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Introduction 

The Canadian Biosphere Reserves Association (CBRA) has established a contribution agreement with 

Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) to support the coordination of a project that looks at 

how Canada’s UNESCO biosphere reserves (BRs) and areas within BRs might qualify as Other Effective 

Area-Based Conservation Measures (OECMs). CBRA will manage this project until 2020.  

By identifying OECMs within BR boundaries, CBRA can join other organizations, networks, and committees 

in helping our country meet Biodiversity Target 1—the domestic application of Aichi Target 11. This is an 

opportunity for BRs to work together as a network, to play a meaningful role in a project of national and 

international significance, and to create new partnerships with federal, provincial, and Indigenous Peoples 

governments. This project will also help determine how Canada’s BRs can add to Canada’s present 

inventory of protected and conserved lands.  

As BRs in Canada are situated within the traditional territories of over fifty Indigenous nations, it is critical 

for CBRA to learn about Indigenous self-governance, including treaties and land codes, as well as 

Indigenous values and principles that will be the foundation of relationship building and collaborations 

moving forward. By taking the necessary time to understand these fundamentals, CBRA will be in a better 

place to collaborate with Indigenous Peoples on all projects, including the identification and potential 

reporting of OECMs within BRs.  

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to: (1) Describe the criteria for and definition of OECMs; (2) Discuss OECMs 

in the context of Indigenous lands, and necessary considerations for pursuing this work in the spirit and 

practice of Reconciliation, and; (3) Provide a preliminary assessment of the ability for BRs--or areas within 

BRs--to qualify as OECMs. These deliverables respond to Project Activities 1A and 1B of the Canadian 

Biosphere Reserve Association's (CBRA) workplan with Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC); 

Elements from the summary notes of the National Briefing Meeting (workplan project activity 2B) are 

woven into this report as the meeting itself provided reflections and valuable input on the 

abovementioned purpose. The National Briefing Meeting also has its own, separate document to record 

the proceedings. 

1. Describing OECMs 

International and Domestic Targets: The Origins of OECMs 

In 2010, the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), adopted the Strategic Plan for 

Biodiversity for the 2011-2020 period.   

The CBD Strategic Plan includes five goals and twenty interrelated targets (called the 'Aichi Targets') aimed 

at halting the global loss of biodiversity. Aichi Target 11 is related to Strategic Goal C, which is “To improve 

the status of biodiversity by safeguarding ecosystems, species and genetic diversity.”  
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Aichi 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 (OECMs) and integrated 
into the wider landscape and seascapes.1 (underlined by authors of this report) 

The International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) provides technical support to the CBD. In 

April 2017, the IUCN's World Commission on Protected Areas (WPCA) Task Force on OECMs circulated to 

its members the first draft of the guidelines.2 Finalized guidelines were published in January 2018.  

Parties (including Canada) were also urged to develop domestic biodiversity goals and targets, using the 

Strategic Plan as a flexible guide. Canada Target 1 is thus the domestic response to Aichi Target 11, and it 

states:  

 “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.”3 

To achieve the 17 and 10 percent targets, Canada must first create a baseline inventory of the existing 

biodiversity as well as the lands and waters that protect it (see Figure 1 for the Protected Areas Network 

mapped as of December 2016). 

 

FIGURE 1: CANADA'S PROTECTED AREAS NETWORK (SOURCE: CEEA.ORG) 
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OECM Criteria & Definition 

The IUCN's WPCA Task Force created the definition and associated guidelines for an OECM and Canada is 

in the final stages of producing its own definition, which should be available in the spring of 2018. ECCC 

reassured CBRA that the Canadian definition of an OECM will not differ much from the international 

definition of an OECM. However, ECCC agrees that it is important that there be an agreed-upon definition 

by all jurisdictions, and the department is hopeful that the Pathway to Canada Target 1 process will get us 

there soon.4 

According to the IUCN definition, an OECM: 

• has a geographically defined space; 

• is not already recorded as a protected area; 

• has a long-term management or governance plan that will ensure the ongoing conservation of 

biodiversity, and; 

• delivers the effective and enduring in-situ conservation of biodiversity, with associated ecosystem 

services and cultural and spiritual values.5 

Conservation of biodiversity is not the primary goal of OECMs. Rather, OECMs achieve biodiversity 

conservation either because there is active conservation of an area’s ecological functions (‘secondary 

conservation’) or in the case where biodiversity thrives despite a lack of focus on the area’s ecological 

integrity (ancillary conservation’) 6 

 

 

FIGURE 2: EXAMPLES OF POTENTIAL OECMS (SOURCE: GUIDELINES FOR RECOGNISING AND REPORTING OTHER EFFECTIVE AREA 

BASED CONSERVATION) 
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How OECMs Are Reported 

In Canada and worldwide, many organizations are engaged in the identification, recognition, and 

reporting of OECMs. 7 The Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) has been particularly active 

in reporting a large amount of marine-based OECMs. The method for reporting OECMs in Canada is still 

being determined; currently, the land owner or administrator (including municipal governments, 

Indigenous Peoples, land trusts and private landowners) submit the data to their associated province or 

territory government. Provincial, territorial, and federal jurisdictions are then responsible for reporting 

OECMs to ECCC. Once reported federally, Canadian OECMs are added to the IUCN’s global list of OECMs. 

At this point, there is no clear mechanism for allowing other non-governmental organizations to report 

on OECMs. It is anticipated that the Pathway to Canada Target 1 will address this.8 

To date, in Canada, the only known agency that that has completed an OECM assessment is DFO. 

However, besides CBRA, other key players involved and/or considering OECMs include: 

• Canadian Council of Ecological Areas 

• Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society 

• Conservation Authorities (Ontario) 

• Ducks Unlimited Canada  

• Nature Conservancy of Canada (Privately Protected Areas)  

• Provincial, Federal and Municipal Governments 

By playing a part in identifying OECMs within BR boundaries, CBRA will help Canada meet its domestic and 

international biodiversity targets. Additionally, CBRA will gain recognition for being a part of a larger 

collaborative effort to address biodiversity conservation in the spirit and practice of reconciliation. Since 

provinces want to have a role in judging what gets included, BRs are encouraged to engage in conversation 

with their provincial government counterparts that are engaged in recognizing and reporting OECMs.9 

2. OECMs in an Indigenous Context 

In Canada, the conversation about OECMs must go hand in hand with an understanding of Indigenous 

worldviews and language, governance including land codes and their connection to treaty, and 

Indigenous-led conservation. This section is intended to provide CBRA with context on how OECMs can 

be developed in collaboration with Indigenous Peoples and through a process that respects Indigenous 

Peoples' right to decide how their territories are recognized. Part of this section was completed following 

the OECM National Briefing Meeting in Ottawa because presentations and discussions amongst CBRA's 

expanded Indigenous Circle provided additional guidance that CBRA should consider before engaging in 

further assessments of OECMs within BR boundaries. More guidance on these topics including 

communication tools and educational materials will be shared throughout the project timeline (2018-20). 

As the Recommendations for Collaboration with Indigenous Peoples from the 2013 gathering of the 

EuroMAB network (a regional network of European and North American biosphere reserves) are prefaced, 

"time is needed for this kind of dialogue and relationship building."10 As such, while there is valuable 

information to be shared here and now, BRs are urged to keep asking questions and to ensure that 

conversations with Indigenous partners take place throughout the process of identifying OECMs and on 

any project where collaboration is possible. 
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Most of the text consists of direct quotes from interviewees and presenters, in their own words, rather 

than paraphrasing that could be misconstrued in the process of interpretation. The interviewees include 

(in alphabetical order): 

• Gina Bayha, Coordinator of the Tsá Tué BR 

• Nadine Crookes, Co-Chair of the Pathway's National Steering Committee (NSC) 

• Chloe Dragon Smith, member of the Pathway's National Advisory Panel (NAP) 

• Susanne Emonds, ECCC's Protected Areas program and a non-Indigenous governmental 

representative of the ICE Committee 

• Eli Enns, Co-Chair of the Pathway's Indigenous Circle of Experts (ICE) 

• Olaf Jensen, Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) Protected Areas Manager 

• Stan Johnson (Eskason First Nation, Bras d'Or Lake BR 

• Danika Littlechild, ICE Co-Chair 

• Larry McDermott, Algonquin Elder 

• Kim Sander Wright, ICCA Consortium/David Suzuki Foundation 

Indigenous Worldviews and Language  

Ethical Space 

Ethical space is so fundamental to the Pathway's process that it raised in consultative interviews with Eli 

Enns and Chloe Dragon Smith, and in presentations at CBRA's National Briefing Meeting by Elder Larry 

McDermott, Nadine Crookes, and Danika Littlechild. The Pathway to Canada Target 1 has adopted ethical 

space because it brings with it the understanding that both views are not only worth seeing, but equal in 

value. 

Nadine Crookes explained in her presentation to CBRA that "the concept of ethical space was gifted to 

Pathway participants by Dr. Reg Crowshoe, a Blackfoot cultural and spiritual advisor, and member of the 

National Advisory Panel (NAP). Ethical space has been adopted as a foundational concept for all elements 

of the Pathway, including the Indigenous Circle of Experts (ICE), NAP, and the National Steering 

Committee."11 

Chloe Dragon Smith stated that "ethical space is the natural confluence of Indigenous and non-Indigenous 

worldviews and cultures. It's at a societal level, a vision of a future where these worldviews come 

together."12  

Eli Enns provided additional context and described how the figure seen below came together: "Willie 

Ermine was one of the architects of ethical space and Dr. Reg Crowshoe has brought it to this Pathway 

work to say that we don't want to recreate the wheel always--these are some givens, [demonstrated by 

the figure below, which has four sides/elements to its frame]: The 94 Calls to Action of the Truth and 

Reconciliation Commission [is one side of the frame]; we'll never have Reconciliation between Crown and 

Indigenous Nations until there's Reconciliation with the land. A second part of that frame is the UN 

Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) [which] has been adopted by the Canadian 

government. A third part of that frame is Section 35 of the Canada Act of 1982. And the [fourth] part of 

that frame is Peace and Friendship Treaties, the UN Convention on Biodiversity, and other bodies of 

international law. Through that frame, we see each other [as equals]. We can interact. Tonnes of time and 

energy went into UNDRIP and the 94 Calls to Action. Everybody's accepted that we're going to do those 
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things, so those are a given now as part of a framework of our relationship. And now put the logo for the 

Pathway to Canada Target 1 inside that ethical space, surrounded by those four things."13 

 

FIGURE 3 - THE GIFT OF ETHICAL SPACE (SOURCE: PRESENTATION BY NADINE CROOKES) 

Chloe Dragon Smith continued to explain that "One of the things that solidified ethical space for me is 

what [Dr.] Reg [Crowshoe] said--that in Indigenous culture, we often have a song or a ceremony to make 

something official to say 'this is the way it is', whereas in western society, we often sign a paper or sign a 

document that says 'this is the way it is'. He said, how do you think scientists would feel if we went to 

them and said, 'I'm glad you've made this discovery, and this is the new policy and we'll sing a song, and 

that will be the way it is.' They'd laugh. Well that's how the Elders feel when you bring them a paper . . . 

