asides that are 

meant to protect streams applicable? CCEA’s 2008 guidance on protected areas suggests that while 

they may have conservation value, these are not applicable as protected areas. IUCN’s OECM 

guidance suggests that although harvest set-asides such as riparian reserves would not qualify, some 

forestry set-aside measures might qualify as OECMs pending case-by-case assessment: “Some 

permanently set-aside areas (i.e., not part of the harvest schedule), such as ancient, old-growth, 

primary, or other high-biodiversity forest areas within commercial or community-managed forests”. On 

the other hand, incidental conservation resulting from rotation patterns in commercially managed 

forests are not seen to be compatible: “Temporary measures focused ultimately on exploitation such 

as forest management areas that are intended to be logged at an industrial scale at a later stage on a 

'grow/recover and crop/exploit' rotation.” 

                                            

 

51 Bergeron, J. A. C., Pinzon, J., Odsen, S., Bartels, S., Macdonald, S. E. and Spence, J. R. (2017), 
Ecosystem memory of wildfires affects resilience of boreal mixedwood biodiversity after retention harvest. 
Oikos. doi:10.1111/oik.04208 
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Subsurface rights: How should subsurface rights be addressed for areas to qualify toward the target? Should 

the requirements be the same for both protected areas and OECMs? Should minimum standards be the 

same for all sectors (e.g. oil and gas, mining) or can different rules apply? For example, a minimum standard 

might specify that for an area to qualify as a protected area or OECM, no surface access can be permitted for 

industrial activities. This would prohibit mining and vertical oil and gas activities, but not preclude directional 

(i.e., non-vertical) drilling. CCEA guidance assesses the risk associated with the authority that the governing 

body (or bodies) has over resource use. CCEA guidance recommends that in order to qualify, the governing 

authority should have the ability to prohibit any activities that might have a negative impact. Such guidance is 

based on the view that if the governing body (or bodies) lacks this authority, there may be a risk that 

potentially harmful activities would be permitted, possibly against the governing body’s wishes. This approach 

may disqualify privately owned areas in cases where landowners and land-trusts managing private 

conservation areas lack the authority to prevent surface access should industry seek a permit to explore or 

exploit subsurface resources. In the case of oil and gas this could mean access roads and drill pads. 

Depending on the nature of the site, this may have a large impact on surface plant and animal life, or it may 

have a minimal impact.  

 In these cases, should the area be disqualified from counting unless the stakeholders work together 

to strengthen the conservation tools in order to close the gaps in potential effectiveness?  

 Alternatively, should it be counted then removed from accounting if such activity occurs?  

 If the latter, what processes should be in place to identify and remove any such areas from the 

accounting system? As noted above, the latter approach brings a risk of failure to remove sites from 

accounting resulting in inaccurate national data. 

 The issue of subsurface rights is treated differently across the country with respect to terrestrial 

conserved areas. For example: 

o Alberta honours existing surface access, but prohibits ongoing surface access in new 

protected areas even if subsurface rights are sold (i.e., proponents would need to access the 

subsurface from outside the protected area boundaries). 

o Federal national parks and protected areas in Quebec and Manitoba, and provincial parks 

and conservation reserves in Ontario, have subsurface rights withdrawn. Any pre-existing 

permits for mineral exploration or other activities are generally extinguished before a 

protected area is established, and no subsequent rights are granted. 

o Most of Environment and Climate Change Canada’s (ECCC’s) National Wildlife Areas and 

Migratory Bird Sanctuaries do not have subsurface rights extinguished. 

o Various other tools may be used to prevent or limit the impact of industrial activities such as 

specific legislation, regulation, policy or management plans for different protected areas. For 

example, Ontario’s Mining Act states that in southern Ontario, private lands are removed from 

staking so long as there are no pre-existing claims. 

Military activities: Active environmental management typically coupled with prohibitions or strict limitations on 

public access and/or resource use have resulted in some of Canada’s military training areas being candidates 

for evaluation as potential OECMs.  

 How should military activities that may cause localized and/or point specific destruction (e.g., 

explosion craters and periodic high levels of noise and activity disturbance) be considered within the 

guidance on OECMs? 

TRACKING AND REPORTING PROTECTED AREAS AND OECMS 
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As outlined in the section Implementing Protected Areas Guidance in Canada, jurisdictions are currently 

responsible for identifying, classifying and reporting protected areas. To date most Canadian jurisdictions 

have reported only federal, provincial and territorial parks and protected areas. Some jurisdictions have 

assessed certain privately conserved areas and determined that they did not meet the criteria as protected 

areas. Some jurisdictions have assessed and reported privately protected areas only on an ad hoc basis. 

Some jurisdictions have not yet assessed privately protected areas at all. Five provinces currently report 

some privately protected areas. It is not clear whether any jurisdiction has systematically inventoried, 

assessed and reported all potential lands and inland waters that may qualify toward Canada Target 1. 

The lack of systematic reporting effort on non-government conservation measures is likely due to a variety of 

reasons. These reasons may include: jurisdictions focussing on their own government-held areas; lack of 

awareness or clarity of their reporting responsibilities associated with areas beyond government protected 

areas; lack of motivation to report other areas; competing priorities with limited staff resourcing; and 

uncertainty regarding roles and responsibilities for preparing the necessary geospatial data accurately 

outlining the boundaries of areas, conducting assessments and managing information. 

The workload to systematically assess all potential areas across Canada would be significant. Geospatial 

data is required for any site to measure its size and avoid counting areas with multiple conservation measures 

twice. Further, these areas will need to be reassessed, requiring up to date information on their governance, 

management, and conservation status. There may be tens of thousands (perhaps hundreds of thousands) of 

potential areas, many of which would need to be reassessed from time to time. For example, Conservation 

Authorities in Ontario hold about 6,400 land parcels with a range of objectives and uses, and have the 

authority to buy and sell parcels. Similarly, large land trusts like Ducks Unlimited Canada have changing 

portfolios of land holdings that would need to be updated frequently.  

Private landowners, Indigenous communities and small organizations and land trusts may lack the resources, 

expertise and motivation to prepare the necessary geospatial data and gather documentation to support an 

assessment. Some conservation groups are keenly interested in having their areas “count” toward Canada 

Target 1. Other individuals, groups and communities may not be aware or motivated, or may simply have 

higher priority uses for their limited resources. Still other individuals or communities may not want their 

properties to be reported because of concerns regarding privacy or property rights. Neither these smaller 

groups, nor some provincial and territorial governments, are currently resourced to systematically assess all 

potential areas and keep the information up to date. The federal government (led by Environment and Climate 

Change Canada) has taken steps to gather information on privately conserved and non-government 

conserved areas. Ongoing discussions with provincial and territorial governments and with non-government 

conservation organizations are needed to assess and identify any of these areas that may qualify but are not 

currently reported. 

In addition, there is currently no review or audit of the areas that jurisdictions submit for inclusion in CARTS, 

which may contribute to the lack of consistency among jurisdictional reporting. Discussions and information 

sharing by Canadian protected area practitioners through the CCEA have improved consistency, and some 

variation is to be expected as a result of different jurisdictional circumstances; however there is an ongoing 

need to align application of the guidance and procedures and to report comprehensively. One potential model 
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that has been suggested is a pool of Canadian experts to assess areas submitted, somewhat similar to the 

COSEWIC group that assesses the status of species at risk in Canada based on available scientific evidence. 

The IUCN-UK has completed an initiative called “Putting Nature on the Map”52 that included an assessment 

panel to provide peer review.  

As Canada moves forward with more systematic tracking and reporting of protected and conserved areas, a 

strategy for assessing and periodically reviewing sites will be necessary. The National Advisory Panel may 

wish to provide recommendations on aspects such as:  

 Awareness and motivation;  

 Geospatial and related data; 

 Initial assessment;  

 Monitoring and follow-up assessment; 

 Reporting; and/or, 

 Auditing. 

In addition, the panel may wish to provide recommendations on any ongoing mechanisms to continue efforts 

on tracking and reporting protected areas and OECMs in Canada, including areas under government, private, 

Indigenous and shared ownership.  

                                            

 

52 Roger Crofts, Nigel Dudley, Chris Mahon, Richard Partington, Adrian Phillips, Stewart Pritchard, Sue 

Stolton (2014). Putting Nature on the Map: A Report and Recommendations on the Use of the IUCN System 
of Protected Area Categorisation in the UK. United Kingdom: IUCN National Committee UK. http://www.iucn-
uk.org/portals/0/PNOTM_2014_full_report.pdf 

http://www.iucn-uk.org/portals/0/PNOTM_2014_full_report.pdf
http://www.iucn-uk.org/portals/0/PNOTM_2014_full_report.pdf
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PROPOSED PRINCIPLES TO GUIDE CANADA’S INTERPRETATION OF WHAT SHOULD 

COUNT AS A PROTECTED AREA OR OECM 

Federal, provincial and territorial ministers and national representatives of the Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, Métis 

National Council, and the Assembly of First Nations met in February 2017 to discuss and agree on the 

Pathway process. In this context, they expressed certain guiding principles that may inform decisions about 

the target: 

- Canada’s national accounting system for the target should allow Canada to recognize a broad range 

of protected areas and OECMs; 

- It should be consistently interpreted and applied across jurisdictions; 

- It should be based on science and traditional knowledge; and. 

