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Other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) create an opportunity to rethink
what constitutes conservation by recognizing areas that may not have a conservation objective
but that deliver conservation outcomes. In 2010, OECM was introduced as a term during
negotiations for the Convention on Biological Diversity’s Aichi Target 11, which aims to protect
17% of the terrestrial and 10% of the marine environment by 2020. Canada has achieved the
marine portion of this target, largely due to its implementation of marine OECMs. This thesis
explores Canada’s interpretation of marine OECMs, drawing on 13 semi-structured expert
interviews. First, the transformation of the OECM concept across different scales of governance
is revealed through Kingdon’s policy-window framework, which demonstrates Canada’s narrow
interpretation of marine OECMs as marine refuges. Second, critical perspectives on political
ecology and global environmental governance are used to identify the opportunities (to recognize
Indigenous-led conservation and expand conservation partners) and constraints (of the Canadian
state’s technocratic knowledge regime) introduced by this new designation.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Research Problem
Biodiversity plays a critical role in supporting all life on Earth. However, human
tendency to perpetuate unsustainable behavior through the way we organize as a society has
driven unprecedented biodiversity loss worldwide (Büscher et al. 2017). Despite humanity’s
reliance on biodiversity for survival, continued exploitation has led to more than one million
species of plants and animals at risk of extinction (IPBES 2019). Although the state of marine
biodiversity is less known than its terrestrial counterpart, it is also declining rapidly (Sala &
Knowlton 2006). To improve the status of biodiversity, efforts have focused on protected areas
(PAs) as the main conservation tool (Corson et al. 2014a). This has been further promoted by
conservation advocates who consider PA expansion to be a critical indicator of success (Chape et
al. 2005). Similarly, marine protected areas (MPAs) have become the primary tool used for
marine biodiversity conservation globally (Gray 2010; Christie 2011). While MPAs have a more
recent history than terrestrial PAs, they have expanded significantly in the past 20 years (UNEPWCMC, IUCN and NGS 2020). Enthusiasm for these forms of area-based conservation has
persisted despite concerns over the human rights abuses, governance inequities, and livelihood
restrictions associated with setting area aside for conservation (Dudley et al. 2018).
1.1.1 Social Implications of Area-Based Conservation
Conservation governance has changed over time. While approaches have begun to
emphasize ‘people-centred’, ‘community-based’, ‘sustainable’ conservation, efforts to expand
the global protected area estate are deeply entrenched in a colonial logic (Kareiva et al. 2012;
1

Reimerson 2013; Tauli-Corpuz 2016; Wilshusen et al. 2003). Historically, exclusionary
approaches have privileged biodiversity conservation over human rights, contributing to the
violence of colonialism by forcibly displacing Indigenous peoples. In particular, this can be seen
in Canada which has a relatively recent European settlement history. For example, between
1890-1920 the Stoney peoples were brutally dispossessed from Rocky Mountains (Banff
National) Park, and later in 1936, the Keeseekowenin Ojibway Band were forcibly removed
from a reserve in Manitoba’s Riding Mountain National Park (Binnema & Niemi 2006; Sandlos
2008). Given the ongoing human rights violations against Indigenous peoples in protected area
expansion, the adoption of conservation measures that respect and support the rights of
Indigenous peoples is imperative in new and emerging modes of conservation governance.
In addition to conservation governance by government (e.g. federal/state/sub-national or
municipal level), the IUCN recognizes new governance arrangements for area-based
conservation (Dudley 2008). For example, private protected areas (PPAs) can be governed by
individuals, cooperatives, NGOs, or corporations, either under non-for-profit, or for-profit
schemes (Dudley 2008). As well, ICCAs are an abbreviation for “territories and areas conserved
by Indigenous peoples and local communities,” and are critical not only to conserving
biodiversity, but also: preserving cultural and economic livelihoods, resisting destructive
development, and securing the rights of Indigenous peoples and local communities (ICCA
Consortium n.d.). Similarly, Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas (IPCAs) is a term used
nationally in Canada to describe “lands and waters where Indigenous governments have the
primary role in protection and conserving ecosystems through Indigenous laws, governance and
knowledge systems” (ICE 2018). Since OECMs count towards Target 11, there is a potential
2

opportunity to further recognize the contributions of these diverse governance arrangements
through the OECM designation.

1.2 Research Context: Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures
In 2010, a new area-based conservation measure was negotiated at the Conferences of the
Parties to the United Nations (UN) Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). There, the
Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 was adopted, consisting of 20 global targets known as
the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. Aichi Target 11 (hereafter Target 11) aims to conserve 17 percent
of terrestrial and inland water and 10 percent of coastal and marine areas by 2020, through
“effectively and equitably managed, ecologically representative and well-connected systems of
protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures” (emphasis added) (CBD
2010).
Other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) are an emerging
conservation designation, which were included in Target 11 to capture areas that contribute to
the effective in-situ conservation of biodiversity, but fall outside of recognized protected area
networks (IUCN WCPA 2018). Since the Aichi Targets were established, CBD Parties have
made significant progress on expanding protected area systems; however, there has been slower
progress in defining, identifying, recognizing and reporting on OECMs (Leadley et al. 2014).
Mobilization of the new term has been inhibited by the lack of an agreed definition and the
absence of guidance for Parties, consequently generating uncertainty about what to report and
how (Jonas et al. 2014). In response, the World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA)
established a Task Force in 2015, to define and provide technical guidance on OECMs (IUCN
WCPA 2018). The Task Force held four expert meetings (2016, Cambridge-UK; 2016, Vilm3

Germany; 2017, Vancouver-Canada; and 2018, Vilm-Germany), preparing draft OECM
guidance that was provided to the CBD Secretariat (IUCN WCPA 2019). In 2018, the draft
guidance was discussed at two CBD workshops (Feb 2018) and presented in side events at the
CBD’s Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA) (20162018) (IUCN-WCPA 2019). After a long period of uncertainty, OECMs were defined at the
fourteenth Conference of the Parties to the CBD, where the following definition was adopted:
“a geographically defined area other than a Protected Area, which is governed and managed
in ways that achieve positive and sustained long-term outcomes for the in situ conservation
of biodiversity, with associated ecosystem functions and services and where applicable,
cultural, spiritual, socio–economic, and other locally relevant values” (CBD 2018, decision
14/8).
According to this definition, OECMs and PAs are differentiated based on conservation
objectives versus conservation outcomes (Woodley et al. 2019). While PAs must have a primary
conservation objective, an OECM must deliver effective in-situ conservation, regardless of its
objectives (IUCN WCPA 2018). Since OECMs can have other objectives besides conservation,
this new designation offers an unprecedented opportunity to challenge what constitutes
conservation (Dudley et al. 2018). For example, OECMs can include: underwater antiquities,
historic shipwrecks, areas restricted for navigation or military reasons, privately-owned areas,
and Indigenous and community conserved areas (ICCAs) (Laffoley et al. 2017). Advice on
defining, identifying, recognizing, and reporting OECMs continues to emerge as implementation
of the new designation unfolds (e.g. IUCN WCPA 2019; Jonas & Sandwith 2019; Marnewick et
al. 2019).
4

1.2.1 Marine Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures in Canada
As the first industrialized nation to ratify the CBD (ECCC 2019a), Canada has
committed to Target 11 and the operationalization of OECMs. However, it was not until 2015
that Canada adopted its own suite of national targets, repackaging the 20 Aichi targets into 19
Canadian targets (Government of Canada 2016a). Notably, the national equivalent of Target 11
is Canada Target 1, which omits the qualitative elements of Target 11 (e.g. effectively and
equitably managed, well connected systems), opting to focus exclusively on area coverage:
By 2020, at least 17% of terrestrial areas and inland water, and 10% of marine
and coastal areas, are conserved through networks of protected areas and other
effective area-based conservation measures (Government of Canada 2016a).
Given the delayed definition and guidance at the international level, Canada established a
National Steering Committee to develop a pathway outlining how multiple authorities can
collaboratively work towards the achievement of Canada Target 1 (Lemieux et al. 2019). This
Pathway initiative is called ‘Canada Pathway to Target 1,’ and involves a National Advisory
Panel (NAP) and Indigenous Circle of Experts (ICE), which have both released reports about
contributing to Canada Target 1: Canada’s Conservation Vision and We Rise Together
respectively. Despite the Pathway initiative’s effort to bring together multiple stakeholders,
including governmental departments, Indigenous peoples, communities, municipalities, private
and non-profit sectors, it is limited by its predominant focus on terrestrial areas.
Although the marine component of Canada Target 1 is not featured in the Pathway
initiative, Canada has one of the largest ocean territories and the longest coastline in the world
(Office of the Prime Minister 2016). As such, OECMs will play a significant role in Canada’s
5

achievement of the marine portion of Target 11. Given this critical role, this research will
investigate the processes that created a window of opportunity to open for OECMs to emerge
specifically in Canada’s marine environment, allowing for progress despite ambiguity at the
international level. To do so, insights from Kingdon’s policy-window framework will be used
and discussed in subsequent sections (see Section 2.1 Kingdon’s Policy Window Framework).
To achieve the marine component of Target 11, the Government of Canada has a variety
of mechanisms to establish marine protection. For example, Oceans Act MPAs are established by
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO), National Parks and National Marine Conservation Areas
are established by Parks Canada, and National Wildlife Areas and Migratory Bird Sanctuaries
are established by Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) (Schram et al. 2019).
Despite these mechanisms, progress in Canada’s protection of its ocean territory has been slow
until recent years.
In 2015, the Prime Minister issued a public mandate letter to the Minister of Fisheries,
Oceans and Canadian Coast Guard, reaffirming Canada’s commitment to Canada Target 1 – to
achieve protection of 10 percent of Canada’s ocean territory by 2020 – and setting a new interim
target of 5 percent protection by 2017 (Office of the Prime Minister 2015). At this time, Canada
had less than 1 percent of its ocean territory protected, making the achievement of the mandate
letter’s targets a significant undertaking (Jessen et al. 2017). To support marine conservation
activities, the Federal Budget in 2016 allocated $81.3 million over 5 years to DFO and Natural
Resources Canada (DFO 2017).
In order to meet Canada’s interim target of 5 percent protection by 2017, DFO developed
a five-point plan: 1) finish what was started (finalize the designation of proposed MPAs in
6

progress); 2) protect large offshore areas; 3) protect areas under pressure through coastal MPA
network planning in three regions; 4) advance OECMs; and 5) protect areas faster through
legislative reform (DFO, 2017a). To address the fourth point in their plan, DFO unilaterally
developed its own operational guidance on identifying OECMs prior to the international
adoption of CBD guidance (Aten & Fuller 2019). This guidance was released in 2016, and
informed by: international discussions (e.g. IUCN Task Force), efforts by the Canadian Council
on Ecological Areas (CCEA) to define OECMs, and the Canadian Science Advisory Secretariat
(CSAS) Science Advisory Report (DFO 2016). The DFO developed a suite of criteria, which
was used to assess over 1000 existing area-based management measures (ABMMs) (Schram et
al. 2019).
Through the CSAS process, which coordinates peer-review and science advice, many
fisheries closures were identified as meeting the DFO’s OECM criteria. Fisheries closures
(established under the Fisheries Act) that meet the OECM criteria are differentiated from
fisheries closures that do not produce biodiversity outcomes through the domestic term “marine
refuge” (Schram et al. 2019). As a result of DFO’s initial inventory, 51 marine refuges (a.k.a.
marine OECMs) were announced in 2017 (DFO 2019a). Most recently, Canada has established a
total of 59 marine refuges, in addition to 14 MPAs, 3 National Marine Conservation Areas, and 1
marine National Wildlife Area (DFO 2019b). Collectively, these areas protect 13.81 percent of
Canada’s marine and coastal areas, surpassing the marine conservation target of 10 percent by
2020 (DFO 2019a). To date, marine refuges represent 283 365 km2 and 4.93 percent of protected
marine territory in Canada (DFO 2019b) (see Figure 1 below for map). Therefore, the DFO’s
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designation of marine refuges as OECMs has contributed significantly to what Canada counts as
conservation progress towards Aichi Target 11/Canada Target 1.