There's an equal and opposite way of doing something that stems from this core worldview--way of being, 

way of seeing the world . . . It's also a really unthreatening way to explain that we need Indigenous ways 

in the work we do . . . it's not saying we want to override western ways. It's saying, right now, western 

ways are way bigger. The way we are doing things is really set in a western core worldview. What we want 

is simply to grow the other side so we have a true ethical space. It's not to take over but right now we're 

out of balance. We don't have the ethical space because one [worldview] is suppressed." 

Algonquin Elder Larry McDermott spoke to the significance of ethical space in his work with the Pathway's 

National Advisory Panel (NAP) and referenced several key documents that are included in 'Appendix D: 

Additional Resources'. His presentation at CBRA's National Briefing Meeting on OECMs centered around 

how ethical space is created through relationship building and shared governance. One of the highlights 

of the National Briefing Meeting was the creation of a statement by CBRA's Indigenous Circle (20 people), 

called "Making a Promise." The statement is an important development in formalizing a relationship 

between CBRA, Indigenous Peoples, and BRs. Please see the National Briefing Meeting summary 

document for more information. The statement is also available at biospherecanada.ca under 'Reports.' 
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Two Eyed Seeing 

Two eyed seeing is similar to ethical space, but it carries a slightly different meaning.  

Stan Johnson (Eskason First Nation, Bras d'Or Lake BR) defined two eyed seeing as "learning to see from 

one eye with the strengths of Indigenous knowledge's and ways of knowing, and from the other eye with 

the strengths of Western knowledges and ways of knowing … and to using both these eyes together, for 

the benefit of all."14 

Chloe Dragon Smith described "Two eyed seeing [as] having a person who can walk a line between two 

cultures and understand both. Two eyed seeing is somebody that lives in a space like today where two 

cultures are not necessarily even, not in ethical space, but they can understand both."15 

Eli Enns elaborated that "Two eyed seeing is tightly associated with Elders like William Commanda where 

he spoke about convergence and fulfilling the prophecies of the time of contact through the Peace and 

Friendship Treaties. He wanted to look at how these two societies could co-exist as equals."16 

The Importance of Language 

As per the EuroMAB 2013 Recommendations, it is essential that BRs "Value indigenous/traditional 

knowledge as on-par with other forms of expertise in decision-making. As a start, learn and use local 

concepts/language."17 

In a conversation with Tsá Tué BR's coordinator, a key point was made: "It's difficult to engage in a process 

[about conservation] when, in your own language, there are no words for conservation or protected 
area,"18 stated Gina Bayha. This is crucial for CBRA and BRs to understand if they are to take on a 

communications/education role within communities. It is crucial that this and all work begin from a place 

of common understanding. Terminologies and concepts from each culture need to be unpacked, shared, 

understood. 

Indigenous Governance and OECMs 

Land Codes 

These are words from Eli Enns, Co-Chair of the Indigenous Circle of Experts for the Pathway to Canada 

Target 1. In addition to his role on the Pathway to Canada Target 1, Eli Enns is also a former Canada Man 

and the Biosphere (MAB) Committee Member, former member of the Board of Directors of the Clayoquot 

Sound Biosphere Reserve, and member of Tla-o-qui-aht Nation.  

“Zonations and land codes have in the past primarily been applicable only to on-reserve status land. 

Territorial level initiatives that implicate broader geographical scales have been addressed by Indigenous 

Peoples through land use planning and watershed governance innovations such as Tribal Parks and other 

Tribal Park-type initiatives [which are a form of Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas (IPCAs)].  

Throughout Canada, geopolitical regions vary in regard to the degree of certainty or constitutional 

agreement in place, which has implication on what types of innovations may be available, for example in 

a post-treaty or pre-treaty environment. Land codes would come into play for those First Nations who 

have very large landholdings associated with historical treaties and whose lands reside in or adjacent to 

biosphere reserves. 
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This comes into the OECM conversation because the individual Nation may decide to set aside some of 

their own reserve lands via land code [that supports biodiversity] or other mechanism, within that 

biosphere region. For example, in Clayoquot Sound the designation of a biosphere reserve helped to 

catalyse various partnerships and mutual interests for Indigenous Peoples in Clayoquot to establish Tribal 

Parks. When Indigenous Peoples establish Tribal Parks or Tribal Park-type initiatives in and around areas 

designated as biosphere reserves, it enhances the function of biosphere reserves as OECMs because Tribal 

Parks and Tribal Park-type initiatives are consistent with ideas of zones of sustainable use and broader 

biosphere reserve values and principles. Tribal Parks have the built-in objective to promote healthy 

biodiversity. And so, in the Clayoquot example, there has been a reciprocal relationship. The careful 

cultivation of biodiversity by Nuu-chah-nulth Peoples over thousands of years and their recent efforts to 

protect their homelands beginning in 1984 with the Meares Island Tribal Park declaration, created a strong 

foundation for the Clayoquot Sound Biosphere Reserve and, in turn, the Clayoquot Sound Biosphere 

Reserve brought innovative ideas, individuals, and organizations to the region." 

OECM as a Negotiation Tool  

Kim Sander Wright from the ICCA Consortium commented in an interview that “[OECMs are] conserved 

areas that have a governance plan. It could be for Indigenous Peoples territories that have been 

[sustainably] governed for thousands of years--areas that don't have official recognition that this is what 

they're up to, which threatens the biodiversity there. It may be that there hasn't been a treaty protecting 

certain areas, [and there may or may not be a] land use [or] marine use plan. An OECM then becomes a 

negotiating and a dialogue opportunity for Indigenous Peoples to have that conversation with the federal 

government. [It may be a situation where the First Nation is thinking,] "We're happy to continue taking 

responsibility for that area but we . . . need funding [or] guardian program [for example], and respect, 

acknowledgment and recognition that [conservation] is what we want." 

She continued, explaining that "OECM recognition puts the governance capacity back [in the hands of] 

the people who are governing that territory. [The OECM] is not a designation, but recognition that there 

is something going on there that works that needs to be safeguarded [and a] threat [to biodiversity that 

needs to be mitigated]."19 

Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) 

A paper by Jonas et al (2017) about OECMs and ICCAs speaks to the fundamental importance of FPIC: 

"Upholding FPIC is critical to ensuring that injustices perpetrated against Indigenous peoples and local 

communities under protected area-related regulatory frameworks are not repeated in the context of 

OECMs. This is especially important in the run up to 2020 (the deadline for CBD Parties to achieve the 

Strategic Plan and Aichi Targets) during which time state agencies will be under pressure to boost their 

area-based coverage to meet Target 11 and may be tempted to report OECMs without due process. 

"As a corollary, states that are interested to recognize ICCAs as OECMs should develop dedicated legal 

and policy frameworks with the full and effective participation of Indigenous peoples and local 

communities. They are advised to ensure that such frameworks form constituent parts of broader legal 

and institutional frameworks that recognize and support the full spectrum of Indigenous peoples’ and 

local communities’ cultures, customary laws and institutions, rights and responsibilities (i.e., as above, not 

just the aspects associated directly with the conservation of biodiversity) (Rights and Resources Initiative, 

2015). Thus, legal, policy and institutional reforms necessary to recognize OECMs at the (sub-) national 
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level may provide an opportunity to advocate for other - and possibly more systemic - reforms to 

recognize and support Indigenous peoples’ rights more broadly."20 

A link to a factsheet about Indigenous Peoples and FPIC in the Canadian context is available in the 

Additional Resources section (Appendix D). 

Using OECMs to Safeguard Biodiversity 

A BR is an international designation that does not have legislative teeth in Canada. According to Kim 

Sander Wright of the ICCA Consortium, "A BR is an interesting way of raising the importance of an area 

but not the tool that's going to safeguard it. To safeguard it, you need an OECM [or an IPCA]. Meanwhile, 

you can have an ICCA there by saying X FN has decided that they want to be to govern this land [for 

biodiversity conservation]."21 

"Next, there needs to be a national peer-support network of Indigenous People who are interested in this 

kind of thing that discuss what is or isn't an OECM. [There is an] Opportunity for BRs to have this 

conversation. [Note: this was initiated with the CBRA Briefing Meeting in February 2018]. The language is 

"appropriate recognition." What can we do to appropriately recognize? How can we safeguard it? What 

are the threats? What are the tools you need to secure the area? An OECM is a good option. BRs could 

facilitate those conversations and the process. [BR could assist with] mapping, guardian program 

development, then the Indigenous community can help each other once a few people have done it."22 

Indigenous-Led Conservation  

ICCAs (not to be confused with IPCAs) vs OECMs 

"ICCA sounds like an acronym, but it is not. It is an abbreviation for “territories and areas conserved by 

indigenous peoples and local communities” or “territories of life”.23  

Words below are from Kim Sander Wright of the ICCA Consortium. Kim is also a Task Force member on 

the IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas Task Force on OECMs. She has been working to ensure 

that Indigenous rights are recognized throughout international negotiations about the definition of 

OECMs: 

"ICCA is an international term that can apply to anything that is Indigenous governed with a conservation 

outcome. An ICCA is a catch-all term like 'protected area'. It's international language that refers to any 

system where Indigenous Peoples and/or local communities who have a territory or an area that they 

govern . . . where conservation is the result. The local people may not have a name for it, but de facto, [an 

ICCA is] what it is. The rule of the ICCA Consortium is to help communities or governments protect them. 

"If protection is the goal and you have a territory of Indigenous Peoples, then what you end up with is a 

protected area that is governed by Indigenous Peoples. If Indigenous Peoples don't want it to be a 

protected area, they can call it an OECM. If the goal is sustainable use (traditional harvest, sacred or 

cultural values, midden sites or villages that you want to safeguard) and conservation is a co-benefit, then 

it's an OECM. OECMs are not lesser than or secondary to protected areas. Biodiversity can be as rich. 

"[OECM and ICCAs are a] Great fit for Indigenous areas because . . . [for example] Indigenous Nations don't 

want to give up fishing rights but they may choose not to fish there because it's an important area for rock 

fish so they won't officially say they're not using that space. Continuous use means land rights."24 
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Indigenous Circle of Experts (ICE) 

Members of ICE include Indigenous experts in conservation from across Canada, supported by 

representatives from federal, provincial, and territorial jurisdictions.25 

Danika Littlechild spoke to the role of ICE within the Pathway to Canada Target 1: “[The] Indigenous Circle 

of Experts is an integral part of the process, as it allows for the indigenous dialogue to collectively 

articulate the role Indigenous Peoples should lead regarding protected areas…. Stories being gathered 

from the Indigenous Circle of Experts from across Canada talk about the connection with Mother Earth, 

language, and how it [engrained into] Indigenous [culture]…. What does reconciliation mean? More 

difficult conversations, making things awkward as we challenge ourselves to think about what this means 

to shift the paradigm, and elevate First Nations people to a place where they deserve to be…in way that 

allows us to build relationships, perhaps in old ways and new ways." 