- It should be aligned with international standards. 

There may be other principles that are not covered here that the National Advisory Panel may want to 

consider in developing their recommendations on, such as: 

- Protected areas are a key tool in conserving biodiversity 

- Other types of measures can play a key role in providing connectivity where protected areas may not 

be an option 

- An effective conservation network will consist of a variety of conservation measures each designed to 

address unique circumstances and conservation needs 

- While criteria are important to define a minimum standard for what counts, in order to address the 

loss of biodiversity, area-based conservation tools should aim for best practices in their design and 

management 

CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY OF QUESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 

This discussion paper has provided an overview of the current needs with respect to identifying and reporting 

protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures. It is hoped that this paper provides 

the National Advisory Panel with the information it needs to discuss and develop principles for the Ministers’ 

consideration and to advise on many of the questions and considerations related to identifying conserved 

areas that qualify as contributing to Canada Target 1. 

While Canada has a large network of protected areas and an active community of practice, enhanced effort is 

needed to contribute to the global effort to address the loss of biodiversity through area-based conservation 

measures and, in doing so, achieve the numeric element of the terrestrial portion of Canada Target 1. To 

accomplish this, Canada needs to: 

1. Establish new protected areas under various governance regimes (government, private, Indigenous, 

shared) and management approaches; 

2. Recognize any existing conserved areas that are not currently reported but qualify as protected 

areas; 

3. Define other effective area based conservation measures, undertake a thorough assessment of 

measures that might meet the criteria, and recognize those that qualify; 

4. Continue to support inclusive discussion about roles and responsibilities for reporting qualifying 

conserved areas and continue to keep Canada’s inventory up to date.  
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To get there, advice from the National Advisory Panel on principles and criteria, and in particular on the 

following subjects, is requested. 

 

General approach: 

 

 Should Canada adopt IUCN’s guidance on OECMs when it is published? 

 Should Canada adopt CCEA’s guidance on protected areas and OECMs when it is published? 

 Should Canada develop uniquely Canadian guidance? 

Technical guidance: 

 What guidance regarding time frames should be used in Canada for determining whether 

conservation measures these qualify toward the target? 

 What scope of conservation is required for a conservation measure to qualify toward Target 1? 

 What extent, level and intensity of resource use should be allowed to occur in a qualifying 

conservation measure? Are there resource management methods that do not conflict with in-situ 

conservation of biodiversity? 

 How should access to sub-surface resources and sub-surface rights be addressed in order for areas 

to qualify toward the target? 

 What steps are needed to recognize areas that deliver in-situ conservation of biodiversity but are 

currently unreported? E.g. Changes to conservation regime, management or governance of these 

areas? Changes to interpretation of what qualifies? Increased effort to identify and assess unreported 

areas? 

 What changes, if any, are needed to continue to improve systematic tracking and reporting of 

protected and conserved areas? 
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ANNEX 1 – CONVENTION ON BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY ARTICLE 8. IN-SITU 

CONSERVATION 

Article 8. In-situ Conservation  

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;  

(b) Develop, where necessary, guidelines for the selection, establishment and management of protected 

areas or areas where special measures need to be taken to conserve biological diversity;  

(c) Regulate or manage biological resources important for the conservation of biological diversity whether 

within or outside protected areas, with a view to ensuring their conservation and sustainable use;  

(d) Promote the protection of ecosystems, natural habitats and the maintenance of viable populations of 

species in natural surroundings;  

(e) Promote environmentally sound and sustainable development in areas adjacent to protected areas with a 

view to furthering protection of these areas;  

(f) Rehabilitate and restore degraded ecosystems and promote the recovery of threatened species, inter alia, 

through the development and implementation of plans or other management strategies;  

(g) Establish or maintain means to regulate, manage or control the risks associated with the use and release 

of living modified organisms resulting from biotechnology which are likely to have adverse environmental 

impacts that could affect the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity, taking also into account 

the risks to human health;  

(h) Prevent the introduction of, control or eradicate those alien species which threaten ecosystems, habitats 

or species;  

(i) Endeavour to provide the conditions needed for compatibility between present uses and the conservation 

of biological diversity and the sustainable use of its components;  

(j) Subject to its national legislation, respect, preserve and maintain knowledge, innovations and practices of 

indigenous and local communities embodying traditional lifestyles relevant for the conservation and 

sustainable use of biological diversity and promote their wider application with the approval and involvement 

of the holders of such knowledge, innovations and practices and encourage the equitable sharing of the 

benefits arising from the utilization of such knowledge, innovations and practices;  

(k) Develop or maintain necessary legislation and/or other regulatory provisions for the protection of 

threatened species and populations;  

(l) Where a significant adverse effect on biological diversity has been determined pursuant to Article 7, 

regulate or manage the relevant processes and categories of activities; and  

(m) Cooperate in providing financial and other support for in-situ conservation outlined in subparagraphs (a) 

to (l) above, particularly to developing countries.  
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ANNEX 2 – NATIONAL AND GLOBAL BIODIVERSITY TARGETS FOR 2020 

2020 BIODIVERSITY GOALS AND TARGETS FOR CANADA 

Goal A. By 2020, Canada's lands and waters are planned and managed using an ecosystem approach 

to support biodiversity conservation outcomes at local, regional and national scales. 

Target 1. 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.  

Target 2. By 2020, species that are secure remain secure, and populations of species at risk listed under 

federal law exhibit trends that are consistent with recovery strategies and management plans.  

Target 3. By 2020, Canada's wetlands are conserved or enhanced to sustain their ecosystem services 

through retention, restoration and management activities.  

Target 4. By 2020, biodiversity considerations are integrated into municipal planning and activities of major 

municipalities across Canada.  

Target 5. By 2020, the ability of Canadian ecological systems to adapt to climate change is better understood, 

and priority adaptation measures are underway.  

Goal B. By 2020, direct and indirect pressures as well as cumulative effects on biodiversity are 

reduced, and production and consumption of Canada's biological resources are more sustainable. 

Target 6. By 2020, continued progress is made on the sustainable management of Canada's forests.  

Target 7. By 2020, agricultural working landscapes provide a stable or improved level of biodiversity and 

habitat capacity.  

Target 8. By 2020, all aquaculture in Canada is managed under a science-based regime that promotes the 

sustainable use of aquatic resources (including marine, freshwater and land based) in ways that conserve 

biodiversity.  

Target 9. By 2020, all fish and invertebrate stocks and aquatic plants are managed and harvested 

sustainably, legally and applying ecosystem-based approaches.  

Target 10. By 2020, pollution levels in Canadian waters, including pollution from excess nutrients, are 

reduced or maintained at levels that support healthy aquatic ecosystems.  

Target 11. By 2020, pathways of invasive alien species introductions are identified, and risk-based 

intervention or management plans are in place for priority pathways and species.  

Target 12. By 2020, customary use by Aboriginal peoples of biological resources is maintained, compatible 

with their conservation and sustainable use.  

Target 13. By 2020, innovative mechanisms for fostering the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity 

are developed and applied.  
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Goal C. By 2020, Canadians have adequate and relevant information about biodiversity and 

ecosystem services to support conservation planning and decision-making. 

Target 14. By 2020, the science base for biodiversity is enhanced and knowledge of biodiversity is better 

integrated and more accessible.  

Target 15. By 2020, Aboriginal traditional knowledge is respected, promoted and, where made available by 

Aboriginal peoples, regularly, meaningfully and effectively informing biodiversity conservation and 

management decision-making.  

Target 16. By 2020, Canada has a comprehensive inventory of protected spaces that includes private 

conservation areas.  

Target 17. By 2020, measures of natural capital related to biodiversity and ecosystem services are developed 

on a national scale, and progress is made in integrating them into Canada's national statistical system.  

Goal D. By 2020, Canadians are informed about the value of nature and more actively engaged in its 

stewardship. 

Target 18. By 2020, biodiversity is integrated into the elementary and secondary school curricula.  

Target 19. By 2020, more Canadians get out into nature and participate in biodiversity conservation activities. 

AICHI BIODIVERSITY TARGETS (CBD STRATEGIC PLAN FOR BIODIVERSITY 2011-2020) 

Strategic Goal A: Address the underlying causes of biodiversity loss by mainstreaming biodiversity 

across government and society  

 

Target 1  

By 2020, at the latest, people are aware of the values of biodiversity and the steps they can take to 

conserve and use it sustainably.  