Figure 1. Conserved Areas in Canada, data current as of December 31, 2018 (Source:
ECCC 2019b)

8

1.2.2 Scholarly Debates About Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures
Although OECMs have been defined, uncertainty continues to surround policy processes,
since the characteristics of this new designation are “poorly known” (Donald et al. 2019: 1).
While formal processes for identifying and reporting OECMs continue to develop
internationally, scholarly debate has been stimulated in relation to both the potential
opportunities and constraints of OECMs. For example, OECMs may play a complementary role
in wider conservation initiatives by contributing to ecological representation and connectivity in
conservation area networks (Donald et al. 2019; Shabtay et al. 2019; Diz et al. 2018; Jonas et al.
2017). By enabling the expansion of conservation networks, OECMs “may constitute stepping
stones,” improving area coverage and facilitating integration within wider landscapes and
seascapes (Garcia et al. 2019: 10). Also, given the time required to establish formal (M)PAs,
OECMs are critical to the achievement of sufficient area expansion to meet Target 11 by the
2020 deadline (Dudley et al. 2018; Juffe-Bignoli et al. 2016).
Alternatively, concerns about the efficacy of OECMs have been circulated, warning that
a laxed application of the OECM criteria could undermine conservation standards and progress
(Watson et al. 2016; Mackinnon et al. 2015). Thus, some scholars have warned that OECMs
may detract from the establishment of (M)PAs (Devillers et al. 2019), compromising the
effectiveness of conservation by privileging quantity over quality (Lemieux et al. 2019). This is a
key tension since Target 11 identifies qualitative objectives (e.g. effectively and equitably
managed), in addition to the quantitative goal of area coverage. Related to the debate between
quantity and quality, is whether and how OECMs go “beyond area coverage” (Campbell & Gray
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2019) to support holistic conservation approaches that include people in socially just ways
(Büscher et al. 2017).
Parallel to the opportunity for OECMs to expand the scope of what is possible
ecologically, OECMs also provide an opportunity to diversify conservation governance and
management. For example, one rationale for the inclusion of the OECM term into Target 11 was
to enhance recognition and support for groups achieving conservation as an outcome (rather than
primary purpose) of area governance/stewardship (Jonas et al. 2017; Jonas et al. 2018; Eghenter
2018). For example, OECMs have been suggested as an opportunity to enhance recognition and
support for Indigenous and community conserved areas (ICCAs) (Jonas et al. 2014; Jonas et al.
2017; Laffoley et al. 2017). As such, OECMs have the potential to contribute to the expansion of
alternative governance arrangements that produce positive outcomes for both humans and nature.

1.3 Research Aims and Objectives
Given the role of marine OECMs in Canada’s progress towards Target 11, as well as
preliminary concerns expressed by scholars and practitioners regarding the efficacy of OECMs
as a conservation tool, this research aims to understand whether and how marine OECMs create
space for new ways of governing conservation in Canada. To achieve this aim, the following
objectives will be undertaken:
1. Apply Kingdon’s policy-window approach to explain how and why the marine OECM
policy process has unfolded in Canada;
2. Examine the perceptions of scientific experts and representatives of governmental
organizations and non-governmental organizations, to understand the perceived
opportunities and constraints of marine OECMs in Canada
10

Understanding perceptions around the opportunities and constraints introduced by marine
OECMs in Canada may help to guide future conservation efforts nationally, and inform guidance
internationally, while recognizing and supporting a diversity of knowledge systems, worldviews
and values, and ensuring the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation tools.

1.4 Research Approach and Thesis Structure
To fulfill the aim, this research will apply an analytic approach consisting of: Kingdon’s
policy-window framework, a political ecology lens, and critical perspectives on global
environmental governance. Kingdon’s policy-window framework is often used to understand
how opportunities for public policy are created. Through the application of this framework, I will
explore how and why the Canadian marine OECM policy process unfolded by identifying the
window(s) of opportunity that allowed for marine OECMs to emerge (Objective 1). Additionally,
themes from political ecology and global environmental governance will be used to illuminate
insights related to: knowledge production, power, and scale. While Kingdon’s policy-window
framework helps to understand how the opportunity for marine OECMs was created, these
insights will help to understand the consequences. The additional analytics of political ecology
and global environmental governance will be used to identify the perceived opportunities and
constraints associated with marine OECMs in Canada (Objective 2). The key debates, elements,
and insights of all three analytics will be reviewed in Chapter 2.
Chapter 3 describes the case study approach of this research, which is situated within a
larger research project investigating responses to the global challenge of including diverse
expertise in the production of knowledge for achieving biodiversity outcomes, particularly
through targets-based governance. The case study contributes to the larger project by focusing on
11

marine OECMs and their role in achieving Aichi Target 11. The third chapter also describes the
methods used, including semi-structured interviews with a small sample of expert participants.
These in-depth expert interviews provided insightful perceptions pertaining to marine OECMs as
a new conservation tool (Objectives 2).
Chapter 4 presents the results based on Kingdon’s policy-window framework. Deductive
codes were developed from the framework and applied to the interview data to determine how
the Canadian OECM policy process unfolded in the marine environment (Objective 1). Chapter 5
presents the results based on inductive codes which were developed from emergent themes, and
perceptions of the reasons why marine OECMs have emerged in Canada, including associated
opportunities and constraints (Objective 2). Chapter 6 discusses the findings in relation to each
objective, situating the findings in response to literature gaps established in Chapter 2. Lastly,
Chapter 7 provides a conclusion to this thesis, including: a summary, main contributions,
limitations, and opportunities for further research.
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Chapter 2: Analytic Approach to Understanding Marine Other
Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures in Canada
The purpose of this chapter is to is to review relevant literature within each of the analytic
approaches that I will use to analyze the research findings. First, Kingdon’s policy-window
framework will be discussed to review the origins of the theory and highlight the key concepts
that will inform my data analysis (Objective 1). Policy ecology (PE) will also be introduced as an
analytic lens in this section, helping to understand the interactions between environmental and
political forces, and aligning with calls for greater attention to PE in ocean policy (e.g. Bennett
2019). In particular, the value of perceptions will be discussed as one avenue through which to
gain insight about the dynamics of power and politics. Lastly, critical perspectives on global
environmental governance (GEG), will be reviewed to help understand the scalar processes that
link conservation politics and practice. The insights generated through PE and critical
perspectives on GEG will help to interpret the research findings and identify the perceived
opportunities and constraints associated with marine OECMs in Canada (Objective 2).

2.1 Kingdon’s Policy-Window Framework
Kingdon’s policy-window framework (hereafter: the framework) is often used to explain
policy processes and their outputs, contributing to policy studies, is a sub-field of political
science (Kern & Rogge 2018). Kingdon (1984) originally developed the framework to explain
agenda setting in the United States’ federal government. By examining a series of case studies in
two broad areas, transportation and health, Kingdon (1984) developed the framework to explain
13

why and how some issues are placed on the governmental agenda, while others never receive
serious attention. Counter to incrementalism, which posits policy change in a linear way, the
framework seeks to comprehend sudden policy change amidst complexity.
Oftentimes, policy making does not proceed linearly in small steps but rather “hits”
suddenly (Kingdon 1993: 41). To explain the sudden surfacing of issues within the policy
agenda, Kingdon conceptualizes three streams: problems, policies, and politics, which “converge
to move an issue onto the public policy agenda towards governmental action” (Thurber 2003:
xix). The convergence, or “coupling” of these streams is often chaotic and unpredictable, but
Kingdon’s analysis reveals that there are patterns of intersection. For example, major actors or
“policy entrepreneurs” are continually looking for opportunities to push their policy solutions
(Kingdon 2003). Through their influence over the agenda setting process, policy entrepreneurs
can facilitate the coupling of the three streams, allowing for a window of opportunity to briefly
open (Kingdon 2003). Therefore, this framework addresses how governments formulate policies
amidst ambiguity, and can be used to explain why one policy captures the attention of decisionmakers over others (Zahariadis 2003) (Objective 1). This addresses a major gap in political
science literature, since scholarship tends to focus on authoritative decisions at various levels of
government, while comparatively little attention is directed towards the pre-decision process,
including how issues make it onto the governmental agenda in the first place (Thurber 2003).
The framework is widely applied due to its strengths of flexibility, accessibility, and
constant evolution (Herweg et al. 2018). Generally, scholarship building on Kingdon’s
framework is known for applying elite interviewing and semi-structured interviews, consistent
with the methods of this research (Thurber 2003). In the literature, the framework is praised for
14

facilitating engagement with case-study based empirical work (Cairney & Jones 2016), making it
a further appropriate approach for this case study on the OECM policy process in Canada. Given
the rising ambiguity in global affairs (e.g. global climate change and biodiversity loss), there has
been a recent surge in the use of the framework to analyze policy processes (Herweg et al. 2018).
Aligning with this trend, I will apply the framework to understand the conditions that have
allowed for marine OECMs to emerge in Canada as a new conservation tool (Objective 1).
2.1.1 Origins of the Framework
In contrast to earlier works on systems and political communications (see Easton 1964),
the framework draws from chaos theory, which is attentive to complexity (Garrelts et al. 2005).
This focus centres the view that systems are constantly evolving, and choices are the result of
structural forces that are context dependent (Garrelts et al. 2005). Foundationally, the framework
is based on Cohen et al. (1972)’s garbage-can model of organizational choice.
The garbage-can model was theorized during a time when social thought was undergoing
transformation and critical theory engendered a challenge to positivistic science (Lomi &
Harrison 2012). It was within this epistemological revolution that Cohen et al. (1972) observed
universities as conflict systems, or what they termed organized anarchies, wherein goals are
multiple and contradictory. The garbage can metaphor represents a choice opportunity into
which various kinds of problems and solutions are dumped by participants. These relatively
independent streams (problems, solutions, participants, choice opportunities) arrive exogenously,
and their momentary intersection under certain conditions can produce a decision (Zahariadis
2003). Building on the garbage-can model, Kingdon (1984) theorized the policy-window
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framework, which has been further developed in later editions of Kingdon’s work (e.g. Kingdon
1995, 2003), and contributions by Zahariadis (1999, 2007, 2014).
2.1.2 Key Concepts in the Framework
Similar to the garbage-can model, the framework postulates three streams flowing
through a governance organization: problems, policy (solutions), and politics (see Figure 2).
First, the problem stream contains perceptions of a public problem, which come to the attention
of governmental decision-makers through various mechanisms including: indicators, focusing
events and feedback (Kingdon 1984). To describe how solutions become available, Kingdon
(1984: 117) invokes the metaphor of a “policy primeval soup,” in which solutions are proposed
by one participant, reconsidered, and modified in the policy stream. Given the limits on decisionmakers’ attention, policy entrepreneurs develop solutions in anticipation of future problems, and
wait for a window of opportunity to encourage attention to their solution (see Section 2.1.2.1
Policy Entrepreneurs below) (Cairney & Jones 2016). Lastly, politics refers to “the broader
political discourse within which the policy is made” (Zahariadis 2003: 6). In the politics stream,
decision-makers consider many factors including their beliefs and public opinion. Oftentimes, a
change of government provides the impetus for a window of opportunity (Cairney & Jones
2016).
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Figure 2. Diagram of Kingdon's policy-window framework. Adapted from: Jones et al.
2016