Susanne Emonds, policy analyst with ECCC's Protected Areas program and one of the non-Indigenous 

governmental representatives of the ICE Committee, stated that the ICE process included four gatherings 

in the west, east, north and south-central regions of Canada throughout 2017. At these gatherings, the 

committee heard and learned about many Indigenous-led conservation efforts. Tsá Tué BR was one of the 

examples that was shared and could qualify as an IPCA.26 

ICE will produce recommendations and guidance on how a spectrum of IPCA’s could contribute to Canada 

Target 1 in the spirit and practice of reconciliation. . . As its primary deliverable, [expected at the end of 

March 2018,] ICE will produce a publicly-accessible report that: 

• outlines a proposed definition for Canadian IPCA’s; 

• identifies key principles and characteristics common to a spectrum of IPCA’s in Canada; 

• describes relationships between IPCA’s and existing protected area and conservation networks, 

and; 

• highlights existing research and lessons learned in Canada and other jurisdictions that inform 

efforts to support the realization of IPCA’s in Canada."27 

Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas (IPCAs) and OECMs 

Olaf Jensen, ECCC Protected Areas Manager, explained that discussions about OECMs began at the 

international level in part to recognize the conservation efforts and actions by Indigenous Peoples (e.g. 

such as through ICCAs). Given that most of the discussion regarding Indigenous conservation efforts in 

Canada have centered on the ICE process and the development of a definition of Indigenous Protected 

and Conserved Areas (IPCAs) for Canada, he confirmed that there is likely to be a close relationship 

between OECMs and IPCAs28. Furthermore, OECMs and IPCAs could potentially both be identified on lands 

within Indigenous land-use plans that are zoned for conservation purposes.29 

At CBRA's National Briefing Meeting on OECMs in Ottawa, BR board members and staff, as well as CBRA's 

Indigenous Circle, expressed great interest in learning more about IPCAs. The launch of the ICE Report at 

the end of March is anticipated and will be a turning point for CBRA as it develops the next stages of its 

project with ECCC. 
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3. Assessing Biosphere Reserves as OECMs 

Ideal vs. Reality 

From an idealist perspective, BRs were originally designed to highlight regions around the world where 

communities were living in a sustainable balance with ecosystems. According to Eli Enns, Co-Chair of the 

Indigenous Circle of Experts and former member of the Canada Man and the Biosphere Committee," if 

this ideal could truly be achieved, BRs would inevitably be considered effective conservation measures 

beyond the hard lines of the core protected area. Within a Canadian context, the chances of achieving 

that original design would be greatly increased if: (1) biosphere reserves received legislative tools to 

achieve their objectives; (2) biosphere reserve governance mechanisms were inclusive of all elements that 

make up the communities of the biosphere region, including Indigenous Peoples, municipalities, civil 

society organizations, private industry, academia, etc.; (3) biosphere reserves received adequate 

resources."30 

As they function today, Canadian BRs in their entirety are unlikely to qualify as OECMs. This is due to the 

fact that protected areas and OECMs are distinct categories that are both accounted for within Canada 

Target 1 and Aichi Target 11. As such, the Core Zones of BRs could not, under current definitions, be 

included as part of an OECM. (The possible exception to this rule is Tsá Tué BR, governed by the Dene in 

the North West Territories.) 31 

CBRA's Preliminary Assessment Tool 

While there are current limitations to an entire BR being able to qualify as an OECM, there are smaller 

areas within BRs that do seem to fit the definition. CBRA developed a preliminary assessment tool using 

the IUCN's 2017 guidelines and the Canadian Council of Ecological Areas' (CCEA) 2017 Screening Tool for 

identifying potential OECMs. CCEA's guidelines are stricter than IUCN's especially around the topics of 

permanence and subsurface rights.32 

CBRA conducted a preliminary assessment of potential OECMs within its BR boundaries between January 

26 and February 11, 2018. (See the assessment tool in Appendix B). BR staff and volunteers were asked 

to submit examples of potential OECMs--examples that have not already been counted as protected areas 

in the Conservation Area Reporting and Tracking System (CARTS). CBRA's preliminary assessment tool was 

based on the international definition of an OECM and consisted of a written exercise which included, but 

was not limited to, the following questions: 

• Does your site have a clearly defined boundary? 

• Is your site governed by governments, private individuals and organizations, Indigenous Peoples 

and/or local communities or a combination (shared governance)? 

• Is there a direct link between the area’s overall objective and management and the in-situ 
conservation of biodiversity over the long term? 

• Are there legal measures, other means (customary laws or sanctions) for protection, and/or clear 

evidence that protection will be in place for at least 25 years? 

• Does the site contain in-situ conservation for rare, threatened or endangered species and habitats 

and the ecosystems that support them, representative natural ecosystems, high level of ecological 

integrity, range of restricted species and ecosystems in natural settings, important species 

aggregations (i.e. migration or spawning), ecosystems especially important for species life stages, 
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feeding, resting, molting and breeding, areas of importance for ecological connectivity or that are 

important to complete a conservation network, and/or areas that provide critical ecosystem 

services such as carbon storage in addition to biodiversity? 

Analysis of Results from CBRA's Preliminary Assessment  

Most BRs submitted two examples of OECMs within their boundaries. These examples were then ranked 

based on meeting or not meeting the OECM criteria. Appendix A has the communication results and 

question that arose from the exercise from the BRs. Appendix B has the tool (question matrix) and scoring 

results. Appendix C has the individual biosphere reserve preliminary assessment submissions. In some 

cases, the responses have been shortened. 

The examples submitted in the preliminary assessment were divided into five categories: 

1) Potential Double Counts: These examples may qualify as an OECM or Protected Area but the 

BR is not the main partner and/or landowner and/or easement holder.  

2) Low Capacity Partners: These examples may qualify as an OECM, but the BR is not the main 

partner and/or landowner and/or easement holder. However, the main partner may not have 

the capacity to compile the necessary documentation to record as an OECM. The BR may have 

a potential role to assist.  

3) Potential IPCAs: These examples may qualify as an OECM but also include an Indigenous 

partner which could make the example qualify as an IPCA.  

4) Almost/Potential OECMs: These examples would likely qualify as an OECM if one aspect was 

developed such as governance structure or legal requirements.  

5) Non-Qualifying Examples: Some examples did not qualify as an OECM because they did not 

meet the basic criteria. 

Challenges for Recognizing and Reporting OECMs in Canadian BRs 

Unfinished Canadian Definition  

The Canadian definition of an OECM is still under negotiation and won't be finalized until spring of 2018 

(exact date unknown). This makes it difficult for CBRA and individual BRs to proceed with a project about 

OECMs in the Canadian context. 

Process and Timeline 

Existing conservation efforts and/or partnerships will make recording OECMs relatively easy. However, 

conserving biodiversity is not a short-term effort. New conservation initiatives will take time to develop-- 

fostering relationships with partners, arranging governance, and managing conservation. While the OECM 

reporting timeline in open-ended, Canada is under pressure to meet Target 1 by 2020, whereas the 

relationship development for BRs and their partners may take longer. 
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Capacity 

For BRs to establish meaningful relationships with Indigenous Peoples and local stakeholders, play and 

educational role at the community level, complete the required work to qualify as an OECM, and ensure 

the long-term effectiveness of reported OECMs, long-term funding is required.  

Avoiding Duplication Efforts 

During the preliminary assessment phase, CBRA sought to understand who else was doing investigative 

work around OECMs. BRs need to connect with their local partners to identify, at a local level, 

organizations and sites that are being (or may be) recorded as OECMs. 

Overlap with IPCAs 

CBRA is anticipating the release of the final report by the Indigenous Circle of Experts (ICE) for the Pathway 

to Canada Target 1, which will be launched publicly at the end of March 2018. The preliminary 

assessments and the National Briefing Meeting were conducted somewhat 'in the dark' as CBRA and BRs 

do not yet fully understand how OECMs and IPCAs may interact. CBRA and ICE have informally agreed to 

work together to support the co-development of OECMs and IPCAs. Tsá Tué BR may be an obvious place 

to begin, as it has been identified by ICE, ECCC, and CBRA as having potential for qualifying as both. A 

more formal partnership between ICE and CBRA is recommended moving forward. 

Conclusion: The Potential Roles of Biosphere Reserves re: Canada Target 1 

These are the recommended next steps for BRs in relation to OECMs and Canada Target 1: 

1. Think about areas that could become an OECM with some involvement from the BR as a catalyst and 

collaboration facilitator. Also consider conversations around land management that can result in 

increased biodiversity outcomes; 

2. Gain a deeper understanding of Indigenous governance and land codes, cultural values and principles, 

language, and conservation concepts. Learn from Indigenous Peoples within whose traditional 

territories BRs are located; 

3. Learn about the Peace and Friendship Treaties and about the historical relationship and agreements 

between Indigenous Peoples and the Crown. Act as treaty peoples; 

4. Offer Indigenous partners assistance with mapping, guardian program development, education about 

IPCAs, etc. Uphold Free Prior and Informed Consent in all work with Indigenous Peoples regarding use 

or designation of their lands; 

5. Work locally with Indigenous Peoples to support the development of IPCAs and determine if there is 

an opportunity for recognizing overlapping OECMs (or the cultural equivalent); 

6. Engage in conversation with provincial government counterparts who are engaged in reporting and 

accounting OECMs; 

7. Approach private industry who own lands that might qualify as OECMs; 

8. Continue to establish connections between conservation-minded agencies; 

9. Before moving forward with developing potential OECMs, host regional conversations to confirm the 

process for identifying OECMs, and develop regional working groups for OECM recognition and 

reporting; 
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10. Obtain funding for capacity building for individual BRs to foster relationships and complete the work 

required to develop an OECM and/or IPCA, focusing on the areas with existing potential OECMs as a 

starting point. Funding will also be required for recording and data collection for the initial input of 

OECM sites; 

11. If adequate resources can be obtained, play a role in the long-term management of OECM lands;  

12. Take the time to ensure that no one is left behind; 

13. While there is currently a lot of emphasis on Canada Target 1, consider other biodiversity targets that 

would be valuable for BRs to think about and contribute to. 
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Appendix A: Preliminary Assessments Communications 

The project kick-off included an email from Monica Shore, Coordinator for the Canadian Biosphere 

Reserves Association, to all of the BRs on January 26th, 2018. A follow up introduction email from Kate 

Potter, Consultant for the Canadian Biosphere Reserves Association, was sent on January 29th, 2018.   The 

project kick-off material included the Preliminary Assessment document, a context document and, in 

some cases a map, of existing Protected Areas already counted in the Pathway to Target 1 initiative. All of 

the information was also available on the CBRA OECM website. A clarifying email was sent to the group 

on January 31st, 2018. All other emails and phone calls were conducted to individuals and/or small 

subgroups.  