 

Target 2  

By 2020, at the latest, biodiversity values have been integrated into national and local development 

and poverty reduction strategies and planning processes and are being incorporated into national 

accounting, as appropriate, and reporting systems.  

 

Target 3  

By 2020, at the latest, incentives, including subsidies, harmful to biodiversity are eliminated, phased 

out or reformed in order to minimize 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.  

 

Target 4  

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.  

Strategic Goal B: Reduce the direct pressures on biodiversity and promote sustainable use  
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Target 5  

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. 

 

Target 6  

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 on stocks, species and 

ecosystems are within safe ecological limits.  

 

Target 7  

By 2020 areas under agriculture, aquaculture and forestry are managed sustainably, ensuring 

conservation of biodiversity.  

 

Target 8  

By 2020, pollution, including from excess nutrients, has been brought to levels that are not 

detrimental to ecosystem function and biodiversity.  

 

Target 9  

By 2020, invasive alien species and pathways are identified and prioritized, priority species are 

controlled or eradicated, and measures are in place to manage pathways to prevent their introduction 

and establishment.  

 

Target 10  

By 2015, the multiple anthropogenic pressures on coral reefs, and other vulnerable ecosystems 

impacted by climate change or ocean acidification are minimized, so as to maintain their integrity and 

functioning.  

Strategic Goal C: To improve the status of biodiversity by safeguarding ecosystems, species and 

genetic diversity  

 

Target 11 

By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, 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 12 

By 2020 the extinction of known threatened species has been prevented and their conservation 

status, particularly of those most in decline, has been improved and sustained.  

 

Target 13  

By 2020, the genetic diversity of cultivated plants and farmed and domesticated animals and of wild 

relatives, including other socio-economically as well as culturally valuable species, is maintained, and 

strategies have been developed and implemented for minimizing genetic erosion and safeguarding 

their genetic diversity.  
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Strategic Goal D: Enhance the benefits to all from biodiversity and ecosystem services  

 

Target 14  

By 2020, ecosystems that provide essential services, including services related to water, and 

contribute to health, livelihoods and well-being, are restored and safeguarded, taking into account the 

needs of women, indigenous and local communities, and the poor and vulnerable. 

 

Target 15 

By 2020, ecosystem resilience and the contribution of biodiversity to carbon stocks has been 

enhanced, through conservation and restoration, including restoration of at least 15 per cent of 

degraded ecosystems, thereby contributing to climate change mitigation and adaptation and to 

combating desertification.  

 

Target 16 

By 2015, the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of 

Benefits Arising from their Utilization is in force and operational, consistent with national legislation.  

Strategic Goal E: Enhance implementation through participatory planning, knowledge management 

and capacity building  

 

Target 17 

By 2015 each Party has developed, adopted as a policy instrument, and has commenced 

implementing an effective, participatory and updated national biodiversity strategy and action plan.  

 

Target 18  

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 19 

By 2020, knowledge, the science base and technologies relating to biodiversity, its values, 

functioning, status and trends, and the consequences of its loss, are improved, widely shared and 

transferred, and applied.  

 

Target 20 

By 2020, at the latest, the mobilization of financial resources for effectively implementing the Strategic 

Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 from all sources, and in accordance with the consolidated and agreed 

process in the Strategy for Resource Mobilization, should increase substantially from the current 

levels. This target will be subject to changes contingent to resource needs assessments to be 

developed and reported by Parties.  
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ANNEX 3 – EXAMPLES OF POTENTIAL AND UNLIKELY OECMS (EXCERPT FROM DRAFT 

IUCN TASK FORCE GUIDANCE ON OECMS)53 

The following management regimes can be regarded as potential OECMs where they protect biodiversity 
in-situ. Importantly, some of these examples could be protected areas, but are only recognised as OECMs if 
they are outside the protected area system: 

 Some indigenous peoples’ and local community conserved territories and areas (or sections of these 
areas) managed to maintain natural or near-natural ecosystems, with light/low levels of use of natural 
resources practised on a sustainable basis and in a way that does not degrade the area’s biodiversity; 
 

 Sacred natural sites with high biodiversity values that are protected for their associations with one or more 
faith groups, including but not limited to those with a reverence for and protection of nature and that 
effectively conserve biodiversity; 

 

 Areas identified as Key Biodiversity Areas that are well-managed by regulation or other effective tools 
(http://www.keybiodiversityareas.org/home)  
 

 Traditional agricultural systems with high levels of associated biodiversity that achieve the in-situ 
conservation of biodiversity, including low-level livestock grazing on native grasslands managed so that it 
maintains the full variety of native biodiversity; 
 

 Some permanently set-aside areas (i.e., not part of the harvest schedule), such as ancient, old-growth, 
primary, or other high-biodiversity forest areas within commercial or community-managed forests; 
 

 Areas managed by the private sector primarily for a non-conservation objective but where some active 
measures are put in place to promote and monitor biodiversity outcomes (e.g. Yemen Liquefied Natural 
Gas plant VCA).    

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

 Urban or municipal parks managed for nature conservation (e.g. wild grassland, wetlands);  
 

 Watershed and areas managed to mitigate flood and other disaster risk (e.g. water meadows, riverine 
forest, coastal forests and wetlands, natural forest protected for long-term soil and slope stabilisation); 
 

 Private holdings managed primarily for the in-situ conservation of biodiversity (e.g. natural or semi-natural 
woodland, lakes), with legal or other effective measures in place to ensure this will be the long-term 
management regime;  

 Military lands and waters, or portions of military lands and waters, that are managed for the conservation 
of biodiversity in the long term and show effective outcomes; 
 

                                            

 

53 This list was included in the March 2017 version of the draft guidance document 

http://www.keybiodiversityareas.org/home
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 Permanent or very long-term fisheries closure areas designed to protect complete  ecosystems for stock 
recruitment, to protect specialised ecosystems in their entirety, or protect species at risk through the in-
situ conservation of biodiversity as a whole, and are demonstrated to be effective against fishery and non-
fishery threats alike;  
 

 Water catchment areas that are maintained in a natural condition to provide a source of water; 

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

 Areas created by active restoration of degraded and threatened ecosystems e.g. freshwater and coastal 
wetlands; and 

 Privately managed areas with a primary conservation objective but not reported as Protected Areas in 
national reports e.g. Harapan Ecosystem forest restoration area,  

The following areas and management regimes are unlikely to qualify as OECMs because they do not meet 
the intended spirit and nature of OECMs as set out in Target 11 and will likely fail the above three-step test:   

 Small semi-natural areas within an intensively-managed landscape containing limited biodiversity, such 
as municipal parks, formal/domestic gardens and arboreta, field margins, roadside verges, hedgerows, 
unsprayed borders of agricultural fields, firebreaks, recreational beaches, marinas and golf courses.  
 

 Temporary measures focused ultimately on exploitation such as forest management areas that are 
intended to be logged at an industrial scale at a later stage on a 'grow/recover and crop/exploit' rotation. 
 

 Fishery closures or temporary set asides with a single species, species-group, or habitat focus that is not 
comprehensive of biodiversity as a whole, 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;  
 

 Heavily grazed grassland, and grassland replanted with monocultures or non-native species for livestock; 
 

 Temporary agricultural set asides, summer fallow and grant-maintained extensification; and 
 

 Management approaches identified for a single species or group of species of conservation interest, that 
apply to vast areas of the landscape and seascape; these are better considered as being part of wider 
species measures (Target 12).  

 

Neither of the above two lists are meant to be exhaustive, but rather convey the general nature of areas that 

probably will or will not  qualify as OECMS. The definitions and criteria applied using the three-step test will be 

the appropriate route to ensure consistent identification of possible OECMs. Given the diversity of situations 

OECMs can occur in it is essential that potential areas should be screened very carefully on a case-by-case 

basis. 
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ANNEX 4 – CCEA DRAFT SCREENING TOOLS FOR PROTECTED AREAS AND OECMS 

CCEA Decision-Screening Tool for Aichi Target 11 Protected Areas and Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measures (Draft: April 
2017) 

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 
Sufficiently effective to report as a PA 

or OECM 
May or may not be sufficiently 

effective to report as a PA or OECM 
Not sufficiently effective to report as a 

PA or OECM 

G
e
o

g
ra

p
h

ic
a

l 

S
p

a
c

e
 

The geographical space is clearly 
defined with agreed and demarcated 

borders. 

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

or widely recognizable. 

The geographical space is not clearly 
defined. 

E
ff

e
c
ti

v
e

 m
e
a
n

s
 -

1
 

The mechanism(s) has the power to 
exclude, control, and manage all 

activities within the area that are likely to 
have impacts on biodiversity. 