2.1.2.1 Policy Entrepreneurs
Policy entrepreneurs are advocates who are willing to invest resources (e.g. time, energy,
money) to promote their position and produce a favorable policy outcome (Kingdon 2003).
While there is no formal position that encompasses all policy entrepreneurs, their success is often
dependent on three main qualities: 1) they have a claim to be heard (e.g. possess expertise or
hold a position of power), 2) they have political connections/negotiating skill, and 3) they are
persistent (Kingdon 2003). Centrally, these qualities enable policy entrepreneurs to play a critical
role in coupling streams at the window of opportunity. By advocating for ideas they link the
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streams, attaching political events/momentum to proposals, and solutions to policy problems
(Kingdon 2003).
Given the qualities of policy entrepreneurs, they play an important role in knowledge
mobilization and facilitating its translation into policy. One such group are epistemic
communities, who are “knowledge-based, transnational networks of professionals holding
political power through cognitive authority” (Lidskog & Sundqvist 2015: 5). Epistemic
communities consist of ‘knowledge experts’ who share a common body of knowledge (e.g.
academics, elected officials, civil servants) (Caveen et al. 2013). The term was first coined by
Peter Haas (1992) to describe networks of knowledge holders who are recognized for their
expertise in policy-relevant fields, and consequently hold an authoritative position in policy
coordination. Since this research examines OECMs, which emerged internationally and have
also been implemented in Canada, the role of epistemic communities is important to understand
given their position in negotiating international policy regimes, and influencing domestic policy
agendas (Caveen et al. 2013).
In international policy coordination, three dynamics describe the role of epistemic
communities: uncertainty, interpretation, and institutionalization. Under conditions of
uncertainty, demands for information from expert knowledge holders centralizes scientific
knowledge to analyze problems and set the policy agenda (Haas 1992). Since policy decisionmakers turn to epistemic communities for advice and information, the broader worldview held by
the epistemic community is institutionalized, making them powerful political actors. As such,
epistemic communities play an important political role in the development of global
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environmental policy by pushing solutions and mobilizing technical information in policy
processes.
2.1.3 Knowledge Gaps in the Policy-Window Framework Literature
While the policy-window framework has not been widely applied to empirical cases
about biodiversity conservation policy, some scholars have identified directions for future
research in this specific field. For example, calls have been made to identify the attributes of
different types of conservation opportunity, specifically “new types” so they can be clearly
recognized by policy entrepreneurs (Moon et al. 2014: 1494). By identifying elements of the
policy process that have shaped the implementation of marine OECMs in Canada, this case study
will contribute to knowledge about the opportunities and constraints of OECMs, so that they can
be clearly recognized (Objective 2)
One aspect that the framework does not address is the spatiality of the policy process.
Keeler (1993) builds on Kingdon’s framework by suggesting that there are different sized
windows of opportunity, distinguishing between micro- and macro-windows to identify when a
government has the “capacity to advance extra-ordinary policy reforms” (Cortell & Peterson
1999: 186). While policy window size has a bearing on the realization of policy innovation and
reform, it does not take into consideration the ability for policy activities and interactions to
move through space between national and international fora.
To address the spatiality gap, Fisher (2012) applies Kingdon’s framework to examine
how networked actors seek to engage in climate policy. In this study, the streams are used to
conceptualize points where networks may influence policy, and the processes allowing them to
do so (Fisher 2012). Since the position of different actors relative to each other is still occluded
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in this conceptualization, Fisher utilizes Hajer (1995)’s concept of ‘storylines’ to analyze policy
narratives, and draw out the discursive power of different networks within the broader policy
community. This supplementation emphasizes the role of relationships between local, national,
and international governments in developing and implementing environmental policy (Fisher
2012). While Fisher’s study attempts to bring the politics of local interactions and network
governance into policy development through a bottom-up approach, this research will attempt to
understand the politics of international conservation governance and its influence on Canadian
policy. As such, this research will address the “need to be more attentive to the spatiality of the
policy process” (Fisher 2012: 123). To do so, I will use the framework to not only understand
how marine OECMs have emerged in Canada, but also how OECMs have emerged
internationally and been translated into Canadian policy (Objective 1).