Participation 

Twelve of the BRs submitted a Preliminary Assessment with at least one example (see Appendix C). Two 

BRs did not provide a Preliminary Assessment submission but did provide rationale and/or questions 

around OECMs. Two BRs stipulated that they would not be submitting anything until after the meeting. 

Two BRs were unresponsive. 

Table 1: Participation Count 

Status Count 

completed 12 

no submission 4 

formal questions submitted 2 

total 18 

 

Questions and Concerns from Biosphere Reserves 

The OECM concept is a new one for many of Canada's BRs. The Preliminary Assessment was conducted to 

familiarize BRs with the concept and background context on Aichi Target 11 and Canada Biodiversity 

Target 1. Throughout the consultation, many questions or concerns were raised, as shared below. 

Answers are provided below to clarify some of the intricacies. IUCN WPCA Task Force co-chair and staff 

from Environment and Climate Change Canada helped to provide answers: 

Q1: Do I record Site X if it is on Partner Y land? 

In all cases, the owner(s) or manager(s) of the land reports the OECM. However, you are encouraged to 

work with your local partners on identifying potential OECMs or, with the Free Prior and Informed Consent 

(FPIC) of Indigenous Peoples, on identifying potential Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas (IPCAs).  

Q2: What if the land is a protected area now but we know the government is transferring ownership to 
a private third party? If we work with the third party, can it then be re-submitted as an OECM? 

Short answer: Yes it can. Nuanced answer: The management structure, governance arrangement, and 

permanence factor are what matter in this case. ECCC can help CBRA determine specific cases. 
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Q3: There is a group of private landowners that we would like to engage, and/or we have started but 
no legal measures have been taken. 

There is no deadline for reporting OECMs. The governance authority could work towards being recognized 

as an OECM over any given timeframe, and once done, they or a national-level agency can report on the 

area as appropriate. 

Q4: We expect to expand our boundary in X years’ time which would bring in more potential OECMs. 

(Same answer as Q3.) It should be noted that although there is no timeframe for reporting OECMs, the 

international and domestic targets are to increase protected and conserved areas significantly by 2020. 

See Aichi Target 11 and Canada Target 1. 

Q5: The protected areas demonstrated in the map that was provided during the preliminary assessment 
did not reflect the Core Zone of my BR. 

In some cases, they may not. The protected areas in the CARTS system and reflected in the maps and list 

of protected areas circulated by Kate Potter are those identified by provincial and federal agencies 

regardless of your current Core Zone boundaries. During your next periodic review, you may update your 

core zone boundary to reflect these changes. 

Q6: Will there be money for the current and future management of these OECMS?  Will there be money 
for actions required to make it an OECM? 

Currently, there are no funds other than the $2,000 to be provided in March 2018 that is available to 

biosphere reserves to support the identification of OECMs. However, there are innovative funding 

strategies being discussed by organizations and individuals that are involved in the Pathway to Canada 

Target 1. CBRA's Coordinator will share information about funding opportunities as they become available 

and can work with individual biosphere reserves on region-specific grant applications that can support 

their participation in this project with ECCC. Additionally, CBRA's Coordinator will be actively searching 

and applying for funds to match ECCC's contribution and with the goal of supporting biosphere reserves 

that have the potential but not the capacity to identify, recognize, and report OECMs within their 

boundaries. 

Q7: Am I guaranteed to identify OECMs within my BR? 

All BR will have areas that qualify as OECMs (or could in future) but most OECMs will already have been 

counted through another organization. The future of OECMs in BRs is in identifying potential OECMs, such 

as those that need to strengthen or develop one or two criteria to become one. The other possible roles 

for biosphere reserves in this project will be discussed among participants in Ottawa.   

Q8: My site is currently undergoing restoration with the intention of long term biodiversity, but the 
biodiversity is not currently there. Could it qualify as an OECM at some point? 

The Pathway does not want to discount areas that are being restored. The answer is 'maybe' and depends 

on the governance/management plan and on the long-term biodiversity conservation potential. Keep tabs 

on this area and start conversations with the landowners if you think there's good potential for OECM 

status. 

Q9: Does being recognized as an OECM place restrictions on future use?  

The OECM designation is not a legal designation. It is recognition of certain practices on the land and does 

not put other restrictions on the land. The only thing is that once an area is recognized, the long-term 
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intent of the governance matters too. The moment that you identify an OECM, the intent should be the 

contribution to biodiversity in the long-term. 

Q10: What are the benefits to being recognized as an OECM? 

By identifying OECMs within BR boundaries, CBRA can join other organizations, networks, and committees 

in helping our country meet Biodiversity Target 1—a domestication of Aichi Target 11. This is an 

opportunity to work together as a network, to play a meaningful role in a project of national and 

international significance, and to create new partnerships with federal, provincial, and Indigenous 

governments. 

There is some discussion about potential funding for areas that could be recognized as OECMs. It is 

somewhat speculative at this point but ECCC is hopeful that there will be some news in the near future. 

We will talk more about this as things evolve.  

Q11: Are there any incentives (financial or other) for local landowners identify their sites as OECMs? 

See response to Q10 

Q12: What are the long-term management/monitoring needs for some/all of these OECM sites and 
what is (or could be) the role of the BR in supporting the monitoring and management of those lands? 

There are many frameworks for monitoring and management. There has been discussion about this within 

the Pathway. There is currently no obligation for parties to report on those areas but one of the 

expectations of the Pathway is that all jurisdictions will be making an effort to undertake some monitoring 

of management effectiveness. What that looks like in practice is yet to be determined. CBRA may wish to 

consider how biosphere reserves can contribute to the monitoring aspect of this question. 

Q13: There are potential OECMs within my BR but there has not been enough time to discuss and 
develop the necessary partnerships. 

One of the goals of the briefing meeting in February is to discuss how to further foster those relationships. 

After February, there will be time to engage more deeply and less pressure for "results." There is no 

benefit to damaging relationships for meeting a goal, but this project is a good opportunity to start 

conversations or build existing partnerships. Also, as stated in the answer to question 3, there is no 

deadline for reporting OECMs. The governance authority may work towards being recognized as an OECM 

over any given timeframe.  

Q14. Is there a minimum size to qualify as an OECM? 

As stated in the IUCN's OECM Guidelines “while the size of OECMs may vary, they should be of sufficient 

size to achieve the long-term in-situ conservation of biodiversity, including all species or ecosystems for 

which the site is important, whether these are highly restricted species or habitats of more wide-ranging 

species. ‘Sufficient size’ is highly contextual and is dependent on the ecological requirements for the 

persistence of the relevant species and ecosystems”.   

Q15. Can we only consider OECMs within our BR? What about the potential to work in a nearby 
community and/or in lands adjacent to boundary? 

This relates to deliverable number 3 in CBRA's workplan with ECCC. Biosphere reserves can indeed inspire 

sustainable development and biodiversity conservation outside of their boundaries. In fact, ideally, they 

should, as they are 'model regions.' For the sake of this project, BRs are encouraged to first look within 
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their boundaries, but CBRA and ECCC are interested in examples just outside of BR boundaries as well. 

Please share these examples. 

Q16. Can recreation occur on the land within an OECM? For example, in-situ conservation can occur in 
an area that is heavily used by day and overnight users. Is an OECM only considered for the non-
recreation portion of the land? Can an OECM include only a portion of a property?  

National and provincial parks have been included which includes recreation (camping, hiking, boating, 

etc). As long as the in-situ conservation can be maintained, the OECM can be listed. 

Q17. Is there a specific timeframe for reporting OECMs? 

Canada is in it for the long haul but there is a lot of pressure for getting to 17% by 2020 so it's a bit of both. 
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Appendix B: Preliminary Assessment Scoring  

Questions Matrix 

Table 2: Question Matrix 

Biosphere reserve name  
Contact details  
Area Name  
Biosphere reserve zone (buffer or transition)  
Approximate size of area (hectares)  
Size in relation to biosphere reserve (%)  
Do you have mapping? choose: digital, shapefiles, both  
Category  Possible Standardized Responses Area 1 

Ge
og

ra
ph

ica
lly

 
de

fin
ed

 sp
ac

e (choose one and copy under the appropriate cell to 
the right) 

• Yes, it has a clearly defined boundary 
• No, it does not have a clearly defined 

boundary 

 

Additional Notes  

Go
ve

rn
an

ce
 

(choose one) 
• Governments  
• Private individuals and organizations  
• Indigenous Peoples and/or local 

communities  
• Combination (shared governance) 
• None 

 

Additional Notes  

M
an

ag
em

e
nt

 

Is there a direct link between the area’s overall 
objective and management and the in-situ 
conservation of biodiversity over the long term? 

Yes or No 

Additional Notes  

M
a

na
g

em en
t Is there: (choose)  
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• Legal measures, other means (customary 
laws or sanctions), and/or  

• Clear evidence that protection will be in 
place for at least 25 years  

• Both 
• None 

Additional Notes  

In-situ conservation 

(choose those that apply) 
• Rate, threatened or endangered species and 

habitats and the ecosystems that support 
them 

• Representative natural ecosystems 
• High level of ecological integrity 
• Range of restricted species and ecosystems 

in natural settings 
• Important species aggregations (ie. 

migration or spawning) 
• Ecosystems especially important for species 

life stages, feeding, resting, moulting and 
breeding 

• Areas of importance for ecological 
connectivity or that are important to 
complete a conservation network 

• Areas that provide critical ecosystem 
services such as carbon storage in addition 
to biodiversity. 