The mechanism(s) has the power to 
exclude, control, and manage most 

activities within the area that are likely to 
have impacts on biodiversity. 

The mechanism(s) does not have 
sufficient power to exclude, control, and 

manage activities within the area that are 
likely to have impacts on biodiversity. 

E
ff

e
c
ti

v
e

 m
e
a
n

s
 -

2
 

The mechanism(s) compels the 
authority(ies) to prohibit activities that are 

incompatible with the conservation of 
biodiversity. 

The mechanism(s) does not compel the 
authority(ies) to prohibit activities 

incompatible with the conservation of 
biodiversity but the authority is excluding 

those activities. 

The mechanism(s) does not compel the 
authority(ies) to prohibit activities 

incompatible with the conservation of 
biodiversity and incompatible activities 

are being allowed. 



Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

 64 

L
o

n
g

-t
e
rm

 

The mechanism is intended to be in 
effect for the long term (i.e., in 

perpetuity). 

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

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

D
e
d

ic
a
te

d
 

The mechanism can be reversed only 
with great difficulty. 

The mechanism can be reversed with 
moderate difficulty. 

The mechanism can be reversed without 
much difficulty. 

T
im

in
g

 

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

Criteria 
Sufficiently effective 

to report as a PA 

May or may not be 
sufficiently effective 

to report as a PA 

Sufficiently effective 
to report as an 

OECM 

May or may not be 
sufficiently effective 

to report as an 
OECM 

Not sufficiently 
effective to report as a 

PA or OECM 

S
c
o

p
e
 o

f 
O

b
je

c
ti

v
e

s
 

The objectives are for 
conservation of 
biodiversity as a 
whole, including 

ecosystems, species, 
and genetic diversity, 

or are for conservation 
of a subset of 
biodiversity or 

indigenous cultural 
values accomplished 

through the 
conservation of 
biodiversity as a 

whole. 

The objectives are for 
conservation of a 

subset of biodiversity, 
such as particular 

species or habitats, 
but not for biodiversity 

as a whole. 

The area has 
objectives consistent 

with, whether 
intentionally or 
otherwise, the 

conservation of 
biodiversity as a whole 

[e.g., certain areas 
dedicated to providing 
ecosystem services]. 

The area has 
objectives potentially 

consistent with, 
whether intentionally 

or otherwise, the 
conservation of 

biodiversity as a whole 
[e.g., certain areas 

dedicated to providing 
ecosystem services]. 

The objectives are 
neither for, nor consistent 
with, the conservation of 
biodiversity as a whole; 

or objectives do not exist. 
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P
ri

m
a
c
y
 o

f 
O

b
je

c
ti

v
e

s
 

Conservation 
objectives are stated 

as primary and 
overriding. 

Based on stated or 
implied conservation 
objectives, allowable 

and prohibited 
activities, and evident 
intent, conservation 

objectives are primary 
and overriding, or 
priority is given to 

conservation 
objectives when there 

is conflict among 
objectives. 

Objectives consistent, 
and not in conflict, with 

the conservation of 
biodiversity as a 

whole, are stated as 
primary and 
overriding. 

Based on stated or 
implied objectives, 

allowable and 
prohibited activities, 
and evident intent, 
priority is given to 

objectives consistent, 
and not in conflict, with 

the conservation of 
biodiversity as a whole 
when there is conflict 

among objectives. 

Based on stated or 
implied objectives, 

allowable and prohibited 
activities, and evident 
intent, conservation of 
biodiversity as a whole 

may be compromised by 
conflicting objectives; or 
objectives do not exist. 

G
o

v
e
rn

in
g

 A
u

th
o

ri
ti

e
s

 

All relevant governing 
authorities 

acknowledge and 
abide by the 
conservation 

objectives of the area. 

Most key, but not all, 
relevant governing 

authorities 
acknowledge and 

abide by the 
conservation 

objectives of the area. 

All relevant governing 
authorities 

acknowledge and 
abide by a 

management regime 
likely to result in the in-

situ conservation of 
biodiversity as a 

whole.  

Most key, but not all, 
relevant governing 

authorities 
acknowledge and 

abide by a 
management regime 

likely to result in the in-
situ conservation of 

biodiversity as a 
whole. 

Few or no relevant 
governing authorities 

acknowledge and abide 
by the conservation 

objectives, if any, of the 
area, or by a 

management regime 
likely to result in the in-

situ conservation of 
biodiversity as a whole. 

B
io

d
iv

e
rs

it
y
 C

o
n

s
e
rv

a
ti

o
n

 

O
u

tc
o

m
e
s

 

The area is managed 
to achieve the long-
term conservation of 

biodiversity (with 
associated ecosystem 
services and cultural 

values, as 
appropriate). 

The area is likely to be 
achieving the long-

term 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 as a whole 

is being achieved. 

Based on evidence of 
conservation 

outcomes, the traits of 
the mechanism(s), 

and/or allowable and 
prohibited activities, 
the long-term, in-situ 

conservation of 
biodiversity as a whole 

is likely being 
achieved. 

Based on deficiencies in 
conservation outcomes, 
and/or on the traits of the 

mechanism(s) and 
allowable and prohibited 
activities, the long-term, 
in-situ conservation of 

biodiversity as a whole is 
not, or not likely, being 

achieved; or evidence of 
conservation outcomes is 

entirely lacking. 
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Applying the tool: 

    If the assessed conservation area satisfies all criteria (green in all respects), it is a Target 11 area - either a Protected Area or OECM. To 

distinguish between the two: i) if it is green in all respects in Column B, it is a Protected Area; ii) if green in all respects in Step 1, and green in all 

respects in Step 2, including in one or more respects in Column D, it is an OECM. If there is disagreement or uncertainty as to whether the 

measure is sufficiently effective to meet the criteria (yellow), then further explanation or rationale is required before the jurisdiction can decide 

whether or not to report it under Target 11. Essentially, all yellows should be converted to green or red through the following considerations: (a) if 

the conservation outcome is consistent with the intended effect of the ‘‘green’’ description, it should be converted to green; (b) if the conservation 

outcome is not consistent with the intended effect of the ‘‘green’’ description, but the organization demonstrates a commitment to addressing it 

within a reasonable timeframe, the area can be recognized as an ‘Interim’ or ‘Projected’ Target 11 area (either Protected Area or OECM); or, (c) if 

the conservation outcome is not consistent with the intended effect of the ‘‘green’’ description and the organization is not committed to addressing 

it within a reasonable timeframe, it should be converted to red; the jurisdiction does not report it as a PA or OECM. If the area does not satisfy any 

single criterion or multiple criteria (red in any respect), it is not a Target 11 area; the jurisdiction does not report it as a PA or as an OECM. 

Definitions: 

    "Biodiversity" is as defined by the UNCBD 
    "Conservation" is as defined by the UNCBD as "in-situ conservation" 
    "Habitat" is as defined by the UNCBD 
    "Ecosystem" is as defined by the UNCBD 
    "Sustainable Use" is as defined by the UNCBD 
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CCEA subsurface rights screening tool (draft version: September 2014) 

Conservation effectiveness of mechanisms for managing subsurface resources within protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures. 

Mechanism for Protection from Subsurface Mining Activity 

Effectiveness 
at preventing 
the granting 

of subsurface 
resource 

rights 

Effectiveness 
at preventing 
the exercise 

of subsurface 
resource 

rights 

Effectivenes
s at 

preventing 
impacts on 

conservation 
values  

Recommended Interpretation of 
outcome 

All subsurface rights are 
permanently acquired, 

withdrawn, or 
extinguished prior to or 

at the time of designation 
or establishment. 

    GREEN GREEN GREEN 

Best practice 

Subsurface rights 
granted prior to 
designation or 

establishment are 
honoured until their 

lawful expiry or 
termination, after which 
they are permanently 

acquired or extinguished. 

Activities 
associated with 
the exercise of 

pre-existing rights 
are limited by law. 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values, and 
prohibiting access to, and 
impacts on, the surface 

and biotic zone. 

GREEN YELLOW GREEN 

Minimum standard 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values, but 
allowing access to the 

surface or biotic zone for 
non-destructive 

exploration activities. 

GREEN RED YELLOW 
May or may not meet minimum 
standard, depending on whether 
there is clear evidence of 
prevention of impacts and long-
term effectiveness. 

Potentially allowing for 
significant impacts on 
conservation values. 

GREEN RED RED 
Below minimum standard 

Activities 
associated with 
the exercise of 

pre-existing rights 
are limited by 

policy or 
ministerial 
discretion. 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values and 
no access to, or impacts 
on, the surface and biotic 

zone. 