2.2 Political Ecology Lens
In addition to Kingdon’s policy window framework, a political ecology (PE) lens will be
used to analyze the research findings by drawing attention to themes, including: power, politics,
narratives, knowledge, scale, history, justice, and equity (Wilshusen et al. 2003; Bennett 2019).
The concern of political ecologists is broadly focused on understanding the interactions between
environmental and political forces and how they mediate social and environmental change
(Blaike & Brookfield 1987). According to Adams and Hutton (2007: 147), “action to conserve
biodiversity, particularly through the creation of protected areas (PAs), is inherently political,”
necessitating this lens to understand the political nature of the OECM policy process, and the
subsequent outcomes for fisheries management and marine conservation.
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The world’s oceans are highly politicized spaces, where conflict over declining resources,
degradation, and injustice abound (Bennett 2019). The political bedrock of ocean governance
and management spurred Bennett (2019) to call for a broader engagement with PE in ocean
policy. Importantly, applying a PE lens can help generate insights in relation to: narratives about
the environment and how they change over time (Silver et al. 2015; Gray et al. 2014), how
specific types of knowledge are used to (re)construct conservation policy (Aswani et al. 2018;
Steinberg 2001), processes of re-scaling conservation governance (Gruby & Campbell 2013),
historical trajectories and their influence on contemporary conservation approaches (Hanson
2016), and the social equity implications of marine conservation and fisheries management
(Bennett & Dearden 2014; Christie 2004). I will interpret the results of this research by reflecting
on these critical PE insights. One way of understanding the ways in which political processes
shape marine conservation, is by examining human perceptions about ocean space (Levine et al.
2015).
2.2.1 Political Insights of Perceptions on Marine Policy
To further generate insights about the opportunities and constraints of resource
management approaches, understanding the underlying perceptions that motivate conservation
and resource use behavior is a valuable analytic lens (Beyerl et al. 2016). According to Gelcich
and O’Keeffe (2016: 987), perceptions are “a belief or opinion, often held by many people and
based on how things seem”. Knowledge of perceptions can be used to understand whether and
how conservation initiatives are accepted by different stakeholders, allowing for aspects of
effectiveness to be assessed (Bennett 2016; Gelcich et al. 2010). Increasingly, scholarly literature
has recognized that successful marine conservation cannot occur without an understanding of the
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linkages between marine ecosystems and the human communities that rely on them (Humphreys
& Clark 2020; Rossiter & Levine 2014; Ressurreição et al. 2012). As such, I will use perceptions
to analyze how the opportunities and challenges associated with OECMs are understood by
experts, allowing for insights about the power dynamics that shape Canada’s marine OECM
policy process, and in particular- who has the power to decide what types of knowledge are used
(Objective 2).
2.2.2 Knowledge Gaps in Political Ecology and Perceptions Literature
Given that Aichi Target 11 requires protected areas to be “effectively and equitably
managed,” the effectiveness of conservation is a significant concern, especially in relation to
OECM implementation (CBD 2010). This concern towards conservation generally has led to an
emphasis on monitoring and evaluation in conservation policy, stimulating efforts towards the
assessment of “economic and sociocultural costs, benefits and impacts” (CBD 2004). These
efforts reflect a broader trend toward evidence-based conservation, which accepts objective,
scientific information as the basis for governance and management decisions (e.g. Sutherland
2003; Sutherland et al. 2004; Segan; et al. 2011; Miteva et al. 2012). While evidence is
important to conservation decision-making, this approach often privileges certain forms of
knowledge and information (Bennett 2016). Whose knowledge is undermined by conservation
policy processes, and who benefits from the privileging of specific forms of knowledge? Such
questions have led some scholars and practitioners to focus on the social (in addition to
ecological) outcomes of marine conservation by centring public/local perceptions (e.g. Lotze et
al. 2018; Bennett 2016; Bennett & Dearden 2014).
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Public perception has recently been identified as an emerging frontier in conservation
research (Gelcich & O’Keefe 2016). Since behavior is linked to perception, this line of research
inquiry is important to inform science, policy and management towards conservation that
balances marine biodiversity protection and human well-being (Lotze et al. 2018). However, few
studies have compared public perception of marine conservation management with opinions held
by experts (Ressurreição et al. 2012). A study focusing on the Azores archipelago (Portugal),
addresses this gap by comparing the perceptions of local residents to the scientific understanding
held by marine experts in relation to regional marine management (see Ressurreição et al. 2012).
It has further been argued that comparison between expert and public perceptions can generate
insight about local and regional marine management issues, allowing for improvements to be
identified (Lotze et al. 2018; Guest et al. 2015).
While comparing local opinions to those of experts is a useful tool for evaluating aspects
of conservation effectiveness, this approach poses the risk of assuming that expert opinion is
homogenous. Perceptions are mediated through subjective experiences and personal motivations,
whether implicit or explicit (Bennett 2016). Also, little is known about the implications of
OECMs (both ecologically and socially) (Donald et al. 2019), which complicates public
communication about the OECM concept. Therefore, local perceptions about the effectiveness of
aspects of OECM management would not produce credible insights at this stage of
implementation. As such, this research will approach expert perceptions through a political
ecology lens, allowing for the different positionalities of experts to aid in understanding the ways
in which power produces potential opportunities and constraints through marine OECMs in
Canada.
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2.3 Critical Perspectives on Global Environmental Governance
Scholarship on global environmental governance (GEG) is grounded in political science,
and explores themes including: knowledge regimes, the role of science, and actor networks (e.g.
epistemic communities and advocacy coalitions) (Campbell et al. 2014a). Geographers have
made significant contributions to the field of global environmental governance (GEG), situating
environmental policy in scalar processes that link conservation politics from localized sites to
decision-making processes that shape the underlying principles of GEG institutions (Campbell et
al. 2014a; Corson et al. 2014b; Brosius & Campbell 2010). Analysis of GEG is crucial for
navigating the inherent complexity associated with socio-ecological problems such as
biodiversity conservation. This section will introduce the scholarly field of GEG, reviewing
investigations about the politics of knowledge production, and role of targets in global
conservation governance.
2.3.1 Politics of Knowledge Production
The politics of knowledge production is also referred to as the politics of translation
(emerging from Callon’s (1984) sociology of translation), and is concerned with the role of
scientific expertise as it interacts with other ways of knowing. It is important to trace the power
relations between different forms of knowledge in biodiversity governance, because they
influence processes that formulate actor networks, and translate knowledge claims into
mechanisms of governance (Campbell et al. 2014b). Scholarly literature has investigated
knowledge mobilization and the power relations that privilege specific forms of knowledge in
global environmental policy (Martin et al. 2016; Scoones 2009; Shultis & Heffner 2016),
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investigating questions such as: whose knowledge is highlighted, whose knowledge is being
sidelined, and what opportunities [are there] for input to the process” (Gray 2010: 337)?
Given the potential opportunity for OECMs to diversify conservation governance
arrangements, the ways in which different types of knowledge (e.g. Western scientific’ or
‘Indigenous knowledge’) are mobilized to inform the marine OECM policy process in Canada,
will be investigated in this research. Specifically, I will interpret the political dynamics of
knowledge production by analyzing expert perceptions. This is important because of the ways
that expert knowledge is legitimized and used to frame global understandings of biodiversity
loss, thus shaping policy solutions (Buttel et al. 1990; Taylor & Buttel 1992). Historically,
scientific rationality has dominated decision-making processes, minimizing opportunities to
mobilize diverse forms of knowledge in biodiversity conservation (Haas 1992). Given the
prevalence of science as the way of knowing in GEG, this research will seek to understand
whether and how OECMs create space for alternative forms of knowledge to be recognized as
legitimate ways of knowing in conservation governance and management. A critical site where
knowledge is translated into policy is through the science-policy interface.
The science-policy interface represents the intersection between the production of
scientific knowledge and the implementation of environmental policy (Koetz et al. 2008). It is a
critical site where the two realms of science and politics, each characterized by different
knowledges/discourses/norms, converge (Campbell et al. 2014a; Jasanoff 2004; Koetz et al.
2008; Turnhout et al. 2014). For example, the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and
Technological Advice is the official science-policy interface of the CBD (see Section 3.1.1
Parent Project: Knowledge Production and Targets). While proponents of ‘pure,’ objective
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science may conceive of science-policy interfaces as linear processes wherein knowledge is
generated by scientists and transferred to policy decision-makers (Lave 2012), these sites reveal
a more complicated relationship between science and policy. Analyses reveal that science and
policy deeply intersect and are entangled in processes of coproduction and hybridization, such
that science becomes inherently political and vice versa (Lidskog & Sundqvist 2015; Campbell
et al. 2014b; Koetz et al. 2008). In particular, the relationship between science and policy helps
to understand the ways that specific forms of knowledge are legitimized and mobilized to inform
policy decisions.
Critically, while conventional understandings of science hold that measurement is the
foundation of standardized, scientific knowledge, it is not a neutral activity (Lave 2012). For
example, scientists rarely work under circumstances of their own choosing, and are often subject
to conditions that shape their research practices and results (Lave 2012). As such, measurement
involves an exercise of power, since critical choices are made about what to measure and how
(Turnhout et al. 2014). Building on Foucault’s notion of ‘governmentality,’ Turnhout et al.
(2014) coins the term ‘measurementality’ to describe processes that determine what gets
measured scientists, and subsequently emphasized in global policy. Oftentimes this means that
what is easiest to measure is emphasized (e.g. area coverage), since “only what is counted
counts” (Turnhout et al. 2014: 594). Therefore, the privileging of scientific knowledge in
conservation policy places value on quantifiability, which is reflected in conservation goals and
targets.
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2.3.2 Targets and Goals-Based Governance
Governing through goals is a key strategy in GEG (Biermann et al. 2017). Goals are
adopted to articulate aspirations and commit to the collective achievement of specific
environmental objectives (Kanie et al. 2017). Governments signal their commitment to achieve
goals by adopting them as declarations at conferences, summits, or the UN General Assembly
(Kanie et al. 2017). The act of adopting goals is accompanied by the expectation of measurable
targets and time frames that enable ‘progress’ to be achieved (Agardy et al. 2016; Kanie et al.
2017). Despite increases in target application (Campbell et al. 2014b), goal and target setting is
contested, and scholars remain divided on the effectiveness of target setting for desired
conservation outcomes (Agardy et al. 2016; Biermann et al. 2017; Kanie et al. 2017).
First, Aichi Target 11 has been critiqued for the prioritization of area-based conservation
(Barnes et al. 2018). This prioritization has been reinforced by Party delegates to the CBD who
emphasize the need for targets to be “SMART”: Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and
Time-related (Campbell et al. 2014b; Hagerman & Pelai 2016; Hill et al. 2015; Velazquez
Gomar 2014). While it is important for targets to be SMART to ensure feasibility, this emphasis
reinforces a measurementality logic, since area coverage is relatively easy to measure. In
response, a key debate around OECM implementation has arisen: quantity versus quality
(Fletcher 2020). Given the focus on quantity, the other qualitative elements of Target 11, which
require conservation networks to be equitably and effectively managed, ecologically
representative, and well-connected, are neglected (Agardy et al. 2016; Barnes et al. 2018).
Despite the need to demonstrate success through sufficient area expansion, Campbell and Gray
(2019) draw attention to the importance of these qualitative elements for achieving effective
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conservation. In particular, conservation efforts that transcend area coverage, although complex
and difficult to measure, are essential to the full realization of conservation approaches that
protect biodiversity and include people in socially just ways (Campbell & Gray 2019; Jones &
DeSanto 2016; DeSanto 2013).
As a metrological practice, target-setting involves decisions about what to measure and
how, stimulating debate about the ways in which targets are politicized (Campbell et al. 2014b;
Turnhout et al. 2014). Oftentimes, metrological work (e.g. determining baselines/thresholds,
developing indicators, measuring standards, etc.) is posited as anti-political, resulting in the
circulation of targets as independent, natural objects (Campbell et al. 2014b). By determining
what to measure, targets are foundational to a technocratic regime that necessitates further
metrological work to develop standardized accounting systems. While this reinforces the role of
science in GEG institutions, it also defines what is permitted as measurement, creating new
objects of governance that move beyond a single moment. By defining “what global
conservation is, how it will be accomplished, and who is responsible for it” (Campbell et al.
2014b: 60), targets can generate political rather than anti-political effects, creating space for
politics (Miller 2001).
Given the ability of targets to create new objects of measurement and governance, they
play an important role in how international policies are taken up in national contexts, influencing
the creation of policy-windows. According to Kingdon (2003), the appearance of one policywindow often increases the probability of another window opening for a similar subject. This
chain of phenomena is considered a ‘spillover’ and occurs because the first window establishes a
standard or principle upon which succeeding decisions are based (Kingdon 2003). For example,
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the inclusion of OECMs in Target 11 introduced the term internationally, establishing a new
principle for area-based conservation. Through global targets, specifically Target 11, the
potential for OECMs to emerge through national policy-windows was created. Therefore, targets
play an important role in necessitating policy action and innovation; the will be a key
consideration in the application of Kingdon’s policy-window framework to this case study
(Objective 1).
2.3.3 Knowledge Gaps in Global Environmental Governance Literature
Given that the inclusion of OECMs in Target 11 occurred with the intent to recognize and
support alternative forms of conservation, there is an opportunity for OECMs to open up the
prevailing measurementality logic in global conservation governance. Through this fostering of
greater “conservation plurality” (Jonas et al. 2017), OECMs may create space for diverse forms
of knowledge to be recognized in policy formulation, enabling novel ways of accounting for
qualitative elements of conservation that are essential for positive biodiversity outcomes. This
opportunity raises the question: do OECMs create space for new ways of ‘doing’ and ‘knowing’
in conservation approaches? Alternatively, given that targets create new work for metrological
regimes, do OECMs create something new for scientists to measure and account for? By
studying OECM implementation in Canada specifically, I will seek to understand how GEG
targets not only encourage and reinforce existing national activities (e.g. establishment of
(marine) protected areas), but also how they stimulate new national policies and activities (e.g.
the measurement and establishment of (marine) OECMs) (Objective 1).

29

Chapter 3: Methods
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methods I used to fulfill the aims and
objectives of this research. First, I will describe the case study approach: situating it within a
larger research project, and justifying the focus on marine OECMs in Canada. Next, the methods
I used to collect data are described, including semi-structured, elite interviews. To apply
Kingdon’s policy-window framework (Objective 1) and understand the opportunities and
constraints of marine OECMs in Canada (Objective 2), the coding frameworks I used for
qualitative data analysis are also described. Lastly, I acknowledge my positionality as an
influencing factor in this research, and explain how I ensured rigor throughout the research
process.