 

Additional Notes  
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Results of the Preliminary Assessment 

The examples were scored based on whether it met or did not meet the criteria at a preliminary, high 
level. In most of the examples submitted, the BR were either not the landowner / main partner or the 
example was a potential OECM instead of an existing OECM. The examples that scored high either met 
the criteria but needed more detailed information to verify response or will likely qualify as a Protected 
Area but has not been reported. Most were under the ownership of another partner. The examples that 
scored low are examples of potential OECMs or examples that needed one action to become an OECM.  
Table 4 shows the scoring for each example 

Table 3: Scoring System 

Category Scoring System 

Geographically Defined Space 
Y(es) = 2 points 
M(aybe) = 1 point 
N(o)=0 points 

Governance 
C(ombined) = 2 points 
A(ny) = 1 point 
N(o)=0 points 

Management - Link 
Y(es) = 2 points 
M(aybe) = 1 point 
N(o)=0 points 

Management - Legal 
B(oth) = 2 points 
O(ne) = 1 point 
N(o)=0 points 

In-Situ Conservation 
M(any) = 2 points 
O(ne) = 1 point 
N(o)=0 points 

Max Points 10 
 

Green highlighting shows it met the highest rank within that category 

Orange highlighting shows it met the middle rank within that category 

Red highlighting shows it met the lowest rank within that category 
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Table 4: Preliminary Assessment Example Scoring (out of 10) 
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In
- S

itu
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To
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Biosphere 
Reserve 
Name 

Example 
Name 

 

Bras d'Or 
Lake  

Port 
Hawkesbury 
Paper  

Y 2 A 1 Y 2 O 1 M 2 8 

Bras d'Or 
Lake  

Marine 
Fishing Area    
LFA 28 

Y 2 C 2 Y 2 O 1 M 2 9 

Frontenac 
Arch  

Queen’s 
University 
Biological 
Station 

Y 2 A 1 Y 2 O 1 M 2 8 

Frontenac 
Arch  

Brockville 
Islands 

Y 2 A 1 Y 2 O 1 O 1 7 

Frontenac 
Arch  

Rideau Canal Y 2 A 1 Y 2 B 2 M 2 9 

Fundy  

Turtle Creek 
drinking 
water 
designation 

Y 2 A 1 M 1 B 2 M 2 8 

Fundy  
Irishtown 
Nature Park  

Y 2 A 1 Y 2 O 1 M 2 8 

Lac St Pierre 
Archipel du 
lac Saint-
Pierre 

Y 2 C 2 Y 2 O 1 M 2 9 

Manicouaga
n Uapishka  

Zone de 
préservation 
de l’habitat 
du caribou 

Y 2 A 1 Y 2 B 2 O 1 8 

Manicouaga
n Uapishka  

Bande 
riveraine de 
rivières à 
saumon  

Y 2 A 1 Y 2 B 2 O 1 8 

Mont-Saint-
Hilaire  

Corridors 
forestiers 

Y 2 C 2 Y 2 B 2 M 2 10 

Mont-Saint-
Hilaire  

Bandes 
riveraines et 
milieu 
aquatique 

M 1 C 2 Y 2 B 2 M 2 9 
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Mount 
Arrowsmith  

Hamilton 
Marsh 

Y 2 A 1 Y 2 N 0 M 2 7 

Mount 
Arrowsmith  

Big Qualicum 
Water 
Region 

Y 2 C 2 Y 2 N 0 M 2 8 

Niagara 
Escarpment  

NEPOSS Y 2 C 2 Y 2 B 2 M 2 10 

Niagara 
Escarpment  

EBC Y 2 C 2 Y 2 B 2 M 2 10 

Redberry 
Lake  

Hafford 
Pasture 

Y 2 C 2 M 1 B 2 M 2 9 

Redberry 
Lake  

Abandoned 
Homesteads 

Y 2 A 1 M 1 N 0 M 2 6 

Redberry 
Lake  

Oscar Creek Y 2 C 2 Y 2 B 2 M 2 10 

Redberry 
Lake  

Oscar Lake,  Y 2 C 2 Y 2 B 2 M 2 10 

Riding Mount  
Crawford 
Creek 
Alluvial Fan  

N 0 A 1 Y 2 B 2 M 2 7 

Riding Mount  

Harrison 
Wildlife 
Managemen
t Area 

Y 2 A 1 Y 2 B 2 O 1 8 

South West 
Nova 

C.R.K. Allen 
Nature 
Reserve 

Y 2 A 1 Y 2 B 2 M 2 9 

South West 
Nova 

Tete a  Millie Y 2 A 1 Y 2 B 2 M 2 9 

 

The examples were then grouped into several categories based on the criteria they met and their scoring. 

1) Potential Double Counts: These examples may qualify as an OECM or Protected Area but the 
BR is not the main partner and/or landowner and/or easement holder. Examples include: 

• Irishtown Nature Park (City of Moncton) (Fundy) 
• Brockville Islands (City of Brockville) (Frontenac Arch) 
• Rideau Canal (Parks Canada) (Frontenac Arch) 
• Tete a Millie (NCC) (SouthWest Nova) 
• NEPOSS (group of Conservation Authorities, Government) (Niagara Escarpment) 
• Queen’s University Biological Station (Frontenac Arch) 
• Bande riveraine de rivières à saumon (Manicouagan Uapishka) 
• Zone de préservation de l’habitat du caribou (Manicouagan Uapishka) 



Assessing Biosphere Reserves for Qualification as OECMs   27 

• Harrison Wildlife Management Area (Riding Mountain) 
2) Low Capacity Partners: These examples may qualify as an OECM, but the BR is not the main 

partner and/or landowner and/or easement holder. However, the main partner may not have 
the capacity to compile the necessary documentation to record as an OECM. The BR may have 
a potential role to assist. Examples include: 

• EBC (Niagara Escarpment) 
• C.R.K. Allen Nature Reserve (TREPA) (SouthWest Nova) 

3) Indigenous or Potential Indigenous (IPCAs): These examples may qualify as an OECM but could 
also likely qualify as an IPCA. There is great potential for BRs to work with Indigenous Nations 
in supporting IPCA declarations and development. Examples include: 

• Marine Fishing Area LFA 28 (Bras d’Or Lake) 
• Qualicum First Nation Hatchery (Mount Arrowsmith) 

4) Almost/Potential OECMs: These examples would likely qualify as an OECM if one aspect was 
developed such as governance structure or legal requirements. With the open-ended timeline 
for reporting OECMs,  this is one of the biggest potential for BR to have a role in contributing 
to the OECMs. Examples include: 

• Archipel du Lac Saint-Pierre (Lac Saint-Pierre) – some govt and some private 
landowners 

• Turtle Creek (Fundy) – private landowner component 
• Port Hawkesbury Paper (Bras d’Or Lake) 
• Corridors forestiers (Mont Saint-Hilaire) 
• Bandes riveraines et milieu aquatique (Mont Saint-Hilaire) 
• Hamilton Marsh (Mount Arrowsmith) – difficult 
• Oscar Creek (Redberry Lake) (non government portion)  
• Oscar Lake (Redberry Lake) (non government portion)  
• Hafford Pasture (Redberry Lake) 
• Abandoned Homesteads (Redberry Lake) 

5) Non-Qualifying Sites:  Some examples did not qualify as an OECM because they did not meet 
the basic requirements that cannot be mitigated. Otherwise, they would be in category 4 
above. Example include: 

• Crawford Creek Alluvial Fan (Riding Mountain) – it did not meet the clearly defined 
space requirement. 
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Appendix C: Individual Biosphere Reserve Preliminary Assessment Responses (in order of 
submission) 

Name RÉSERVE DE LA BIOSPHÈRE DU LAC SAINT-PIERRE 

Area Name Archipel du Lac Saint-Pierre N/A 

Geographically 
defined space 

Yes, it has a clearly defined boundary. The lac 
Saint-Pierre achépalagos is defined by the north 
and south shore of SAINT-Laurence river and the 
East boundary is defined by the Lac Saint-Pierre 
and the west boundary is defined by the ferry 
crossing between Saint-Ignace de Loyola and 
Sorel-Tracy 

N/A 

Governance 

Government 

Private individuals 

Combination /share governance 

20% of the 103 islands are private with mainly 
agriculture activity; 15% are protected area; 65% 
are government property with private cottage 
according to a special permit delivery 

N/A 

Management 
Yes there is a link –  The lac Saint-Pierre 
archipelagos is a migration dock sanctuary and 
also have the largest great heron heard in North 
America 

N/A 

Management 

Archipelago is located directly in the Saint-
Lawrence navigation channel and the coast 
guard navigation regulations are there to protect 
the island and coastal erosion. Also there is 
fishing interdiction for endangered species like 
perchaude. Mainly all the island area without 
habitation permit are protected and not 
accessible to the public for landing to protect flora 
and animals. 

N/A 

In-situ conservation 

• Areas that provide critical ecosystem 
services such as carbon storage in addition 
to biodiversity 

• Ecosystem especially important for species 
life stage, feeding, resting, moulting and 
breeding 

• High level of ecological integrity 

N/A 

Review 
• Large amount of private land – are they 

included in governance system? Do they 
have a conservation objective? 

• Potential double count 
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Name Fundy Biosphere Reserve 

Area Name Turtle Creek drinking water designation Irishtown Nature Park (City of Moncton) 

Geographically 
defined space Yes, it has a clearly defined boundary Yes, it has a clearly defined boundary 

Governance 

Provincial legislation on source water protection 

Municipal land under forest management 

Private land owners 

Crown land, actively forested 

Municipal Government (City of Moncton land) 

Management 

Yes and No: Municipally owned lands are 
purchased for watershed protection, biodiversity 
conservation, and maintaining healthy forest 
communities. Other ownership is not 
conservation focused. 

Yes:  Nature Park Policy developed by INPC, 
adopted by council and enforced by CoM staff 

Management Both Clear evidence that protection will be in place for 
at least 25 years  

In-situ conservation 

• Rare, threatened or endangered species 
and habitats and the ecosystems that 
support them (Wood turtle critical habitat) 

• Areas that provide critical ecosystem 
services such as carbon storage in addition 
to biodiversity. (Drinking water source) 

• Rare, threatened or endangered species 
and habitats and the ecosystems that 
support them (Species inventory available) 

• Representative natural ecosystems 
• High level of ecological integrity 
• Range of restricted species and 

ecosystems in natural settings 
• Ecosystems especially important for 

species life stages, feeding, resting, 
moulting and breeding 

• Areas of importance for ecological 
connectivity or that are important to 
complete a conservation network 

• Areas that provide critical ecosystem 
services such as carbon storage in addition 
to biodiversity. 

Review 
• Potential double count for government area 
• Would need to work on private landowners 

and ensuring in-situ conservation 

• Potential double count 
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Name Frontenac Arch Biosphere Network 

Area Name Queen’s University 
Biological Station Brockville Islands Rideau Canal 

Geographically defined 
space 

Yes, it has a clearly defined 
boundary. It includes Elbow 
Lake satellite location, 
contains a provincially 
designated Area of Natural 
and Scientific Interest (ANSI). 

Yes, it has a clearly defined 
boundary. It comprises 16 
islands in the St. Lawrence 
River. 

 

Yes, it has a clearly defined 
boundary. Canal holdings 
within the BR are estimated 
to be 93 ha of land and 6152 
ha of water for a total buffer 
area contribution to the 
Biosphere Reserve of 6245 
ha. 

Governance 

Private organization 
(Queen’s University). It 
includes Elbow Lake 
Environmental Education 
Centre, which is co-owned 
with NCC (80% NCC, 20% 
Queen’s University). NCC 
has been involved in 
purchasing properties, titles 
transferred to Queen’s 
University. 