GREEN YELLOW YELLOW 

May or may not meet minimum 
standard, depending on whether 
there is clear evidence of 
prevention of impacts and long-
term effectiveness. 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values, but 
allowing access to the 
surface and biotic zone 

GREEN RED   

May or may not meet minimum 
standard, depending on whether 
there is clear evidence of 
prevention of impacts and long-
term effectiveness. 
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for non-destructive 
exploration activities. 

Potentially allowing for 
significant impacts on 
conservation values. 

GREEN RED RED 
Below minimum standard 

Activities 
associated with 
the exercise of 

pre-existing rights 
are limited by 
other effective 
means (e.g., 

influence, 
information-

sharing, 
negotiation, 
agreements, 
partnerships, 
contracts, or 
easements). 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values, and 
preventing access to, 
and impacts on, the 

surface and biotic zone. 

GREEN YELLOW YELLOW 

May or may not meet minimum 
standard, depending on whether 
there is clear evidence of 
prevention of impacts and long-
term effectiveness. 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values, but 
allowing access to the 

surface or biotic zone for 
non-destructive 

exploration activities. 

GREEN RED YELLOW Below minimum standard, unless 
there is clear evidence of 
prevention of impacts and long-
term effectiveness. 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values, and 
discouraging access to, 

and impacts on, the 
surface and biotic zone. 

GREEN RED YELLOW 
Below minimum standard, unless 
there is clear evidence of 
prevention of impacts and long-
term effectiveness. 

Potentially allowing for 
significant impacts on 
conservation values. 

GREEN RED RED 

Below minimum standard 

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 

  GREEN RED RED 

Below minimum standard 



Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

 69 

values of the 
area. 

Subsurface rights are 
acquired by an 

organization/agency with 
a primary mandate for 
conservation, but only 

temporarily, pursuant to 
the resource legislation 
under which they are 

granted. 

    RED RED RED 

Below minimum standard 

Subsurface rights 
continue to be legally 

available, and 
subsurface rights may or 

may not have been 
granted prior to 
designation or 
establishment. 

Activities 
associated with 
the exercise of 
any subsurface 
rights are limited 

by law. 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values, and 
prohibiting access to, and 
impacts on, the surface 

and biotic zone. 

RED YELLOW GREEN 

Minimum standard 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values, but 
allowing access to the 

surface or biotic zone for 
non-destructive 

exploration activities. 

RED RED YELLOW Below minimum standard, unless 
there is clear evidence of 
prevention of impacts and long-
term effectiveness. 

Potentially allowing for 
significant impacts on 
conservation values. 

RED RED RED 
Below minimum standard 

Activities 
associated with 
the exercise of 
any subsurface 
rights are limited 

by policy or 
ministerial 
discretion.  

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values and 
no access to, or impacts 
on, the surface and biotic 

zone. 

RED YELLOW YELLOW 

May or may not meet minimum 
standard, depending on whether 
there is clear evidence of 
prevention of impacts and long-
term effectiveness. 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values, but 
allowing access to the 

surface or biotic zone for 
non-destructive 

exploration activities. 

RED RED   Below minimum standard, unless 
there is clear evidence of 
prevention of impacts and long-
term effectiveness. 
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Potentially allowing for 
significant impacts on 
conservation values. 

RED RED RED 
Below minimum standard 

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). 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values, and 
preventing access to, 
and impacts on, the 

surface and biotic zone. 

RED YELLOW YELLOW 

May or may not meet minimum 
standard, depending on whether 
there is clear evidence of 
prevention of impacts and long-
term effectiveness. 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values, but 
allowing access to the 

surface or biotic zone for 
non-destructive 

exploration activities. 

RED RED YELLOW  Below minimum standard, unless 
there is clear evidence of 
prevention of impacts and long-
term effectiveness. 

Calling for no or 
insignificant impact on 

conservation values, and 
discouraging access to, 

and impacts on, the 
surface and biotic zone. 

RED RED YELLOW 
Below minimum standard, unless 
there is clear evidence of 
prevention of impacts and long-
term effectiveness. 

Potentially allowing for 
significant impacts on 
conservation values. 

RED RED RED 

Below minimum standard 

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. 

RED RED RED 

Below minimum standard 

Green: Potential high level of effectiveness and low risk to conservation values over time. 

Yellow: Potential medium level of effectiveness; concern that improper implementation of the mechanism poses a risk to conservation values over time. 

Red: Potential low level of effectiveness and/or high level of risk to conservation values over time. 

       INTERPRETIVE 
NOTES: 

"Surface" includes land surface, water surface and column, and sea floor, as appropriate 
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"Non-destructive exploration activities" means activities that do not alter, disrupt, or disturb the surface, habitats, or species of an area, 
and may include prospecting, geological mapping, geophysical and/or geochemical surveys involving only small manually collected 
and transported samples and flagging of trees; remote sensing; air photo interpretation; airborne geophysical or electromagnetic 
surveys; and 'zero-impact' seismic surveys involving no cutting of vegetation or use of vehicles. 

 

"No or insignificant impact" means that the in-situ conservation of biodiversity – i.e., the conservation of ecosystems and natural 
habitats and the maintenance and recovery of viable populations of species in their natural surroundings – is not compromised. 

 

"Conservation values" refers to biodiversity conservation values but can also include other values associated with the protection of 
natural areas, including export of clean water, flood mitigation, carbon storage, protection of groundwater quantity and quality, nutrient 
cycling, or other natural ecological or physical processes. 

 

"Biotic zone" refers to the three-dimensional space (surface area, height, and depth) of an area which contains, or which has influence 
on, biota.  

 

"Law" means the system of rules which a particular country or community recognizes as regulating the actions of its members and 
which it may enforce by the imposition of penalties (Oxford English Dictionary). 

Recommendation regarding the exercise of subsurface rights beneath an area from beyond its boundaries 
  Setbacks and other mitigative measures should be applied to any activities involving access to the subsurface from outside protected areas or OEABCMs such 

that those activities do not cause impacts within the areas. 

Statements on what the tool is and is not intended to accomplish 
    This tool is intended to give recognition to all areas which are effectively protected against impacts from subsurface resource use, regardless of governance type, 

and to encourage the application of 'best practices" – i.e., practices which provide the greatest long-term security against such threats. 

This tool is not intended to encourage a 'race to the bottom' – i.e., the application of the least stringent standards that still meet the minimum qualifications of 
effectiveness - either with respect to the governance of existing areas or the establishment of new ones.  

Outstanding question: What constitutes clear evidence of long-term effectiveness for prevention of impacts? To be determined through peer feedback. 
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ANNEX 5 - FISHERIES AND OCEANS CANADA OPERATIONAL GUIDANCE FOR 

IDENTIFYING MARINE OEABCM [SIC] 

Currently, approximately 1 percent of Canada’s marine and coastal environment has been recognized as 

protected in MPAs. This operational guidance has been developed to determine how much additional area is 

conserved through OEABCMs. 

The operational guidance for identifying marine OEABCMs includes five broad criteria, and recommends that 

each measure must meet all five criteria to be identified as a marine OEABCM. 

1. Clearly defined geographic location 

The measure must be in a spatially-defined area. This criterion reflects IUCN definitions related to a clearly 

defined geographic location. 54,55 

2. Conservation or stock management objectives 

The measure must have a conservation or stock management objective AND the objective must directly 

reference at least one species of regional importance or habitat that is important to biodiversity conservation. 

Conservation and stock management objectives both have a biological or ecological basis. Directly 

referencing an important habitat or species in the objective ensures that management decisions are closely 

linked to that ecological component. 

Habitats that are important to biodiversity conservation may56: 

o be unique and/or rare; 

o have special importance for the life-cycle of a species; 

o have importance for threatened, endangered or declining species and/or habitat; 

o be vulnerable, fragile or slow to recover; 

o have comparatively higher biological productivity; 

                                            

 

54 Dudley, N. (ed.). (2008). Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories. Gland, 
Switzerland: IUCN. 

55 Critical Habitat identified under the Species At Risk Act meets this criterion when the location of at least one 
critical habitat feature remains fixed in time and space. These are areas where the identified boundaries 
correspond exactly with specific locations of critical habitat features (e.g., offshore gullies and canyons, reefs 
or areas of upwelling). 

56 These ecological characteristics are taken from the Ecologically and Biologically Significant Area (EBSA) 
criteria found in: CBD. (2008). Report of the Expert Workshop on Ecological Criteria and Biogeographic 
Classification Systems for Marine Areas in Need of Protection. Retrieved from 
http://www.gobi.org/Library/meetings-and-conferences/cbd-expert-workshop-azores-2007. (See Annex II.) 

http://www.gobi.org/Library/meetings-and-conferences/cbd-expert-workshop-azores-2007
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o have comparatively higher biological diversity; or 

o be pristine. 

Regionally important species include57: 

o ecologically significant species58; 

o depleted or rare species59; 

o species that are targeted in commercial, recreational, or Aboriginal fisheries; or 

o species that are listed in Integrated Oceans Management objectives or MPA network objectives. 