3.1 Case Study Approach
By using a case study approach, one can develop a deep understanding of the factors
contributing to a social phenomenon (Berg & Lune 2012). Since case studies provide an in-depth
scope (David & Sutton 2011), this approach is well-suited to address the complexity of the
marine OECM policy process, which involves networks of policy actors participating at both
national and international levels. Moreover, the in-depth explanatory nature of a case study
analysis enables the tracing of operational links over time (Yin 2003), allowing me to explore the
multiple factors and conditions that have led up to, and allowed for, marine OECMs to be
implementation in Canada (Objective 1). This research thus focuses on the marine OECM policy
process in Canada as the case, while also considering the ‘operational links’ to the international
policy context.
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Further, case study research is often undertaken for its ability to produce generalizable
outcomes (Berg & Lune 2012). Generalizability, “an act of reasoning that involves drawing
broad inferences from particular observations,” has generated debate between quantitative and
qualitative research methods (Polit & Beck 2010: 1451). While generalizability is considered a
validation strategy in quantitative studies, it is more controversial in qualitative research, which
aims to provide richer and more contextualized accounts of social experiences (Polit & Beck
2010). For example, the ‘reflexive turn’ in the social sciences invites acknowledgement of the
ways in which a researcher’s own bias influences data interpretation (Baxter & Eyles 1997). This
complicates generalization in qualitative research, since knowledge is always embedded in a
specific context (Small 2009). As such, while I cannot claim that the findings of this research
will be generalizable according to quantitative standards (i.e. unbiased, representative), the use of
a case study approach will allow for some external generalization.
According to Maxwell (1992), there two types of generalizability: “generalizing within
the community, group, or institution being studied to persons, events, and settings that were not
directly observed or interviewed [internal], or generalizing to other communities, groups or
institutions [external]” (293). Since the geographic area of this case study focuses on Canada as a
whole, the findings will be quite general to begin with. This contributes to “face
generalizability,” wherein there is no obvious reason inhibiting the results of a specific case to
apply more generally to similar cases or settings (Maxwell & Chmiel 2014: 11). While the
findings of this research contribute directly to understanding the dynamics of marine OECMs in
Canada, they will also generate insights about the perceived opportunities and constraints of
OECMs as a concept, which may have useful applications in other contexts.
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3.1.1 Parent Project: Knowledge Production and Targets
This research is associated with a larger research project titled: Targets through time:
Negotiating knowledge (s) and constructing future possibilities for global biodiversity
governance. Led by Dr. Shannon Hagerman (principal investigator), Dr. Lisa Campbell (coinvestigator), and Dr. Noella Gray (co-investigator) the study team consists of social scientists
from the University of British Columbia, Duke University, and the University of Guelph
respectively. In response to global challenges surrounding the inclusion of a wider range of
expertise (i.e. Indigenous and local knowledge systems in addition to scientific) in the production
of knowledge for achieving biodiversity outcomes (Montana 2019), this project aims to analyze
how knowledge is produced and validated in the context of the CBD to improve knowledge
governance.
Field work for this project was conducted in July 2018, at the Subsidiary Body on
Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA). SBSTTA is an intergovernmental
body subsidiary to the CBD that facilitates the integration of science into global biodiversity
policy (Koetz et al. 2008). The study team previously mentioned attended SBSTTA, and also
included a PhD student from the University of British Columbia and me. Team members used
collaborative event ethnography (CEE), which is a methodology designed to observe knowledge
and power dynamics within global environmental meetings. Through collaborative dialogue
about observations, CEE allows for insights about the negotiation and assertion of knowledge
claims in policy processes to be generated (Brosius & Campbell 2010; Campbell et al. 2014a).
Alongside team members, I collected participant observation data including detailed empirical
notes, photographs, and audio-recordings. These data were collected during both plenary
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meetings and side events. In some cases these meetings occurred simultaneously, so we often
split up to ensure holistic coverage of the event, and prioritized attendance based on researchers’
individual interests. For example, some of the side events I attended included: Living in
Harmony with the Ocean and The Possible Contribution of Non-state Action to the Post-2020
Global Biodiversity Framework.
Since the data collected at SBSTTA do not help to address the objectives of my specific
case study, they will not be analyzed for the outcomes of this research. However, attending the
event played an integral role in research design and the formulation of research questions.
Notably, the OECM draft definition as well as the guidance on identifying and reporting OECMs
were negotiated at SBSTTA. By observing international discussions on OECMs, I was able to
gain an understanding of the perceived implications associated with concept of an OECM. This
enabled me to identify some of the main debates surrounding OECMs, which later informed my
interview guide.
3.1.2 Case Study Justification
Given that fundamental changes to our Earth’s ecological systems are increasingly
threatening species and ecosystems, understanding how diverse approaches conserve biodiversity
is important to sustaining the biodiversity upon which all life depends. Since Canada is warming
at twice the global rate (Bush et al. 2019), and approximately 50 percent of its monitored wildlife
species are in decline (WWF 2017), Canada is a key site for examining policy responses to
environmental change. Also, while increasing habitat fragmentation and human activity has
reduced the possibility for large-scale protection all over the world, Canada’s vast geography
presents a globally significant opportunity to establish networks of effective conservation areas
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(ECCC 1995), making it well suited for understanding the implications of OECMs as a new areabased tool. This is particularly true in the marine environment, since Canada has the longest
coastline in the world bordering three oceans (Office of the Prime Minister 2016). As a result of
this unique geography, people in Canada rely on the oceans to meet a variety of social, cultural,
and economic needs (e.g. deliver products to market, earn livelihood, recreation, etc.) (Office of
the Prime Minister 2016). Since conservation does not need to be the primary objective of
OECMs, the reliance of Canadians on ocean resources will provide insights about whether and
how marine OECMs balance both conservation and human well-being. Also, as one of the first
countries to define and begin designating marine OECMs this case is significant, since other
countries may look to Canada in developing their own national OECM policy processes.

3.2 Methods
3.2.1 Semi-Structured Interviews
Given the need to understand the complexity of the marine OECM policy process,
including Canada’s conservation governance regime and the role of actors at different scales, I
used semi-structured interviews as the main method for this research. This is consistent not just
with the discipline of human geography (Kitchin & Tate 2000), but also with other social science
research analyzing the outcomes of area-based conservation (Lange et al. 2016). Further, semistructured interviews are appropriate for studying perceptions. Perceptions are often dismissed as
anecdotal, but they provide valuable insights that can inform the improvement of conservation
governance at diverse scales (see Section 2.2.1 Political Insights of Perceptions on Marine
Policy) (Bennett 2016).
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Semi-structured interviews provide a middle ground between the two extremes of
unstructured (more like a conversation) and structured (close-ended) interviews (Leech 2002).
As such, semi-structured interviews allow for the order and wording of questions to be flexible
(Berg & Lune 2012), enabling me to elaborate some questions to suit the interviewee’s expertise.
While I reviewed a range of documents (e.g. reports, draft guidance, etc.) before collecting data,
the OECM policy process is emergent, and the open-ended nature of the semi-structured
interviews allowed for interviewees to raise themes that I had not considered during my
preparation. This was possible through the use of an interview guide (see Appendix A- Interview
Guide), allowing for certain topics and themes to be addressed in all of the interviews, since I
followed a list of prepared questions (Scott & Garner 2013). Depending on the interviewee, the
framing of each question was flexible to cater to their unique experience and follow their train of
thought to generate deeper insight. Lastly, semi-structured interviews were an appropriate
method for the participants I engaged, since they are often used in expert interviewing (Leech
2002).
3.2.2 Expert Interviewing and Sampling Strategy
Consistent with my policy-window framework and political ecology lens, it was
important to consider the production of knowledge for political and policy decisions and whose
knowledge is considered relevant to decision-making processes. Given that there are few
members of the conservation community with sufficiently in-depth knowledge to comment on
this case study, an expert interview methodology was necessary. While what constitutes an
“expert” is contested, particularly in science and technology studies (see Jasanoff 1995), Meuser
& Nagel (2009) define expertise as the possession of specialized knowledge. I therefore sought
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interviewees with specialized knowledge about the OECM policy process (e.g. experience in
defining the term, identifying candidate sites, developing the criteria, advocating for particular
interpretations of the term, etc.).
Since the experts I was interested in interviewing included people in positions of power
(federal government, high-level ENGO positions), the method I used can be further characterized
as elite interviewing (Meuser & Nagel 2009). Elites in this context can be defined as individuals
who, “can exercise control over the flow of information in a community or an organization”
(Scott &Garner 2013: 288). Further, Giddens (1991: 20) expresses the merit in elite interviewing,
asserting that it is part of “institutional reflexivity,” and allows for the reassessment of
organizational activity and consideration of emergent information. Another advantage of elite
and expert interviewing is that it allows for researchers to obtain effective information quickly,
often shedding light on the internal workings of abstract organizational systems, which are not
typically transparent to general audiences (i.e. civil society) (Meuser & Nagel 2009).
My aim in selecting participants was therefore not to be representative of the
conservation community, but rather exhaustive in selecting individuals with expertise regarding
marine OECMs in Canada. As such, I used purposive sampling to intentionally identify
candidate interviewees (Charmaz 2006). I created a purposive sample by reviewing key
documents related to marine OECMs from peer-reviewed literature, national reports, and
international/national meeting reports, to determine who authored and/or attended them. In
addition to people named on publications, I also sought key informants based on their
involvement in the Canadian marine OECM process. Specifically, I sought government
employees from the Science and Management sectors of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO),
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members of the Canadian delegation to the CBD, representatives of environmental nongovernmental organizations (ENGO) consulting on OECMs, Environment and Climate Change
Canada (ECCC) employees, members of the Canadian Council on Ecological Areas (CCEA),
and scientists and academics who have consulted and/or published on the case.
While purposive sampling was used to initially identify participants, my ability to
identify all key informants was limited due to the availability of information directly related to
the case study. As a result, I also used snowball sampling to build on my purposeful list of
interviewees. Snowball sampling is a strategy used to recruit participants through the suggestions
of other participants, thus allowing for an inclusive sample by following the chain of referral
(Longhurst 2010; Patton 1990). I contacted prospective participants through e-mail and invited
them to participate in an interview (see Appendix B- Letter of Invitation). If prospective
participants expressed interest and willingness to participate in an interview, I sent them a
consent form (see Appendix C- Consent Form) and scheduled an interview (either by phone or
Zoom, a video conferencing software).
Given the depth of knowledge required of participants, a cumulative approach to sample
size was taken. According to Denscombe (2014) this approach relies on non-probability
techniques (i.e. purposive and snowball sampling). Non-probability sampling techniques can
produce data that is “sufficiently accurate,” even when the sample size is small (i.e. 5-30
participants) (Denscombe 2014: 49). For example, Hagerman et al. (2010) undertook 21 expert
interviews over the span of one year to better understand the implications of climate change on
conservation policy. Therefore, consistent with relevant scholarly literature like this study, my
research also uses a small, cumulative sample alongside an in-depth interview methodology. The
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sample size was necessarily small because there are few individuals who possess the in-depth
knowledge necessary to comment on this specific case study. In total, I identified 11 key
informants as part of the purposive sample and interviewed 8 of them. There were 3 people
whom I was unable to contact or arrange a convenient time with, and 5 additional informants
were identified through snowball sampling. In total, I interviewed 13 participants.
3.2.3 Telephone (and Zoom) Interviews
Conducting successful and detailed qualitative interviews often depends on the
researcher’s ability to establish a good research partnership through rapport and trust (Seitz
2015). Since this is difficult to establish during interviews over the telephone and video
conferencing technologies like Zoom, this method presents some challenges in terms of the
inability to read body language and nonverbal cues (Seitz 2015). However, due to the method of
engaging elite interviewees who were highly educated and held various leadership positions,
participants all possessed a high level of competence in their ability to articulate responses,
explain complex processes and reflect on their experiences. As such, the interviewees’ responses
were not hindered by the lack of face-to-face interaction. Further, since the population I was
trying to reach was small and geographically dispersed (mainly West Coast, East Coast, and
Ottawa), this method allowed me to interview people in a number of different locations who
would otherwise be difficult or impossible to access (Berg & Lune 2012; Hagan 2006).
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3.3 Data Collection
During the preliminary data collection period (May-July 2019), I identified the purposive
sample and began contacting prospective participants, inviting them to participate in a one hour
interview either over phone or a video conference platform (i.e. Zoom) (See Appendix B. Letter
of Invitation). Over an initial data collection period of July to September, I collected data by
conducting semi-structured interviews alongside my advisor Dr. Noella Gray. This period was
extended until December to be inclusive of additional participants identified through snowball
sampling. In total, we conducted 13 interviews with participants varying from federal
government employees (e.g. from related departments including sectors of the DFO and ECCC),
members of the Canadian CBD delegation, members of environmental non-governmental
organizations (ENGOs), and scholars who have published research on the case.
Once candidate participants agreed to participate via e-mail, I sent them a consent
document and scheduled a one-hour interview (see Appendix C- Consent Form). I conducted
semi-structured interviews using an interview guide (see Appendix A- Interview Guide), which
included specific questions organized by topic that could be rephrased and asked in a different
order depending on the participant’s comfort and dialogue flow (Bailey 2018). Further, the
questions asked were open-ended and in some cases included prompts and/or follow-up
questions to further probe participants to expand their answers. All interviews were audiorecorded and transcribed during data analysis.
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3.4 Data Analysis
In qualitative data analysis, it is important to reduce “data sets in order to interpret and
distill the ‘essence’ or meaning of participants’ descriptions” (Roulston 2014: 304). This is often
accomplished by assigning codes to transcripts (Roulston 2014). I thus began by transcribing the
13 interviews, converting the audio-recordings into digital documents. In some instances,
features of talk were omitted from the transcripts to improve clarity (e.g. ‘you know,’ ‘um,’
‘like’), but were included when they had important implications for how the talk was understood
(Roulston 2014). Since the data collection phase was extended, I began analysis prior to all of the
interviews being completed.
Following the completion of each transcript, I coded the data both deductively and
inductively using the data analysis software, NVivo. To fulfill Objective 1, I developed a set of
deductive codes related to the policy-window framework, including: ‘problem stream’, ‘policy
stream’, ‘politics stream’, and ‘policy window’ (see Appendix D- Deductive Codebook).
However, since deductions can only convey truths to a limited extent (Reichertz 2014), I also
developed inductive codes to better capture themes emerging from the empirical data. This
additional approach allowed for “research findings to emerge from the frequent, dominant or
significant themes inherent in raw data, without the restraints imposed by structured
methodologies”(Thomas 2006: 238). In order to fulfill Objective 2, I coded the data inductively,
looking for themes related to the perceived opportunities and constraints of OECMs. To do so, I
began by closely reading the text, identifying text segments that could be categorized as either an
opportunity (denoted explicitly), or constraint (often denoted by “challenge,” “tension,” or
“risk”). Next, consistent with Thomas (2006)’s description of a general inductive approach,
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further categories were created to capture the diversity of themes discussed in relation to
opportunities or constraints. For example, ‘IPCA relationship,’ ‘upgrade protection,’ and ‘new
tool’ were coded under the main category of ‘opportunities,’ while themes including ‘lesser
protection,’ ‘long-term,’ and ‘political vulnerability’ were coded under the main category of
‘constraints’ (see Appendix E- Inductive Codebook).