Governments - Owned and 
operated for recreational 
purposes by the City of 
Brockville 

Governments - Administered 
by Parks Canada under the 
Federal Heritage Canal 
regulations and the National 
Historic Sites Act. A 
UNESCO World Heritage 
Site 

Management 

Yes:  Its mandate is to 
provide opportunities for 
teaching and research in 
biology and related sciences; 
and to use active stewardship 
and best management 
practices to conserve local 
terrestrial and aquatic 
environments, and 
biodiversity. 

Yes: The City of Brockville 
owns and manages a group 
of islands in the St. Lawrence 
River for conservation and 
public enjoyment…they 
contribute to the scenic and 
ecological character of an 
important tourist area and 
provide valuable recreational 
opportunities to residents and 
visitors alike. 

Yes: The Historic Canals 
Regulations (1993), 
Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act (1999) and 
Canada Fisheries Act (1985) 
provide for protection of 
ecological values on Canal 
lands and waters. 

Management 

Clear evidence that 
protection will be in place for 
at least 25 years. Although 
the properties are not 
protected by provincial or 
federal legislation, they are 
and will be kept in a natural 
state and managed 
accordingly. Goal:  
Acquiring,and protecting in 
perpetuity representative 
and/or significant properties, 
habitats and ecosystems 
near the field station. 

Clear evidence that 
protection will be in place for 
at least 25 years. City of 
Brockville’s Official Plan 
commits to protecting the 
islands in the long-term. 

Both- As above, World 
Heritage Site, National 
Historic Site, administered by 
Parks Canada 
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In-situ conservation 

• Rate, threatened or 
endangered species and 
habitats and the 
ecosystems that support 
them 

• Representative natural 
ecosystems 

• Areas of importance for 
ecological connectivity 
or that are important to 
complete a conservation 
network 

• Representative natural 
ecosystems 

• Range of restricted 
species and ecosystems 
in natural settings 

• Areas of importance for 
ecological connectivity 
or that are important to 
complete a conservation 
network 

• High level of ecological 
integrity 

• Areas of importance for 
ecological connectivity 
or that are important to 
complete a conservation 
network 

Review • Potential double count 
(NCC/QU) 

• Is in-situ conservation 
being maintained with 
the camping aspect? 

• Potential double count 

• Potential double count 
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Name South West Nova Biosphere Reserve 

Area Name C.R.K. Allen Nature Reserve (TREPA) Tete a Millie (NCC) 

Geographically 
defined space Yes, it has a clearly-defined boundary Yes, it has a clearly-defined boundary 

Governance Private Organization - Property of the Tusket 
River Environmental Protection Association. 

Private Organization - Property of Nature 
Conservancy of Canada 

Management 
Yes:  Main focus is conservation of an 
assemblage of Atlantic Coastal Plains Flora at 
the northern extremity of Gilfillan Lake; includes 
a major population of Plymouth gentian 

Yes:  Notable for its population of Eastern 
Baccaharis; also provides habitat for other 
vegetation, waterfowl, shorebirds, and migratory 
birds 

Management Both - Property of a local environmental NGO.  
Donated by Bowaters in 1995. 

Both - Property of Nature Conservancy, as per its 
conditions.  Acquired in 2018; builds on Tusket 
Islands Wilderness Area. 

In-situ conservation 

• Rate, threatened or endangered species 
and habitats and the ecosystems that 
support them 

• Representative natural ecosystems 
• High level of ecological integrity 
• Range of restricted species and ecosystems 

in natural settings 
• Areas of importance for ecological 

connectivity or that are important to 
complete a conservation network 

 

• Rate, threatened or endangered species 
and habitats and the ecosystems that 
support them 

• Representative natural ecosystems 
• High level of ecological integrity 
• Range of restricted species and ecosystems 

in natural settings 
• Important species aggregations (ie. 

migration or spawning) (One of the many 
Tusket islands) 

• Areas of importance for ecological 
connectivity or that are important to 
complete a conservation network 

Review • Capacity to record? • Potential double count 
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Name Bras d’Or Lake Biosphere Reserve 

Area Name Port Hawkesbury Paper – Set Aside Lands Marine Fishing Area    LFA 28 

Geographically 
defined space 

Yes, it has a clearly defined boundary - 32 (or 
more) discrete areas. Lands that are prohibited 
from logging because of issues such as Species 
At Risk (e.g., Boreal Felt Lichen, Pine Marten) 

Yes, it has a clearly defined boundary 

 

LFA 28 is the Bras d’Or Lake 

Governance Private individuals and organizations 
Indigenous Peoples and/or local communities. 
First Nations have lobster fishing rights in LFA 28 
and regulate harvesting with conservation and 
sustainability as the goal. 

Management Yes 
Yes. Lobster fishery overseen by First Nations 
and regulated by stock assessment. Currently 
fishing is banned. 

Management Clear evidence that protection will be in place for 
at least 25 years 

Clear evidence that protection will be in place for 
at least 25 years 

In-situ conservation 

• Representative natural ecosystems 
• High level of ecological integrity 
• Areas of importance for ecological 

connectivity or that are important to 
complete a conservation network 

• Areas that provide critical ecosystem 
services such as carbon storage in addition 
to biodiversity. 

• Representative natural ecosystems 
• High level of ecological integrity 
• Range of restricted species and ecosystems 

in natural settings 
• Important species aggregations (ie. 

migration or spawning) 
• Ecosystems especially important for 

species life stages, feeding, resting, 
moulting and breeding 

• Areas of importance for ecological 
connectivity or that are important to 
complete a conservation network 

• Areas that provide critical ecosystem 
services such as carbon storage in addition 
to biodiversity. 

Review 
• Potential OECM 
• What evidence that it has been for 25 

years? 

• Potential IPCA 
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Nom Réserve de la biosphère du mont Saint-Hilaire 

Nom de la zone Corridors forestiers Bandes riveraines et milieu aquatique 

Espace géographique 
défini Oui, elle a des limites clairement définies 

Non, elle n'a pas de limites clairement définies. 
La bande riveraine des cours d’eau est variable 
de 3 à 10 m 

 

[KP Changed to Maybe as per guidelines  “In 
exceptional circumstances, boundaries may be 
defined by physical features that move over time, 
such as river banks”] 

Gouvernance Particuliers et organismes du secteur privé 

Combinaison, gouvernance partagée: 

pour le milieu aquatique : Gouvernements  

pour la bande riveraine : Particuliers et 
organismes du secteur privé 

Gestion Oui  Oui 

Gestion 
Des mesures légales, d'autres moyens (lois 
coutumières ou sanctions) . Réglementation sur 
la protection des boisés par les  MRC, la CMM et 
le gouvernement provincial (REA) 

Des mesures légales, d'autres moyens (lois 
coutumières ou sanctions). Loi pêche et oceans, 
MDDELCC (bande riveraine) 

In-situ conservation 

• Des espèces rares, en péril ou menacées et 
leur habitat ainsi que les écosystèmes qui 
les abritent 

• Des écosystèmes naturels représentatifs 
• Un niveau élevé d'intégrité écologique 
• Des agrégations importantes d'espèces (c.-

à-d. migration ou reproduction) 
• Des écosystèmes particulièrement 

importants pour les stades vitaux, 
l’alimentation, le repos, la mue et la 
reproduction des espèces. 

• Des aires importantes pour la connectivité 
écologique ou encore pour compléter un 
réseau de conservation 

• Des aires fournissant des services 
écosystémiques critiques tel que le 
stockage du carbone en plus de la 
biodiversité 

• Des espèces rares, en péril ou menacées et 
leur habitat ainsi que les écosystèmes qui 
les abritent 

• Des écosystèmes naturels représentatifs 
• Une variété d'espèces et d’écosystèmes 

restreints en milieu naturel 
• Des agrégations importantes d'espèces (c.-

à-d. migration ou reproduction) 
• Des écosystèmes particulièrement 

importants pour les stades vitaux, 
l’alimentation, le repos, la mue et la 
reproduction des espèces. 

• Des aires importantes pour la connectivité 
écologique ou encore pour compléter un 
réseau de conservation 

• Des aires fournissant des services 
écosystémiques critiques tel que le 
stockage du carbone en plus de la 
biodiversité 

Review • Potential OECM • Potential OECM 
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Nom Manicouagan Uapishka 

Nom de la zone Zone de préservation de l’habitat du caribou Bande riveraine de rivières à saumon (bandes 
de protection de 60 mètres) 

Espace géographique 
défini elle a des limites clairement définies elle a des limites clairement définies 

Gouvernance 

Gouvernements. Loi sur les espèces menacées 
ou vulnérables (RLRQ, chapitre E-12.01); Plan 
de rétablissement du caribou forestier 2013-
2023; Lignes directrices pour l’aménagement de 
l’habitat du caribou (2013) 

Gouvernements 

Gestion Oui Oui 

Gestion 

Des mesures légales, d'autres moyens (lois 
coutumières ou sanctions) 

 

Un premier plan de rétablissement du caribou 
forestier a été mis en œuvre entre 2005 et 2012 
(ERCFQ, 2008), comprenant des lignes 
directrices pour l’aménagement de son habitat. 
Celles-ci reposaient sur la prise en compte, dans 
les stratégies d’aménagement liées à la récolte 
ligneuse et aux autres activités territoriales, de 
massifs de protection, de massifs de 
remplacement et de mesures de maintien de la 
connectivité. Or, de nouvelles connaissances 
scientifiques ont permis d’établir qu’un taux de 
perturbation inférieur à 35 % contribue à assurer 
une probabilité d’autosuffisance des populations 
et que, sur cette base, les stratégies appliquées 
dans le cadre du premier plan de rétablissement 
ne permettaient d’atteindre cette cible que sur un 
peu moins d’un tiers du territoire visé. Ces 
constats sont corroborés par le Forestier en chef 
dans son avis de 2014 sur les effets des 
stratégies actuelles d’aménagement forestier sur 
les taux de perturbation de l’habitat du caribou 
forestier (BFC, 2014). Les changements que ces 
constats ont entrainés sur les pratiques de 
gestion, lesquels se répercutent également sur la 
configuration des zones tampons de la RB de 
Manicouagan-Uapishka, sont disponibles sur 
demande.  

Des mesures légales, d'autres moyens (lois 
coutumières ou sanctions) 

 

Au niveau fédéral, la pêche commerciale au 
saumon atlantique a été fermée définitivement 
en 2000 dans les eaux canadiennes. Au Québec, 
le ministère des Forêts, de la Faune et des Parcs 
est responsable de la gestion durable des 
populations de poissons (eau douce et 
migrateurs) et de leurs habitats.  

 

Celui-ci met en œuvre un plan de gestion du 
saumon atlantique (2016-2026) (MFFP, 2016d), 
lequel poursuit deux objectifs, soit « assurer la 
conservation et la persistance à long terme des 
populations de saumons atlantiques » et 
« favoriser une mise en valeur optimale et 
optimiser le développement économique durable 
lié à l’exploitation sportive du saumon 
atlantique ». 