3. Presence of ecological components of interest 

Ecological components of interest are the species and habitat(s) that are conserved in a measure. 

In order for a measure to meet this criterion, the measure must contain at least two ecological components of 

interest: a habitat that is important to biodiversity conservation AND a species of regional importance that 

uses the habitat.60  

This requirement is already met in cases where the conservation or stock management objective refers to a 

habitat that is important to biodiversity conservation AND a species of regional importance that uses the 

habitat. Where this is not the case, it will be necessary to identify one additional ecological component of 

interest. The following examples help to illustrate this point: 

Example 1 - The ecological component of interest identified in the measure’s objective is a habitat 

that is important to biodiversity conservation: There must be a species of regional importance that uses 

the important habitat in the area covered by the measure. The species must be identified as an additional 

ecological component of interest for the purposes of assessing the measure against the criteria. 

                                            

 

57 In certain cases, it may be appropriate to target a specific portion of a species’ life-cycle as the species of 
regional importance. This will be assessed on a case-by-case basis. 

58 Term is defined here: DFO (2007). Guidance Document on Identifying Conservation Priorities and 
Phrasing Conservation Objectives for Large Ocean Management Areas. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. 
Advis. Rep. 2007/010. Retrieved from: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas/Csas/status/2007/SAR-
AS2007_010_E.pdf 

59 DFO (2007) Guidance Document on Identifying Conservation Priorities and Phrasing Conservation 
Objectives for Large Ocean Management Areas. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Advis. Rep. 2007/010. 
Retrieved from: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas/Csas/status/2007/SAR-AS2007_010_E.pdf 

60 Subject to data availability, consideration should be given to the size of the area-based management 
measure, the distribution of the important habitat and species within the measure, and whether the measure 
is large enough to provide biodiversity conservation benefits for that habitat and species. 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas/Csas/status/2007/SAR-AS2007_010_E.pdf
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas/Csas/status/2007/SAR-AS2007_010_E.pdf
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas/Csas/status/2007/SAR-AS2007_010_E.pdf


Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

Pathway to Canada Target 1 – Protected Areas and OECMs Expert Task Team Discussion Paper  
Draft for Review – August 18, 2017 

 74 

Example 2 - The ecological component of interest identified in the measure’s objective is a species of 

regional importance: There must be a habitat that is important to biodiversity conservation (and that is used 

by the important species) in the area covered by the measure. The habitat must be identified as an additional 

ecological component of interest for the purposes of assessing the measure against the criteria. 

4. Long-term duration of implementation 

The measure must either: 

o be entrenched via legislation or regulation; or, 

o not entrenched via legislation or regulation but there must be clear evidence that the 

management measure is intended for the long-term (minimum 25 years).61  

Measures identified as OEABCMs will be managed using a long-term adaptive management approach and 

are expected to be in place year-round for a minimum of 25 years to support long-term biodiversity 

conservation benefits.62 This criterion should not be considered an expiry date for OEABCMs. The underlying 

aim is for all reported OEABCMs to be in place indefinitely and ideally in perpetuity. 

As licence conditions or variation provisions under the Fisheries Act have provisions that can simplify removal 

of a management measure, all fishery closures established via those means are not considered to be 

entrenched via legislation or regulation, and therefore require clear evidence that they are intended for the 

long-term. This evidence is in the form of a clearly stated long-term management objective in an official 

publication from the responsible authority.63 

5. The ecological components of interest are effectively conserved 

No human activities that are incompatible with conservation of the ecological components of interest (the 

species and habitat(s) identified through criterion #2 and #3) may occur or be foreseeable within the defined 

geographic location. 

                                            

 

61 For voluntary area-based management measures, where activities are technically allowed from a legal 
standpoint but are self-regulated by the industry, there must be evidence of compliance for the measure to be 
considered. 

62 The 25 year minimum is consistent with existing IUCN guidance for areas that fall outside of typical 
protected area legislation or regulations. Specifically, for Privately protected areas (PPAs) the IUCN has 
advised: “PPAs should demonstrate an intent to conservation ‘in perpetuity’, or at least ‘long-term’ (a period of 
at least 25 years).” (from Sue Stolton, Kent H. Redford and Nigel Dudley. (2014). THE FUTURES OF 
PRIVATELY PROTECTED AREAS. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. See page 10. Retrieved from 
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/PATRS-001.pdf). Stolton et al. make it clear that in 
addition to demonstrating intent to conserve for at least 25 years, efforts should be made to ensure that 
conservation continues beyond that. 

63 Such as an Integrated Fisheries Management Plan, or the Nunavut Land Use Plan. 

https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/PATRS-001.pdf
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Foreseeable activities generally include activities for which a business plan is in place and there is evidence 

that the proponent is going to conduct the activity (for example applications for leases or permits).64  

Existing risk-based tools65 can be used as appropriate, in conjunction with expert opinion, to assess whether 

existing or foreseeable activities and their impacts are incompatible with the conservation of the ecological 

components of interest. 

Ecological monitoring, surveillance, and enforcement are important elements of adaptive management that 

support effective conservation. Where these management elements are not already in place for an OEABCM, 

the intention is to introduce these management elements over time. 

Management and Reporting 

Once an OEABCM is identified, future management of that OEABCM will have to adhere to these criteria, or 

the OEABCM status will be revoked in future reporting. 

Each OEABCM will be evaluated regularly to ensure it continues to conform with these criteria. Measures will 

lose their OEABCM status if a new activity in the area is incompatible with biodiversity conservation and 

where the impacts of this new activity are not mitigated. 

Ecological monitoring programs and surveillance and enforcement activities will be undertaken to support 

management decisions within OEABCMs, as resources allow. 

As part of its report on meeting the 2017 marine conservation target, Fisheries and Oceans Canada will 

include the contribution of OEABCMs and the biodiversity conservation benefits they provide, according to 

these criteria. In addition, future fishery closures or OEABCMs will be established. The location, management 

approaches, and size of these future measures will be developed in consultation with provinces, territories, 

Indigenous groups, stakeholders, and other parties. 

  

                                            

 

64 This is consistent with the Framework for Integrating Socio-Economic Analysis in the Marine Protected 
Areas Designation Process (2015). 

65 For example, Government of Canada (2013). Ecological Risk Assessment Framework (Eraf) for 
Coldwater Corals and Sponge Dominated Communities. Fisheries and Oceans Canada. Retrieved from 
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/reports-rapports/regs/sff-cpd/risk-ecolo-risque-eng.htm; and DFO’s Oceans 
program draft Integrated Oceans Management Risk guidance (under development). 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/reports-rapports/regs/sff-cpd/risk-ecolo-risque-eng.htm
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ANNEX 6 –THE USE OF IUCN PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES IN 

CANADA AND INTERNATIONALLY 

Figure 1 and Table 1 below provide summaries for terrestrial and marine protected areas combined by IUCN 

management category. 

Annex 6, Figure 1: Canadian protected areas (terrestrial and marine) by IUCN management category 

 
Note: Data have not been corrected to account for overlaps: a small number of individual protected areas 

managed by multiple jurisdictions may be classified in two different categories. 

Source: Canadian Protected Areas Status Report, 2012–2015. 

 

Annex 6, Table 1: Canadian protected areas (terrestrial and marine) by IUCN management category 

IUCN Category Area (km2) Percentage of the Total 

Ia 11,620 1.03% 

Ib 348,627 30.91% 

II 635,782 56.36% 

III 13,664 1.21% 

IV 30,464 2.70% 

V 852 0.08% 

VI 47,151 4.18% 
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Unclassified 39,856 3.53% 

Note: These calculations do not include 1,052km2 protected in nine sites in Manitoba at the end of 2015. 