3.5 Positionality and Rigor
Though geographers rarely engage with policy discourse and research, they provide a
rich perspective that can influence social change and policy intervention (Jensen & Glasmeier
2010). As such, this research project responds to calls for a ‘policy turn’ in geography,
contending that policy-centric geographic inquiry can help to inform and shape understandings
of environmental problems (Massey 2000, 2001, 2002; Martin 2002; Martin et al. 2004). Further,
I align with Jensen and Glasmeier (2010) who argue that for geographers to work towards social
change through policy research, social situatedness is an important consideration.
The concept of the socially situated researcher emerged in response to Donna Haraway’s
(1996) situated knowledge. Rather than accept a ‘view from nowhere,’ common in a positivist
research paradigm (i.e. objective, value-free approach to inquiry), Haraway called for a new
approach that acknowledges the researcher’s positionality as an influencing factor in the research
process. This notion is more consistent with a constructivist research paradigm, which holds that
there is no single, objective reality and that “subjective inquiry is the only kind possible to do”
(Skipper & Allen 1993 as cited in Feilzer 2010: 6). A research paradigm or worldview is a set of
beliefs or values that inform how the research is undertaken (Guba1990), and is used (explicitly
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or not) to interpret the data alongside theories that guide the practice of research (Creswell &
Poth 2018). To be transparent about the beliefs and values I bring to the process of research, I
will situate myself by identifying key influences on my ontology, epistemology and axiology.
My approach to this research is informed by my orientation towards role models who
engage in academic discourse from an ontology of feminist, post-structural, and critical political
ecology. Also, my epistemological assumptions are informed by the interdisciplinary postsecondary education I received in environmental studies, which allowed me to be trained in
multiple fields of scholarly inquiry including: biology, cultural studies, environmental law,
sustainable food systems, Indigenous studies, and political science. I have lived in Canada for
most of my life and have had the privilege of unfettered access to nature, allowing me to develop
a deep love for the natural spaces and places surrounding me (i.e. the foundation of my
axiological assumptions). For approximately eight years, this has spurred me to engage in
grassroots activism within my local community and seek a deeper understanding of the
complicated entanglements between social and environmental issues. As such, I am motivated by
the potential for sustainable public policies to be developed that address complex problems like
biodiversity conservation, located at the nexus of inextricably linked social and environmental
factors. By stating my position, I have engaged with what Nicholls (2009) refers to as the first
layer of reflexivity (i.e. self- or first person reflexivity).
Reflexivity asks researchers to reveal any hidden assumptions underpinning their
research, responding to qualitative research debates about the ‘crisis of representation’ (Marcus
& Fisher 1986). According to Baxter and Eyles (1997), reflexivity strengthens qualitative
research, and contributes to rigorous work. Stemming from the understanding that knowledge is
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produced through the social relations of the interview, reflexivity allows for conscious
deliberation throughout the research process (Nicholls 2009). As a novice researcher engaging
expert participants, my ability to reflect actively on how I was relating to participants was
sometimes compromised by my effort to ensure that consistent themes were addressed in each
interview. However, I acknowledge that as the interviewer I held power to guide dialogue during
interviews, and that this created a focus on themes that I felt to be important to the research.
In geography, there is debate about how to ensure rigor in qualitative research (Crang
2002). Baxter and Eyles (1997: 506) define the achievement of rigor as “the satisfaction of the
conventional criteria of validity, reliability and objectivity,” which is determined through
processes of evaluation. Four main evaluation criteria for ensuring rigor are offered by Lincoln
and Guba (1985) (i.e. credibility, transferability, dependability, confirmability), however social
geography has focused mainly on one: validity/credibility (Baxter & Eyles 1997). Based on the
assumption that there is no single reality, credibility holds that there are multiple realities (Baxter
& Eyles 1997). As such, credibility refers to the accuracy with which a researcher is able to
describe a human experience (which may be diverse and/or contradictory), insofar as it is
recognizable to those having the experience, and understandable to those outside of the
experience (Lincoln & Guba 1985). In addition to my engagement with reflexivity, I ensured
rigor using two main validation/credibility strategies: respondent selection and source
triangulation.
First, one way researchers enhance credibility is by focusing on respondent selection
procedures (Baxter & Eyles 1997). Consistent with one of Patton’s (1990) strategies for
recruiting respondents, I curated a purposive sample that focused on ‘information-rich’ key
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informants (discussed in Section 3.2.2 Expert Interviewing and Sampling Strategy). Informants
were continuously selected (through snowball sampling), which helped to ensure credibility by
achieving thematic saturation (Kuzel 1992).
Second, Baxter and Eyles (1997) argue that validity can be verified through the use of
standardized interview guides to compare different viewpoints. The use of such guides can allow
for source triangulation, by comparing emergent themes between interviews (Baxter & Eyles
1997). While I ensured rigor by consistently interrogating specific themes in the interview
questions, I also aligned with Kuhn’s (1970, 1962) call for researchers to be curious and
adaptable. As such, I continuously rephrased interview questions for clarity, and to include
emergent themes (see Appendix A- Interview Guide).
Further, a common way to ensure credibility is by presenting verbatim quotations, which
allows for ideas to be relayed in the words of the participant, rather than researcher (Baxter &
Eyles 1997). This shifts the power relations inherent to interview-based research by preserving
the participants’ ‘voice’ and expressions of meaning, making the researcher’s interpretation more
transparent. Source triangulation is also enabled by verbatim quotations, which demonstrate
convergence (or divergence) between the viewpoints of several different participants (Eyles &
Donovan 1986). In applying this strategy, I was attentive to representing the perspectives of all
participants, making sure that direct quotations for all 13 participants were presented throughout
chapters 4 and 5.
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Chapter 4: Results- The Policy-Window for Marine Other Effective
Area-Based Conservation Measures in Canada
Given the rising ambiguity in global affairs, proponents of Kingdon’s policy-window
framework have used it to explain policy processes and their outputs (Herweg et al. 2018). In
this chapter, I present the results of the 13 semi-structured interviews analyzed against Kingdon’s
policy-window framework (Objective 1). Since the policy-window framework focuses on the
coupling of three streams to create a window for policy innovation (Kingdon 1984), this chapter
is organized according to the key themes centralized by this framework, including: 1) the
Problem Stream, 2) the Policy Stream, 3) the Politics Stream, and 4) the Policy Window. The
purpose of this chapter is to explore the events, dynamics, and interactions occurring within each
stream, to explain why and how marine OECMs rose to prominence on the Canadian policy
agenda.

4.1 Problem Stream
Though the oceans cover two-thirds of the planet and contain a greater diversity of life
than the terrestrial counterpart, threats to marine biodiversity often go unrecognized due to the
‘out-of-sight’ nature of the marine realm (Jenkins & Van Houtan 2016). For example, Aichi
Target 11 calls for the protection of 17 percent of terrestrial area, compared to only 10 percent of
marine area (CBD 2010). This lack of attention towards marine biodiversity conservation is a
critical issue in Canada, where the vast coastal geography engenders social, cultural and
economic reliance on ocean resources (Office of the Prime Minister 2016). The threat of various
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human activities is one problem framing that may help to attract the attention of decision-makers
towards marine OECMs as a policy solution. According to the policy-window framework,
decision-makers become attentive to problems (e.g. biodiversity decline and ocean degradation)
as a result of indicators, feedback and focusing events (Kingdon 2003). Since participants’
perceptions of the problems driving the marine OECM policy process in Canada identified
‘indicators’ and ‘feedback’ as key elements of the problem stream, they will be presented in this
section.
4.1.1 Indicators
Indicators alert decision-makers to the existence of a problem requiring policy action.
There are multiple indicators in the political world since organizations routinely monitor relevant
activities and events (Kingdon 2003). For example, the Protected Planet Report (UNEP-WCMC,
IUCN, NGS 2020) provides an overview of global progress towards Target 11, and the
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES)
Global Assessment (2019) assesses global biodiversity and ecosystem trends. These sciencebased assessments contribute to a discourse that frames the problem in terms of a global
“extinction crisis” (Doherty et al. 2018: 809). Indicators were coded as reflective of this global
discourse, drawing attention to marine conservation through an understanding of unprecedented
biodiversity loss, exacerbated by climate change. This was perceived as being especially
prominent in Canada,
…we’ve come a long way but we still have a long way to go but I mean you can tell that
it’s not working yet because species continue to decline…we have to reverse this trend,
50% of the wildlife has declined in Canada over the past 40 years (Int.6 ENGO).
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Additionally, while participant responses reflected a rhetoric consistent with global
biodiversity crisis narratives, some participants identified a more contextualized problem of
reconciling the tension between biodiversity conservation and sustainable food security. Given
the DFO’s mandate to protect and manage Canada’s fisheries, it was also raised that within an
era of climate change, biodiversity protection is not just a conservation problem, but a food
security problem as well:
…the marine world is going to have to produce much much more protein for human
consumption in the future because climate change is going to increasingly make growing
seasons hotter and drier particularly in lower latitude areas […] whether it’s
aquaculture intensively or more fishing, to get the people doing that aware that there are
pathways that they can meet their food security needs without degrading biodiversity
overall is the only pathway we have in the future (Int.13 Government).
The interrelated problem-framing of marine biodiversity loss and fisheries decline
highlighted a key tension between the dual fisheries management and conservation aspects of
marine OECMs in Canada. To address this tension, the debate of whether marine OECMs should
count under Aichi Target 6 1 rather than Aichi Target 11 was raised with participants,
…we do recognize that fisheries area closures can contribute towards Target 6 under
Aichi Targets but we don’t think that takes away from the important role that ones that