In-situ conservation 
• Des espèces rares, en péril ou menacées et 

leur habitat ainsi que les écosystèmes qui 
les abritent 

• Des espèces rares, en péril ou menacées et 
leur habitat ainsi que les écosystèmes qui 
les abritent 

Review • Potential OECM • Potential double count 
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Name Mount Arrowsmith Biosphere Region 

Area Name Hamilton Marsh Qualicum First Nation Hathery ie. Big 
Qualicum Water Region 

Geographically 
defined space 

Yes, it has a clearly defined boundary. Privately 
owned, likely to be very difficult to obtain 
commitment for 25 years of conservation from 
landowners. 

Yes, it has a clearly defined boundary. 
Approximate size of the area was taken from the 
watershed boundaries. The hatchery is situated 
on the river and is managed by Qualicum First 
Nation.  

Governance 
Private industry- Forestry. Currently owned by 
Island Timberlands who may have previous 
management/harvest plans for the parcel.  

Government Indigenous Private. Watershed has 
various land uses and ownership.  

Management Yes Yes 

Management 
None. Privately owned, likely to be very difficult 
to obtain commitment for 25 years of 
conservation from landowners. 

None 

In-situ conservation 

• Representative natural ecosystems  
• Rare, threatened or endangered species 

and habitats and the ecosystems that 
support them  

• High level of ecological integrity  
• Range of restricted species and ecosystems 

in natural settings  
• Important species aggregations (ie. 

migration or spawning)  
• Ecosystems especially important for 

species life stages, feeding, resting, 
moulting and breeding  

• Areas that provide critical ecosystem 
services such as carbon storage in addition 
to biodiversity.  

• Rare, threatened or endangered species 
and habitats and the ecosystems that 
support them  

• High level of ecological integrity  
• Range of restricted species and ecosystems 

in natural settings  
• Important species aggregations (ie. 

migration or spawning)  
• Ecosystems especially important for 

species life stages, feeding, resting, 
moulting and breeding  

• Areas of importance for ecological 
connectivity or that are important to 
complete a conservation network 

Review • Potential OECM • Potential IPCA 
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Name Niagara Escarpment Biosphere Reserve 

Area Name 

Niagara Escarpment Parks and Open Space 
(NEPOSS)  

1) Resource Management Areas, Recreation and   
Cultural Heritage Areas  

Examples include: 

Kolapore Uplands (Resource Mgmt) 

City View Park (Recreation) 

Ball’s Falls (Historical) 

2) Nature Reserve and Natural Environment 
parks: 

Examples include: 

Skinner’s Bluff Management Area (Natural 
Environment) 

Cootes Paradise Sanctuary (Natural 
Environment) 

Borer’s Falls Conservation Area 

 

 

The Escarpment Biosphere Conservancy is a 
charitable non-profit organization that establish, 
maintain and manage a system of nature 
reserves in the area of the Niagara Escarpment 
Biosphere Reserve, including the maintenance of 
physical features of scientific and/or ecological, 
cultural, historic or scenic interest; to maintain, 
enhance or restore areas of native species or 
natural habitat: and to encourage and support 
scientific research and related education. 

 

EBC’s focus areas include the Niagara 
Escarpment, Manitoulin Island, forests and 
wetlands throughout Bruce and Grey Counties 
and the Lake Huron shoreline. Due to the location 
and ecological characteristics of these areas, 
EBC protects many sensitive ecosystems which 
include species, communities and entire habitats. 

 

The Niagara Escarpment extends onto 
Manitoulin Island before it loops around back 
down through Wisconsin. However, Ontario’s 
Niagara Escarpment Plan Area and the official 
UNESCO World Biosphere designation stops at 
the tip of the Bruce Peninsula in Tobermory. EBC 
recognized the need for protection of this natural 
geological feature and so started out work with 
the purchase of the Cup and Saucer Nature 
Reserve (121 ha). This reserve includes 
extensive Escarpment features, vistas and 
recreational opportunities. The work on 
Manitoulin has expanded to protect significant 
alvar features, Lake Huron shoreline, wetlands 
and lakes. This may be a consideration as the 
natural extension of the NEBR and basis for 
further expansion of the boundary beyond 
legislated area (based on the NEP). 

 

Additionally, the EBC has a number of reserves 
that are within or directly adjacent to the NEBR. 
E.g. the Farquharson Reserve contains many of 
the unique features of the escarpment including 
tributaries of the Nottawasaga Watershed. 
Species at Risk include grassland bird species.  
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Geographically 
defined space 

Yes, each area identified above has a clearly 
defined boundary. 

 

There are over 160 parks and open space areas 
within this system, the majority connected by the 
Bruce Trail. I was thinking of the NEPOSS parks 
as fitting: 

“Urban or municipal parks managed primarily for 
public recreation but which are large enough and 
sufficiently natural to also effectively achieve the 
in-situ conservation of biodiversity”; and/or:  

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

The different zones of the lands in the NEPOSS 
may meet either of these categories. For 2) 
above, the NEPOSS lands would be outside of 
the Provincial Parks already identified as being 
counted, and additional Core Area of the BR 
(Escarpment Natural Area designation) that have 
not yet been counted.   

Yes, each of the Reserves have clearly defined 
boundary. 

Governance 

Shared governance – Conservation Authority, 
Local Municipality, Bruce Trail Conservancy 
(through easements and acquisitions), Niagara 
Escarpment Commission (provincial), Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Forestry, Royal Botanical 
Gardens. 

Shared Governance - Escarpment Biosphere 
Conservancy (Charitable non-profit 
organization), private landowners, Niagara 
Escarpment Commission where lands are in 
jurisdiction. 

Management 

Yes .The NEPOSS is a provincially coordinated 
system that secures and protects significant 
features and landscapes and provides public 
access and opportunities for recreation, 
supporting and promoting the principles of the BR 
designation through sustainable park planning, 
ecological management, environmental 
monitoring, research and education. Protection 
of natural heritage and cultural heritage 
resources are primary to the other uses permitted 
in these areas (i.e. resource management, 
recreation), consistent with the overall objective 
of the overarching provincial land use plan – the 
Niagara Escarpment Plan. 

Yes. EBC is protecting the habitat of 
approximately 52 rare species, as well as rare 
habitat types (e.g. alvars). 

Management Niagara Escarpment Planning and Development 
Act and Niagara Escarpment Plan  

Most of the land is owned by the Escarpment 
Biosphere Conservancy but a few properties are 
privately owned who have placed conservation 
agreements on title preventing development or 
severances.  
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In-situ conservation 

• Areas of importance for ecological 
connectivity or that are important to 
complete a conservation network. 

• Areas that provide critical ecosystem 
services – the NEPOSS help to mitigate and 
improve resilience to climate change by 
providing green infrastructure, capturing 
and storing carbon, recharging aquifers and 
protecting biodiversity and sensitive areas 
across the Escarpment.  

 

Depending upon the approach taken – the 
in-situ conservation could be identified for 
individual parks and open spaces in the 
system, or cumulatively based on zonation., 
species or ecosystem type.   

• Rare, threatened or endangered species 
and habitats and the ecosystems that 
support them 

• Representative natural ecosystems 
• High level of ecological integrity 
• Areas of importance for ecological 

connectivity or that are important to 
complete a conservation network 

• Areas that provide critical ecosystem 
services such as carbon storage in addition 
to biodiversity. 

 

Review • Potential double count • Capacity to record? 
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Name Redberry Lake Biosphere Reserve (2/2) 

Area Name Oscar Creek Oscar Lake, surrounding wooded areas and 
wetlands  

Geographically 
defined space 

Yes. We used a 1/4 mile buffer on each side 
which is riparian and pasture area 

Yes. We took an area of within our transition zone 
that has a concentration of water and forest, and 
used it as an OECM. We have more such areas 
within our BR that could be used. 

Governance 
Combination (shared governance). Parts of this 
creek flows through First Nations Lands which we 
did not use 

Combination (shared governance). There are 
many such areas within our BR that are adjoined 
to First Nations land 

Management 
Yes. We are working with government and 
landowners to protect the creek and riparian 
areas 

Yes. We are working with government and 
landowners to protect the lakes and wetlands. 
Much of the forested hectares are owned by 
landowners for its natural value. 

Management 

Both. The waters of the creek are managed by 
the Sask Water Security Agency which means 
that any works done along the creek by 
landowners requires an Aquatic Habitat 
Protection Permit. 

Both. The larger water bodies are managed by 
the Sask Water Security Agency which means 
that any works done along them by landowners 
requires an Aquatic Habitat Protection Permit. 
We work with landowners to educate them about 
proper grazing management to protect the 
biodiversity on their properties. 

In-situ conservation • All • All 

Review 

• Is permits enough of legal measure? What 
is the protective measure to ensure 
longevity? 

• Potential double counting with government 
• Potential OECM 

• Is permits enough of legal measure? What 
is the protective measure to ensure 
longevity? 

• Potential double counting with government 
• Potential OECM 
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Name Redberry Lake Biosphere Reserve (1/2) 

Area Name Hafford Pasture Abandoned Homesteads 

Geographically 
defined space Yes Yes 

Governance 

Combination. Government has given the control 
and management of these pasture to the patrons 
who use them. This may put these pastures in 
jeopardy of over grazing and other harmful 
practices to protect biodiversity. 

Private individuals 

Management Yes. This management may be in jeopardy in the 
future?? Yes  

Management Both None. Our hope is to work with NCC or other 
larger NGO’s for protection status 

In-situ conservation All 

All - Our preliminary assessments show that 
these abandoned homesteads are used by big 
game species, birds and other animals.  We are 
finding that they also include native prairie and 
other important habitat. 

Review • Potential OECM with patrons • Potential OECM/Potential double count 
(NCC) 



Assessing Biosphere Reserves for Qualification as OECMs   42 

 

  

Name Riding Mountain BR 

Area Name Crawford Creek Alluvial Fan -   N 51° 00.647 
W 099° 51.613. Harrison Wildlife Management Area 

Geographically 
defined space 

No, it does not have a clearly defined boundary. 
The Crawford Creek Alluvial Fan is the last intact 
alluvial fan along the Manitoba escarpment. As 
water comes off Riding Mountain along Crawford 
Creek, the alluvial fan slows the water down and 
spreads it out. This allows suspended material to 
drop and the water is filtered as it passes through 
miles of wetland. The site is located off of PTH5 
between Ochre River and Dauphin and has a 
boardwalk and viewing tower where visitors can 
view this natural phenomenon. 