Source: Canadian Protected Areas Status Report, 2012–2015 

As outlined in Table 2 below, the use of IUCN management categories varies widely among Canadian 

provinces and territories. 
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Annex 6, Table 2: Percentage of terrestrial and inland water protected areas by province / territory according to IUCN management 

category 

 

 AB BC MB NB NL NWT NS NV ON PE PQ SK YT ECCC PC 

Ia 4.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.4% 0.1%  5.2%  1.1%  1.1% 3.6%  2.8%  

Ib 76.1% 42.5% 51.8% 7.2% 59.8% 100% 82.3%  45.4%   30.0% 25.3% 85.1%  

II 15% 54.5% 44.7% 92.4% 18.6%  6.8% 92.0% 41.9% 5.7% 93.8% 15.2% 38.9% 10.6% 95.1% 

III 0.3% 0.4% 1.0%  <0,1%  1.8%  0,1% 31.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 0.1%  

IV 3.8% 1.7% 1.7%    3.9%  3.3% 62.4% 4.6% 9.6% 34.8% 1.2%  

V   <0.1%     8.1%  0.7% <0.1% 1.5%  <0.1% <0.1% 

VI  0.2%   21.5%      0.2% 39.9% 0.2% 0.1% 4.9% 

Uncl         8.2%  0.1%     
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Percentage of nationally designated areas coverage per IUCN category 

Annex 6, Table 3: Summary of protected areas (terrestrial) for selected countries, including main 
proportion by International Union for the Conservation of Nature management categories.66 

Country Total terrestrial 
area protected 
(km²) 

% of terrestrial 
area protected 

IUCN Category 
(top 2 by % of 
area) 

Other Categories (by % 
of area) 

Australia 1 311 457 17  VI (39%) 
II (25%) 

Not applicable67 (7%) 
Not reported (2%) 

Brazil 2 468 479 28.9 VI (14%)  
II (9%) 

Not reported (36%)68 
Not applicable (30%) 

Canada 1 054 057 10.6 II (47%) 
Ib (26%) 

Not applicable (10%) 
Not reported (3%) 

China 1 599 092 17.1 V (88%) 
VI (3%) 

Not applicable (6%) 
Not reported (3%) 

France 142 875 26  V (54%) 

IV (4%) 

Not reported (26%) 
Not assigned (10%)69 

Germany 134 745 37.7 V (60%) 
IV (8%) 

Not reported (25%) 
Not applicable (7%) 

Italy 64 806 21.5 II (14%) 
IV (11%) 

Not reported (41%) 
Not applicable (28%) 

Japan 72 408 19.4 V (39%) 
IV (36%) 

Not applicable (2%) 
Not reported (1%) 

Russian 
Federation 

1 640 156 9.7 IV (29%) 
VI (12%) 

Not applicable (29%) 
Not reported (12%) 

                                            

 

66 D. Charlebois. (2017). Formes et politiques d’aires protégées pour certains pays et groups de pays. Étude 
comparative des aires protégées faite pour Environnement et Changement Climatique Canada. (unpublished) 

67 For protected areas not meeting the IUCN definition, there are reported under other categories and 
including: Not applicable such as World Heritage Sites and UNESCO-MAB; Not reported such as Ramsar 
sites, Sites of Community Importance (Habitats Directive in Europe), National Scenic Area (UK only).  

68 In Brazil, the largest portion of protected areas not being reported is designated as Indigenous Area, 
accounting for 31% of the national network.  

69 In France, National Park Core Areas have been identified as meeting the IUCN definition of a protected 
area but have not been assigned to a specific management category yet. 
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Sweden 65 039 14.5 Ib (24%) 
II (5%) 

Not reported (52%) 
Not applicable (11%) 

United 
Kingdom 

69 258 28.2 V (48%) 
IV (21%) 

Not reported (29%) 

United 
States 

1 230 637 13 Ib (31%) 
V (22%) 

Not applicable (21%) 

Not reported (1%) 
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ANNEX 7 – SUMMARY OF SELECTED PUBLISHED LITERATURE ON OECMS, 

BIBLIOGRAPHY AND ADDITIONAL RESOURCES ON PROTECTED AREAS AND OECMS 

Throughout this paper, published material on the subject of protected areas and OECMs has been cited. Six 

papers specifically focused on the subject of OECMs are summarized below. A full bibliography including 

additional resources follows. 

 Nikita Lopoukhine and Braulio Ferreira de 
Souza Dias. 2012. Editorial: What does 
target 11 really mean? Parks 18:1. 
(alternate link) 

 Examples that align with the intent of the target but are 
not recognized as protected areas: “private reserves 
(owned by private individuals, non-profit or for-profit 
institutions and corporations) and various forms of 
indigenous and community conserved areas.” Examples 
that do not align with the intent of the target are areas 
that "could never be recognized as protected areas, for 
instance because their primary aim is directed towards 
other objectives, or because they have no long-term 
security of tenure and therefor do not align with the 
intent of the target [such as]: sustainably-managed 
commercial forestry; organic farms; de-militarised zones; 
areas of semi-natural vegetation alongside motorways; 
extensive pasture grazing; and temporary areas set 
aside to build fish stocks.” 

 Woodley, S. et al. 2012. Meeting Aichi 
Target 11: what does success look like for 
protected area systems? Parks 18:1 23–
36. 

 “Countries, in meeting Target 11, should only consider 
‘other conserved areas’ as those lands and waters that 
are either formal protected areas or that meet the intent 
of being protected areas. ‘Other conserved areas’ 
should meet the intent of the criteria for the agreed 
definition of protected areas in order to contribute to 
achieving Aichi Target 11. Specifically, ‘other conserved 
areas’ should have biodiversity objectives, they should 
be managed by a competent authority for the long-term, 
assuring that conservation is the first priority. Well 
managed production landscapes and seascapes have 
biodiversity value and are important for conservation 
and ecological integrity, but do not fit under Target 11.”  

 International Union for Conservation of 
Nature. 2012. Position Paper on Protected 
Areas, Agenda Item 13.4. Submitted to the 
11th meeting of the Conference of the 
Parties to the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD COP 11). 

 OECMs “should be subject to evaluation as to whether 
they meet the effectiveness criteria for protected 
areas… If biodiversity is not at least one of the principal 
considerations, with adequate safeguards for their long-
term persistence, they should not be factored into the % 
target, and their role may be limited to other qualitative 
functions, e.g., in contributing to the connectivity of the 
protected area system contemplated in Target 11.” 

 Jonas, H.D. et al. 2014. New steps of 
change: looking beyond protected areas to 
consider other effective area-based 
conservation measures. Parks 20: 2 111–
128 

 “In the context of community conservation, at least the 
following areas could be considered OECMs, subject to 
their self-designation of and/or consent to the same: 
areas governed by Indigenous peoples and local 
communities (either de jure or de facto) that achieve 
conservation but are not recognised as state protected 
areas because either the government or the custodians 
do not recognise them as such; and areas that do not 

https://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/editorial_18_1.pdf
https://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/editorial_18_1.pdf
https://www.iucn.org/content/parks-journal-181
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/270450777_Meeting_Aichi_Target_11_what_does_success_look_like_for_Protected_Area_systems
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/270450777_Meeting_Aichi_Target_11_what_does_success_look_like_for_Protected_Area_systems
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/270450777_Meeting_Aichi_Target_11_what_does_success_look_like_for_Protected_Area_systems
https://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/iucn_cop11_position_paper_protected_areasfinal.pdf
https://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/iucn_cop11_position_paper_protected_areasfinal.pdf
http://www.hawksongassociates.com/pdf/Parks_Oct2014.pdf
http://www.hawksongassociates.com/pdf/Parks_Oct2014.pdf
http://www.hawksongassociates.com/pdf/Parks_Oct2014.pdf
http://www.hawksongassociates.com/pdf/Parks_Oct2014.pdf
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conform to the CBD or IUCN definitions of protected 
area but are effective in conserving biodiversity (for 
example, a range of ICCAs, locally managed marine 
areas and sacred natural sites whose primary 
management objective is customary, subsistence or 
small-scale use).” 

 Borrini-Feyerabend, G. and Hill, R. (2015) 
‘Governance for the conservation of 
nature’, in G. L. Worboys, M. Lockwood, 
A. Kothari, S. Feary and I. Pulsford (eds) 
Protected Area Governance and 
Management, pp. 169–206, ANU Press, 
Canberra 

 “A clearly defined geographical space where de facto 
conservation of nature and associated ecosystem 
services and cultural values is achieved and expected to 
be maintained in the long-term regardless of specific 
recognition and dedication.” 

 MacKinnon, D., C.J. Lemieux, K. Beazley, 
et al (Canadian Council on Ecological 
Areas [CCEA]). 2015. Canada and Aichi 
Biodiversity Target 11: understanding 
‘other effective area-based conservation 
measures’ in the context of the broader 
target. Biodiversity and Conservation: 24: 
14, 3559-3581 doi: 10.1007/s10531-015-
1018-1 

 “Consistent with the objectives of the UNCBD, the 
Program of Work on Protected Areas, and the Strategic 
Plan for Biodiversity 2011–2020, all Aichi Target 11 
areas should be managed to achieve the conservation 
of ecosystems and natural habitats and the 
maintenance and recovery of viable populations of 
species in their natural surroundings.  

 “We believe this requires, at a minimum, the prohibition 
of industrial or other uses that are likely to significantly 
impact biodiversity.  

 “Notwithstanding the foregoing, management activities 
such as those described in Principles and Guidelines for 
Ecological Restoration in Canada's Protected Natural 
Areas, may be appropriate in Aichi Target 11 areas if 
undertaken for the purpose of biodiversity conservation 
(as determined through a science-based, peer-reviewed 
decision-making process).” 