1

Aichi Target 6 is the fisheries management target and states that, “by 2020 all fish and invertebrate stocks and aquatic plants are
managed and harvested sustainably, legally and applying ecosystem based approaches, so that overfishing is avoided, recovery
plans and measures are in place for all depleted species, fisheries have no significant adverse impacts on threatened species and
vulnerable ecosystems and the impacts of fisheries on stocks, species and ecosystems are within safe ecological limits” (CBD
2010).
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meet the [OECM] criteria play towards marine conservation and therefore Aichi Target
11 so we don’t see it as problematic (Int. 7 Government)…
…I think for now everything we have should probably be counted under [Target] 6 but if
they keep things up, then some of them can and should be counted under [Target] 11
(Int.6 ENGO)…
…I’m kind of like whatever […] if Canada was doing anything at all to report on Aichi
Target 6 that would be helpful to ask (Int.5 ENGO).
Although it was acknowledged that OECMs have the potential to be counted under Target 6 and
that in some cases Canada’s current marine OECM interpretation (i.e. marine refuges) is more
appropriately captured by Target 6, participants did not perceive accounting under Target 11 to
be problematic.
4.1.2 Feedback
During the normal performance of management agencies, like the DFO, decision-makers
receive feedback about the operation and administration of their programs. Decision-makers
monitor and evaluate the efficacy of their programs and often receive corrective feedback from
public interest groups and other stakeholders (Kingdon 2003). In circumstances where programs
are not being rolled out as planned, implementation is inconsistent with the legislative mandate,
or new problems arise, this feedback helps to attract decision-makers’ attention (Kingdon 2003).
Feedback was coded as an important component of the DFO’s process to develop its criteria on
marine OECMs, and to review its existing marine OECMs to more closely align with
international guidance (e.g. IUCN WCPA, and CBD SBSTTA guidance.).
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In discussing the role of ENGOs in the marine OECM process, government participants
explained that feedback was elicited from ENGOs through various engagement efforts. For
example, through workshops and the DFO’s formal science advice process, the Canadian
Science Advisory Secretariat (CSAS) (see Section 1.2.1 Marine Other Effective Area-Based
Conservation Measures in Canada). The main ENGOs identified as participating in the marine
OECM process included: Ecology Action Centre, Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society
(CPAWS), and World Wildlife Fund (WWF) Canada.
The aforementioned organizations along with the David Suzuki Foundation, Oceans
North, and West Coast Environmental Law formed a coalition called SeaBlue Canada, which
conducted a technical review of Canada’s marine OECMs in 2019 (Aten & Fuller 2019). This
SeaBlue Technical Review (see Aten & Fuller 2019) represents a key conduit for ENGO
feedback to the DFO. Participants discussed this report as a signal to the DFO of the concerns
held by the ENGO community in relation to the way marine OECMs have been unfolding in
Canada. According to participants, as a result of this report the DFO is,
…reviewing all of its OECMs, and their internal review is quite similar to [the SeaBlue
Coalition’s] external review and they fully, you know there’s an understanding of where
they need to increase the criteria and they’ve gone through all of the OECMs to see
which ones they actually have to remove and align more or less with what [the SeaBlue
Technical Review] suggested (Int.5 ENGO).
While participants from both the government and ENGOs identified their relationship
throughout the marine OECM process as a positive one (interpreted as demonstrable willingness
to work together), there were some participants who were unsatisfied with the engagement
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opportunities. For example, according to some participants the DFO’s process was characterized
as exclusive, limiting the opportunities for (non-state) actors to provide feedback:
…I mean as far as I’m concerned the DFO approach was just closed doors right so
that’s from a process perspective (Int.9 Academic).
Although the lack of consultation was a point of concern potentially hindering the
transmission of feedback, ENGOs also conveyed the understanding that fisheries closures
(including marine OECMs) do not require the same level of consultation as Oceans Act MPAs,
and that the DFO was under pressure to designate areas quickly to achieve Target 11
requirements (see Section 5.2.1 Race to Meet Aichi Target 11).

4.2 Policy Stream
In the policy stream, solutions to problems are proposed, alternatives generated, and ideas
“float” around in a community of experts (Kingdon 2003: 116). The purpose of this section is to
explore expert perceptions related to specific themes proposed by the framework to characterize
aspects of the policy stream. In particular, expert perceptions of policy entrepreneurs,
preliminary work and value acceptability will be presented.
4.2.1 Policy Entrepreneurs
To push their desired solutions onto the policy agenda, policy entrepreneurs must have a
claim to be heard (i.e. expertise), political standing, and persistence (Kingdon 2003). One group
possessing the qualities of policy entrepreneurs and discussed by participants as performing a
key role in instigating the OECM process in Canada, is the Canadian Council on Ecological
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Areas (CCEA). The CCEA is a non-profit organization that has provided advice and assistance
to international, national, provincial/territorial and local agencies on protected areas and
ecosystem conservation. Following the adoption of Aichi Target 11 and the creation of OECMs,
the international conservation community struggled to operationalize the new measure, given the
lack of clear guidance (see Section 1.2 Research Context: Other Effective Area-Based
Conservation Measures). Participants identified the work of the CCEA (e.g. hosting expert
workshops and developing a screening tool) as advancing knowledge about OECMs within the
international policy fora, consequently attracting attention to OECMs nationally,
…the Canadian Council on Ecological Areas the CCEA was really the first body in
Canada to recognize that we really needed to grapple with what this meant and develop
guidance in the Canadian context (Int.12 ENGO)…
…I know that the IUCN was heavily influenced by the Canadian Council on Ecological
Areas here in Canada and so there was that dynamic (Int.10 Government)…
…I think that recognition by the international conservation community for some of the
leadership that the Canadian Council on Ecological Areas provided on that issue really
was an important kind of turning point (Int.9 Academic)…
…we saw a lot of the work [by] the CCEA get reflected in the IUCN guidance and the
CBD guidance and then it kind of came around back to Canada when the federal
government finally started paying attention to these targets and realized that it had to
sort of create a pathway initiative to try to meet the targets (Int. 11 ENGO)…
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In addition to the CCEA, there were individual policy entrepreneurs working “on the
ground” (Int.5 ENGO) to mobilize Canadian policy around protecting vulnerable marine
ecosystems. These individuals were integral to Canada’s interpretation and implementation of
the OECM term, specifically in its prominent manifestation in the marine realm. One participant
described the persistence of these individuals by saying,
…[they] tend to be […] the people in the conservation and science community that
actually defends the OECMs because [they’ve] been around it, like it’s taken [them] 17
years to actually get Canada to do anything (Int.5 ENGO).
4.2.2 Softening Up and Preliminary Work
For ideas to gain prominence, there is a long process of “softening up,” in which ideas are
floated, solutions proposed, responses received, proposals amended, and ideas floated again
(Kingdon 2003). In this stream, policy entrepreneurs attempt to soften-up the policy community,
which would otherwise be inertia bound and resistant to change (Kingdon 2003). They undertake
an the often lengthy process of getting the policy community used to new ideas, so that when a
policy window arises, acceptance for their proposals has already been built. Although the OECM
term did not exist until its adoption by the CBD in 2010, participants identified domestic
discussions and policies as early as the late-1990s (Int.13 Government) as paving the way for
marine OECMs to take-off in Canada,
…Canada’s been a world leader in this issue of finding ways to fit fisheries into a healthy
ecosystem where the fishery has a modest impact on the ecosystem. It’s just something
we’ve always done and when it came time to look at spatial measures as a tool instead of
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things like bycatch limits and stuff like that it was a natural for us to seize on it (Int.13
Government).
So, while the OECM term was not yet in play, Canada had been previously pursuing
spatial measures to protect the marine environment. Notably, participants identified ecologically
and biologically significant areas (EBSAs) as being “the cornerstone of the OECM process”
(Int.13 Government). Through EBSAs, Canada already had an established framework through
which to identify important areas for biodiversity. Also, participants identified the Policy for
Managing the Impacts of Fishing on Sensitive Benthic Areas (2009) (Int.5 ENGO), and the
National Framework for Canada’s Network of Marine Protected Areas (2011) (Int.7
Government; Int.13 Government), as important legislative steps that helped to increase the
acceptability of marine OECMs when the window for them opened.
Also, since the DFO has a sustainable fisheries mandate, necessitating the protection of
marine ecosystems, a process was already in place with which to evaluate biodiversity benefit.
For example, the DFO first assessed their existing area-based management measures (ABMMs),
(including various fisheries closures and critical habitat), to determine what to count as OECMs
(DFO 2016),
…one of the things that [the DFO] decided to do was to look at all of the fisheries
closures that they already had in place and say which of these can we count towards
[Target 11] (Int.12 ENGO)?
… we have a lot of good management measures for our fisheries already, so I think that
helped to set us up to be able to evaluate some of these existing management measures
that we already have (Int.3 Government)…
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…we already had these measures in place these were already things that we were doing
for the benefit of sustainable fisheries and protecting our stocks (Int.3 Government)…
Since the DFO already had ABMMs in place, they were able to move quickly and establish
many marine OECMs in a short timeframe. Although the speed with which the marine OECM
process unfolded in Canada was perceived to be positive in relation to target achievement/marine
conservation progress, some participants alternatively expressed concern. For example, some
participants viewed the marine OECM process to date as an “accounting exercise” (Int.12
ENGO), wherein areas already in place are counted towards the target, and no conservation value
is added,
…so if you just count a bunch of stuff that’s already in place and say yep we’ve met the
target, you actually haven’t made any progress on biodiversity conservation because
you’re still in the same place as you were before (Int.12 ENGO)…
Given the fact that all of the marine OECMs identified by the DFO to date are pre-existing
management measures, some participants believe that Canada’s progress in marine area coverage
is not a true reflection of effective conservation.
4.2.3 Value Acceptability
While the acceptability of proposals is built up through preliminary work and various
efforts by policy entrepreneurs to “soften-up” the policy community, proposals must also be
compatible with the values held by experts (Kingdon 2003). In particular, ‘effectiveness’ was
perceived by experts as a highly valued conservation attribute, and a key point of tension for the
acceptability of Canada’s marine OECMs. First, the term ‘effectiveness’ is ambiguous and can
have many meanings in conservation practice, including management effectiveness and
54