Yes, it has a clearly defined boundary. Harrison 
Wildlife Management Area is a reserve within 
Manitoba and is north of Ozerna, southeast of 
Sandy Lake and southwest of Rackham. 
Harrison Wildlife Management Area has an 
elevation of 635 meters. Harrison is a small WMA 
just west of Rolling River First Nation. This is 
pothole country but the WMA is mostly lush 
deciduous forest with two forage fields. It is good 
habitat for white-tailed deer and the occasional 
elk. 

 

Elk were once very common on the prairies. Early 
explorers reported hearing them bugling along 
the Red River. Today you find them in patches of 
habitat like WMAs or parks, where they can find 
forage near shelter afforded by stands of trees. 

Governance 
Governments. Turtle River Watershed 
Conservation District. And perhaps Rural 
Municipality of Dauphin 

Governments. Municipality of Harrison Park 

Management Yes  Yes  

Management Both  Both 

In-situ conservation • Representative natural ecosystems 
• High level of ecological integrity 

• High level of ecological integrity 

Review • Doesn’t qualify • Potential double count 
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Name Waterton BR 

 

Below are some notes and questions for further discussion with regards to OECM’s and 
Waterton Biosphere Reserve’s (WBR) participation in the project.   

There is a significant amount of land under Nature Conservancy Canada (NCC) ownership 
or conservation easement and under Southern Alberta Land Trust Society (SALTS) 
conservation easement within the WBR. These lands may qualify toward Canada Target 1 
(Aichi Target 11) but we would first need to clarify whether these organizations are already 
doing the reporting themselves.  Virtually all of these lands are still used for ranching and 
agriculture. Because they remain part of a working landscape, it is possible that they might 
be a better fit under Canada Target 7 (Aichi Target 7) versus Canada Target 1.  

There is a relatively small amount of land that is held by a variety of groups focused on the 
provision of hunting and fishing opportunities.  Some of these organizations are national- 
Ducks Unlimited Canada and Trout Unlimited Canada. Are these organizations participating 
in the OECM identification process?  We are not sure that they would meet the requirements 
for Canada Target One or necessarily fit within the other targets.  Clarification about where 
organizations such as these fit would be helpful.   

The vast majority of other lands within WBR are agricultural; both ranching and farming. 
When we read through the OECM guidelines we believe that most of the ranching lands 
(outside of already protected areas and Land Trust areas) would be best counted under 
Canada/Aichi Target 7, not Canada Target 1.  If they were considered Canada Target 1, 
then ranch lands would likely fall under “Secondary Conservation” with the example given 
of   “Traditional management systems that maintain high levels of associated biodiversity. 
These could include certain agricultural systems that maintain native species and their 
habitat, such as pastures of native grassland managed in ways that support livestock 
grazing while maintaining native biodiversity.”  Issues would then arise with whether or not 
(as per the guidelines) the landowners would be interested in having their lands evaluated 
and potentially reported as an OECM.  Questions would likely arise from landowners with 
regards to the project’s implications for the land: Does being recognized as an OECM place 
restrictions on future use? What are the benefits to being recognized as an OECM?  

This would be a great deal of work for someone to undertake. It is well beyond the capacity 
of WBRA at this time. Also, we anticipate there would be little interest from local landowners 
to participate in this project without incentive/compensation provided to them. Another factor 
is that many of the landowners who were so inclined have already sold to a land trust or 
have placed conservation easements on their land. These acres would most likely be 
captured through organizations like NCC or SALTS.   

Is there any room in this ECCC project to consider any of the other “2020 Biodiversity Goals 
and Targets for Canada.” In 2016, each Canadian BR was asked to identify which areas 
they felt their Biosphere could best address. Some of the other Targets feel like a better fit 
for Waterton Biosphere Reserve.  
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Name Georgian Bay BR 

 

GBBR has looked into and considered the following:  

- Land Trust Lands - already counted.  Our role could be to work with the Georgian Bay 
Land Trust to help select lands that are of ecological importance and which may not fall 
within that org’s normal audience/client base.  

- Provincially Significant Wetlands (most are on crown lands and you were going to check 
to see if Province was already counting them).  

- FTIP sites - as per PSW’s above, you are going to be checking to see if they’re already 
being counted.   

- Forest Management Lands - areas within the FMP (Forest Management Plan) lands that 
won’t be cut due to either ecological buffers, ecologically sensitive areas or inaccessible 
sites.  These may already have been counted by the province and you were going to check.  
GBBR’s role in this is that neither the FSC certified management NGO nor the Crown may 
be counting these areas nor see the value in it…but would in support of the GBBR 
designation.  

- Indigenous Lands - there may well be opportunities with FN partnerships as they 
develop/review their own land codes.  As an example, one FN has a Wind Farm proposal 
in place and the development and operation has undergone thorough ecological review 
such that we suspect that most/all ecological values will absolutely be maintained.  
Monitoring is going to be in place as part of operations.  Other communities have areas that 
they have designated to not develop or for relatively low-impact uses (akin to some parks 
and conservation reserves).  

In order to explore further we would have the following questions:  

1)  What is the province counting toward Target 1 (i.e. PSW’s, FTIP, FSC Management 
lands or portions therein).  

2)  What are the long term management/monitoring needs for some/all of these OECM sites 
and what is or could the role of the BR be in supporting the monitoring and management of 
those lands?  I think there is a role however it partially depends on the specific needs and 
obligations of the Federal Government in honouring its long-term commitment with regard 
to Target 1. 

3)  In terms of partnering with indigenous communities on designating some of the lands 
under their control and/or some of their traditional territories there are numerous questions 
that arise.  These could be categorized into:  i)  Process - what is the process by which 
communities should be approached?  Should it not be the Fed’s as a Nation approaching 
the individual communities as a Nation rather than BR’s?  BR’s might be a broker of a 
partnership discussion but we would need to know many things before proceeding.  Namely:  
ii) Resources - what tools area available to FN communities to evaluate their lands under 
the OECM?, how do you manage optics that a federal requirement is seeking to utilize FN 
lands?  What long term interests, requirements and resources will be provided to manage 
and monitor these lands?    

4)  Regardless of whether BR’s are part of the active ‘ownership/management’ of lands that 
would be considered under the OECM label, what roles could BR’s undertake to support 
the initiative?     
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Name Clayoquot Sound Biosphere 

Area Name Clayoquot Island Vargas Island 

Geographically 
defined space Yes, it has a clearly defined boundary Yes, it has a clearly defined boundary 

Governance 

  Private Conservation Organization (not-for 
profit). The 188 acre property is owned by 
Nature Conservancy Canada. However, NCC 
is initiating a collaborative development 
plan for the broader Clayoquot Sound 
Natural Area that includes municipal, 
provincial & federal governments, 
Indigenous governments & First Nation 
communities, and local community 
stewardship organizations. The goal is to 
move forward together to identify 
conservation targets, objectives and 
strategies for the broader region of the 
Clayoquot Sound and Barkely Sound 
watersheds. 

Management Yes  Yes  

Management Both  Both 

In-situ conservation • Representative natural ecosystems 
• High level of ecological integrity 

• High level of ecological integrity 

Review • Doesn’t qualify • Potential double count 
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Appendix D: Document and Web References for Further Information 

IUCN 

• 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 https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/PAG-021.pdf 

CBD  

• Canadian Council of Ecological Areas, 2013. Interpreting Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 in the 
Canadian Context: Towards Consensus on “Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures 
October 2013. http://www.ccea.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/05/CCEA_Aichi_Target_11_WorkshopReport_OCT16_2013.pdf) 

• Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020, including Aichi Biodiversity Targets 
https://www.cbd.int/sp/   

• Aichi Biodiversity Targets https://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/default.shtml 

Pathway to Canada Target 1  

• Pathway to Canada Target 1	http://www.conservation2020canada.ca/home/ 

OECMs 

• Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society, 2017. Guidelines for Recognizing and Reporting Other 
Effective Area-based Conservation Measures Draft: April 2017  
http://cpawsbc.org/upload/Guidelines_on_OECMs_-
_Consultation_Draft_Incorporating_Vancouver_Inputs_-_April_2017-DRAFT.pdf 

• Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society, 2017. IUCN OECM Workshop: Vancouver 14 February 
2017 Summary Report: Presentations on Canadian OECM Case Studies.  
http://cpawsbc.org/upload/IUCN_OECM_Workshop_-_CPAWS_Summary_Report_-_2017.pdf 

• Department of Fisheries and Oceans, 2018. 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 

• Gray, P. A., T. J. Beechey, C. J. Lemieux, A. G. Douglas, G. Bryan and J. Sherwood. 2017. Fully 
Accounting for Canada’s Conservation Lands: Assessing the Protection and Conservation Value of 
Lands Managed by Conservation Authorities and Partners in Ontario. Ontario Centre for Climate 
Impacts and Adaptation Resources (OCCIAR), MIRARCO/Laurentian University, Sudbury, Ontario, 
Canada.  
http://www.climateontario.ca/doc/reports/FullyAccountingForCanadasConservationLands_FINA
L.pdf  
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• International Union for Conservation of Nature, 2017. Guidelines for Recognizing and Reporting 
Other Effective Area- based Conservation Measures. IUCN, Switzerland. Version 1 
https://www.cbd.int/pa/doc/guidelines-reporting-oecms-en.pdf  

• International Union for Conservation of Nature, 2017. IUCN-WCPA Task Force on Offer Effective 
Area-Based Conservation Measures Collation of Case Studies Submitted to the Task Force (2016-
2017)  
https://www.iucn.org/sites/dev/files/content/documents/collation_of_case_studies_submitted
_to_task_force_on_oecms_-_september_2017.pdf  

• Jonas et al, 2017. Will “Other Effective Area Based Conservation Measures” Increase Recognition 
and Support for ICCAs?  
http://parksjournal.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/PARKS-23.2-Jonas-et-al-
10.2305IUCN.CH_.2017.PARKS-23-2HDJ.en_-2.pdf  

Indigenous Ethics and Conservation 

• Canadian Parks Council, 2017. Aboriginal Peoples and Canada’s Parks and Protected Areas. 
http://www.parks-parcs.ca/english/cpc/aboriginal.php , to name a few. 

• Cree Nation Government (2018). Our Traditions Are Found on the Land: We Need to Protect It 
- http://www.eeyouconservation.com/index.html. 

• Ermine, W.J. (2000) A Critical Examination of the Ethics in Research Involving Indigenous Peoples. 
https://ecommons.usask.ca/bitstream/handle/10388/etd-01182007-
133515/Ermine_john_2000.pdf    

• Alberta Energy Regulator (2017). Voices of Understanding – Looking Through the Window.  
https://www.aer.ca/documents/about-us/VoiceOfUnderstanding_Report.pdf  

• PDF from Elder Larry McDermott on Ethical Space  (see CBRA website). 
• Factsheet on Indigenous Peoples and Free, Prior and Informed Consent in the Canadian and 

international law - https://www.amnesty.ca/sites/amnesty/files/fpic_factsheet_nov_2013.pdf 
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