 “Where sustainable or customary use is an objective for 
Aichi Target 11 areas (e.g., in Category VI or V 
protected areas), it should be undertaken in a way that 
is integrated with and beneficial to biodiversity 
conservation and at a rate that does not produce 
significant impacts on biodiversity.  

 “Large-scale industrial uses are not appropriate in any 
Aichi Target 11 areas.” 

 In addition to consensus statements describing the 
nature of OECMs (see below), CCEA proposed the 
following working definition and published a detailed 
decision tool to assist decision-makers in determining 
according to defined criteria whether conservation 
measures under consideration should be reported as 
counting toward the target:  
- An OECM is “a clearly defined geographical space, 

recognized, dedicated and managed, through 

effective means, to achieve the long‐term 
conservation of nature, but which is not recognized 
as a formal protected area” 

Sue Stolton, Kent H. Redford and Nigel  Privately protected areas deserve far greater   

http://press-files.anu.edu.au/downloads/press/p312491/pdf/CHAPTER7.pdf
http://press-files.anu.edu.au/downloads/press/p312491/pdf/CHAPTER7.pdf
https://press.anu.edu.au/publications/protected-area-governance-and-management/download
https://press.anu.edu.au/publications/protected-area-governance-and-management/download
http://www.ccea.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/P21_Canada-and-Aichi-Biodiversity-Target-11-understanding-other-effective-area-based-conservation-measures-in-the-context-of-the-broader-target.pdf
http://www.ccea.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/P21_Canada-and-Aichi-Biodiversity-Target-11-understanding-other-effective-area-based-conservation-measures-in-the-context-of-the-broader-target.pdf
http://www.ccea.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/P21_Canada-and-Aichi-Biodiversity-Target-11-understanding-other-effective-area-based-conservation-measures-in-the-context-of-the-broader-target.pdf
http://www.ccea.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/P21_Canada-and-Aichi-Biodiversity-Target-11-understanding-other-effective-area-based-conservation-measures-in-the-context-of-the-broader-target.pdf
http://www.ccea.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/P21_Canada-and-Aichi-Biodiversity-Target-11-understanding-other-effective-area-based-conservation-measures-in-the-context-of-the-broader-target.pdf
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Dudley (2014). The Futures of Privately 
Protected Areas. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. 

recognition and support than is the case at the moment. 
IUCN has long recognized the potential of privately 
protected areas and the World Commission on 
Protected Areas has a specialist group focused on their 
support and development. The CBD has explicitly called 
for private conservation to play a stronger role in 
achieving the aims of the Programme of Work on 
Protected Areas and the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. 

 Use the IUCN protected area definition as the basis for 
defining and international reporting of PPAs 

 Review national PPA systems to clarify definition, legal 
standing and importance of PPAs 

 Develop and implement monitoring and management 
effectiveness systems for PPAs 

 Create or strengthen national PPA associations to 
assess performance, provide training and develop data 
collection systems 

 Understand what incentives are needed to support and 
promote PPAs relating to establishment, management 
and ensuring long-term security 
• Develop incentives to increase the conservation role 
of PPAs through expanding their size, ensuring 
connectivity and focusing on threatened species 
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ANNEX 8 – SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION PAPER REVIEWERS’ FEEDBACK 

A brief summary of reviewer’s comments is provided below. Almost all of the feedback provided was 

addressed through revisions, addition of information and deletions, as needed to address the comment. In 

very few cases the ETT evaluated the feedback and determined that revisions were either not necessary or 

were not feasible within the scope of the paper or in the time available.  

General feedback: 

 The paper improved from the first draft in that it achieves a good ‘balance’ of information, insights and 

questions. It does not trend towards defining controversial standards for OECMs outside of what 

exists in draft guidance.  

 The paper needs to ensure that it makes explicit that what counts towards Canada Target 1 is 

effective in the goal of stemming biodiversity loss, as opposed not innovating ‘creative’ ways to count 

lands towards the numeric target. 

 Some claims and statements needed referencing. 

 Ensure that the paper uses language common to CBD and IUCN guidance, e.g. instead of using the 

phrase “positive conservation outcomes” to describe the results delivered by effective conservation 

measures, the paper should refer to “in-situ conservation of biodiversity”; instead of using “private 

protected areas” the paper should refer to “privately protected areas”. 

 The National Advisory Panel should consider creating a committee/council made up of public 

protected area, privately protected area and Indigenous peoples and community conserved territories 

and areas members. It would be a good legacy of the Pathway process if it resulted in the creation of 

a formal mechanism for the three types of protected areas to dialogue, collaborate and leverage each 

other’s expertise and experience, going forward. 

 The National Advisory Panel should wait until the work of the IUCN task force is complete and a 

definition of OECM is published before adopting any guidance. Otherwise Canada may be out of step 

with international guidance.  

 The paper needs to define or add clarity for certain terminology e.g.: natural or near-natural, large-

scale, equitable, effectiveness, etc. 

OECM criteria: 

 The paper could do better at explaining difference between IUCN and CCEA definitions and guidance 

on OECMs. 

 The paper should be careful not to cast CCEA guidance as being ‘strict’ or ‘onerous’ but rather more 

detailed, and differently focused to a Canadian context. Perceived differences between IUCN and 

CCEA guidance are also artefacts of different wording despite similar intended outcomes. On the 

issue of sub-surface resources CCEA is more detailed due to national context, for example.  

 Conversely, the impact of applying CCEA’s guidance should be made more explicit – that certain 

conserved areas in Canada do not qualify as protected areas.  
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 The paper needs to be careful not to treat OECMs as weakened protected areas or a ‘failed protected 

areas’. OECM’s need to achieve in–situ biodiversity outcomes in order to qualify toward Canada 

Target 1.  

 Need a better comparison of detailed interpretation between DFO and IUCN guidance for marine 

areas. 

 The issue of conservation mechanisms focused on seasonal arrangements is overemphasized. While 

there is more detail on seasonal measures in CCEA’s guidance than in IUCN’s, the intention is the 

same: to illustrate that measures which only conserve an area part of the year are not providing in-

situ conservation of biodiversity. 

 The paper needs to be clearer about the role of federal, provincial and territorial government experts 

in the development and application of CCEA guidance. While governments may not have formally 

adopted it, government protected area experts have been involved in its ongoing development 

through annual workshops and exchange of information to foster consistency, and have been 

applying the standards operationally.  

Protected area criteria:  

 The paper needs to reference CCEA’s forthcoming 2017 Canadian Guidebook for the Application of 

IUCN Protected Area Categories. 

 The paper needs to make sure that CCEA screening tools are presented in the correct order. 

 Be clear to note that not all directional drilling under protected areas is automatically considered 

acceptable. Also need to elaborate on forthcoming guidance on subsurface exploitation of mineral / 

energy rights.  

Protected area reporting: 

 Recognize that protected area submissions to the WDPA do not need to be conducted through the 

state jurisdictions and that independent reporting is an acceptable route for non-government entities. 

 Note that in Canada the protected areas community has not focused on protected areas management 

objectives suited to Categories V and VI because of the opportunities in Canada to strive for higher 

degrees of naturalness in protected areas. 

 Explain that some conservation areas in Canada could be reported if certain impediments to their 

conservation effectiveness were addressed (e.g. sub-surface under privately protected areas). 

 The lack of reporting of some conservation areas in some jurisdictions is not necessarily always 

attributable to a lack of jurisdictional capacity or data, but also because of areas that have been 

assessed and have not passed screening criteria. 

Privately protected areas: 

 Like many countries, Canada lacks proper recognition and accounting of its privately protected areas. 

There are examples/models from around the world that Canada could use to develop a full 

accounting of privately protected areas.  
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 The paper mentions the 25 year recommend minimum time frame for protection but must recognize 

that this is not the only guidance and that the intent is still for perpetuity. 

 Need to add some peer-reviewed sources on privately protected areas in general. 

 Need to add explanation of why only five Canadian jurisdictions report privately protected areas. Lack 

of reporting in many cases needs elaboration beyond purely jurisdictional capacity and data 

availability challenges. 

 Emphasise the need to better account for and categorize privately protected areas. 

Resource use: 

 The paper should include 2016 references to IUCN World Conservation Congress calls to limit or 

prohibit certain industrial uses in protected areas. 

 The paper needs to make clear that the community of practice acknowledges the diverse demands 

on resources in protected areas and is aware of the pressure to accommodate often incompatible 

resource uses within them. Protected areas managers thus need to remain informed and guarded 

about the incompatible resource demands made on these areas.  

 Be careful not to appear to be incorporating industrial ‘green spin’ into questions about sustainable or 

resource uses, e.g. forest harvest considerations. 

 Need to provide rationale for assuming that resource/sustainable use is necessary for achieving 

equitability or satisfying a social benefit to protected areas or OECMs 

                                            

 

 
 