performance effectiveness (i.e. the delivery of conservation value). These two conceptualizations
highlight a divergence between the viewpoints held by participants. On the one hand, proponents
of the DFO’s process often referred to efforts to ensure management effectiveness, including an
emphasis on monitoring and evaluation,
…we want to continue to convey […] the importance of not just establishing these areas
but ensuring that they’re effectively managed (Int. 10 Government)…
…you know like management and monitoring are essential to the long-term effectiveness
of these sites so that’s something that we also realize is important (Int.7 Government)…
On the other hand, what was described as an “NGO viewpoint” (Int.1 ENGO) emphasized the
requirement for marine OECMs to “achieve positive and sustained long-term outcomes for the
in situ conservation of biodiversity” (CBD 2018, decision 14/8). In other words, effectiveness
was perceived in terms of performance and the addition of conservation value, emphasizing a
stringent application of international guidance,
…what’s happening now is you’re getting some areas counted but they’re not you know
there are major gaps in their conservation effectiveness (Int. 11 ENGO)…
…if they’re done right, and actually provide the in-situ biodiversity conservation then
they can be good (Int.1 ENGO)…
…[OECMs are] just forms of protection that have different purposes but still provide
effective protection or in-situ conservation for habitat and ecosystems (In.12 ENGO)…
As such, the value acceptability of marine OECMs is influenced by perceptions of effectiveness
held by different experts.
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4.3 Politics Stream
Composed of elements such as public mood, pressure group campaigns and changes in
administration, politics is the third and final stream contributing to the creation of a policy
window. Developments within the politics stream can deeply affect the policy agenda, ranging
from social movements and their role in public perception, to the turnover of key personnel after
an election (Kingdon 2003). In this section, the influence of interest groups on political leaders,
public perception about marine conservation, and the 2015 election of a majority Liberal
government will be presented as key aspects of the political stream.
4.3.1 Interest Groups
Whether or not a policy proposal is considered by political leaders, is often dependent on
their ability to balance the interests of organized political forces, including interest groups
(Kingdon 2003). Interest groups can be public interest groups (e.g. ENGOs) and/or private
interest groups (e.g. fishing industry, oil and gas industry). Since performance effectiveness was
identified previously as a key value held by proponents of a typically ‘NGO viewpoint’(see
Section 4.2.3 Value Acceptability), participants holding this view tended to perceive marine
OECMs as a lesser form of protection compared to MPAs (see Section 5.2.2 Lesser Protection).
Given this perception, participants identified marine OECMs as a potential opportunity for
interest groups (e.g. fishing industry) to assert political influence over marine conservation
designation,
…we don’t really know yet what type of pressure we’re going to receive from our
partners and stakeholders to establish OECMs rather than MPAs, and that is something
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that could be an unfortunate by-product, is that we might get pressure to use OECMs
more than MPAs that kind of remains to be seen (Int.7 Government)…
…industry obviously sees these as an opportunity to say ‘hey look we’re contributing,
we’re not all bad,’[…] so it is a bit of a save-face (Int.1 ENGO)…
…industries are going to see this as an opportunity to A) have what they do reported and
so set a new sort of low standard for what is counted, but B) it’s also a standard that
allows them to continue to extract from and continue to generate revenue, ‘business-asusual’ (Int.11 ENGO)…
… it’s really difficult to establish these things with no trust so what sometimes ends up
happening is a bit of a greenwash where it’s like well ‘we’ll support this area if you don’t
restrict our fishing’ (Int.11 ENGO).
Participants often expressed frustration in relation to the negotiation of OECM boundaries with
fishing associations, alluding to a subsequent “slicing and dicing of the ecosystem” (Int.11
ENGO). On the other hand, DFO participants described fishers as significant conservation
partners, even “passionate” (Int.10 Government) contributors to Canada’s marine conservation
efforts (further discussed in Section 5.1.1 Conservation Plurality).
4.3.2 Public Perception
Many participants confessed their initial confusion upon hearing about OECMs, largely
due to ambiguity around the definition and guidelines existing at the international scale
(Mackinnon et al. 2015). As a result of this uncertainty, participants described communication
about marine OECMs as a challenge to public support for this new form of conservation:
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…I mean we say this joke about challenging people to take the OECM challenge, like try
to explain an OECM to anybody outside of the protected areas community and no one
gets it, nobody understands what the heck it is […] for a lot of people it doesn’t end up
meaning much, so I think that’s maybe a communications issue, it might be a real issue
as well (Int.8 Government).
…for a lot of people it’s ‘out-of-sight-out-of-mind’, so there’s not as big of a
constituency, and people aren’t you know driving their cars and seeing clear-cuts on
either side of the highway and getting really steamed up, like the ocean is- in our cold
water temperatures- at lot of ‘out-of-sight-out-of-mind’ (Int. 11 ENGO)…
Therefore, expert perceptions of public perception identify uncertainty stemming from the
remote nature of the marine realm (Laffoley et al. 2017), and difficultly in communicating the
lengthy acronym (already improved from OEABCM – other effective area-based conservation
measures). By sharing their impressions of initial confusion, participants confirmed that the term
OECM was a difficult one to grasp, and Canada’s narrow interpretation even more so (i.e.
marine refuge):
… when it comes to OECMs and marine refuges in Canada, they’re the same thing […]
there’s still a lot of confusion about why we changed the names a million different times,
Canada just did that to make them seem better (Int.1 ENGO).
4.3.3 Legislative Turnover and Political Will
In addition to changes in public perception and the balance of organized forces, events
within the government itself (e.g. turnover of political leadership) can have drastic impacts on
the policy agenda (Kingdon 2003). While OECMs emerged in 2010 as a negotiated term,
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participants stated that Canada did not domestically mobilize the conservation measure until
2015. This coincides with an important legislative turnover, since Justin Trudeau’s Liberal Party
won a majority government in 2015. In contrast to the previous Harper government, which made
changes to the Fisheries Act that removed habitat protections, the Liberal government strongly
prioritized marine protection.
…at that time you know keep in mind it was under a Harper government as well right so
they had virtually no commitment to conservation I mean they did on paper but in terms
of their actions, there was really nothing going on at that time […] conservation wasn’t a
top priority like the Liberal’s right now (Int.9 Academic)…
Upon election, the new Liberal government expressed a clear mandate to protect the marine
environment and make progress on achieving Aichi Target 11. To demonstrate their
commitment, a 1.5 billion dollar Ocean Protection Plan was launched to protect coasts and
waterways in Canada, and Trudeau released a public mandate letter to the Minister of Fisheries,
Oceans and the Canadian Coast Guard. The letter was a significant demonstration of the Liberal
government’s intent to achieve Target 11, since it put forward a plan to not only conserve 10
percent of Canada’s oceans by 2020, but also an interim target of 5 percent by 2017:
…I think when Trudeau gained power, I think there was some pressure to show results
especially in the marine realm (Int.9 Academic)…
…my understanding of it is that the government of Canada when Trudeau came into
power, Trudeau was very straight forward and wanted to go to 10 percent (Int.2
Academic).
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…when the Trudeau government took over, his first majority, one of the messages that
came down very clearly was Canada wants to go to the CBD COP in 2020 reporting
success in meeting as many of the Aichi targets as possible and one of them was Target
11 (Int.13 Government)…
Participants referred to the turnover of government, in particular Trudeau’s mandate
letter, as the key event in the political stream that enabled the marine OECM process to unfold in
Canada. Some participants even expressed the opinion that while the mandate letter set the
marine OECM process in motion, it did so too quickly, before the role of the new measure was
fully understood (further discussed in Section 5.2.1 Race to Meet Aichi Target 11). Despite
reservation about the haste with which the Liberal government acted on marine conservation,
participants clearly understood the mandate letter as the necessary expression of political will
required to enable the manifestation of OECMs in Canada:
I think the political will as expressed by the mandate letter with its domestic 5% target by
2017 and 10% by 2020 that aspect of the mandate letter […] led to the OECM process
really starting to move (Int.7 Government)…
Though the mandate letter and the expression of political will it provided was perceived as the
key moment setting the marine OECM process in motion, it was also recognized that the interim
target of 5 percent by 2017 was ultimately the catalyst driving such a fast response by the DFO.

4.4 Policy-Window
According to Kingdon’s (2003) framework, policy-windows are opportunities created
when the three streams – problem, policy and politics – are joined. At this critical juncture, a
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problem is recognized, a solution has been developed and is available, and a political change
occurs creating space for new ideas to be recognized. Although OECMs initially emerged in
Target 11 internationally, the concept was not applied in Canada until Trudeau’s mandate letter
provided the necessary expression of political will. In this section, participants’ perceptions of
these two key moments will be presented.
4.4.1 Aichi Target 11
At the tenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the CBD, Parties adopted the Aichi
Targets, including Target 11. During Target 11 negotiations, OECMs were included as a “bit of
an accident” (Int.2 Academic) at the last minute.
…well, I mean I think you know OECMs came about in Nagoya and literally in the middle
of the night when they were trying to land language for target 11 (Int.12 ENGO)…
So while the introduction of the OECM concept opened a policy window to recognize areas
outside of the traditional state-led protected area framework, the ambiguity surrounding what
could count as an OECM hindered its implementation. In Canada, the term was noticed by the
DFO as a potential measure with which to further develop MPA networks, but work performed
at this stage was described as “exploratory” (Int.7 Government),
…basically with the inception of Aichi target 11 in 2010 that’s when the department
started taking an interest in OECMs (Int.7 Government)…
According to Kingdon (2003), the appearance of one policy-window often increases the
probability of another window opening for a similar subject. This chain of phenomena is
considered a “spillover” and occurs because the first window establishes a standard or principle
upon which succeeding decisions are based. Originally, Target 11 opened a window for a new
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type of conservation measure to be recognized, introducing the concept of an OECM. As a
signatory to the CBD, the OECM concept attracted attention from decision-makers in Canada,
since it played a role in the target they had committed to. However, Canada’s progress towards
establishing an OECM process domestically was incremental and slow-going.
…it was in the works but I will say that it was probably more exploratory in nature and
definitely unfolding at a slower pace (Int.7 Government)…
…in terms of the [OECM] label I would say that that evolved through the CBD because
as I mentioned earlier, we already had these measures in place these were already things
that we were doing for the benefit of sustainable fisheries […] like we would have still
had these management measures in place and they would have still been performing their
jobs (Int.3 Government)…
The OECM term was established by the CBD and would not have emerged in Canada otherwise.
However, since the DFO had already been working on management measures to provide
biodiversity benefit for sustainable fisheries, the OECM term was transferrable to the Canadian
context of marine conservation (strongly reflecting the existing emphasis on sustainable fisheries
management). While Target 11 opened a window for OECMs to be considered in Canada, it was
the mandate letter that opened a window for marine OECMs to be established by the DFO.
4.4.2 Public Mandate Letter
While CBD COP10 was important for establishing the term OECM and beginning to stir
up interest in Canada, it was not the policy window that caused the Canadian OECM process to
officially unfold. Through the 2015 turnover of key personnel in the political stream, policy
change was made possible. Participants identified the political will expressed through the Prime
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Minister’s mandate letter to the Minister of Fisheries, Oceans and the Canadian Coast Guard as
the key moment that initiated the marine OECM process in Canada,
…in my earlier explorations of the topic we were focused on just exploring what kinds of
measures might be able to qualify as OECMs and kind of starting a preliminary inventory
of different measures that might qualify. And then over time that kind of progressed
especially in 2015 with the public issuance of the prime minister’s mandate letter […] so
with that mandate letter, that’s kind of when the OECM process really got its legs and
began to really kick up steam (Int.7 Government)…
…the Aichi target 11 was quite voluntary in nature and there weren’t resources brought
to move us really quickly in the world of marine conservation so really was mandate
letter you know a public commitment on the part of the government of Canada that really
[…] started us on this path of furthering the concept of OECMs (Int.10 Government)…
Since participants identified both the adoption of Target 11 and the mandate letter as key
moments, it is important to acknowledge both windows and how the first established the
principle for the second by providing the OECM language. However, participants (especially
DFO) made it clear that the mandate letter was the opportunity that allowed for the marine
OECM process to unfold in Canada.

4.5 Summary and Key Findings
In the problem stream, biodiversity crisis narratives shape policy responses in the
international policy arena, and have led to a prioritization of terrestrial protected area coverage
(Jenkins & Van Houtan 2016). However, as a maritime nation Canada relies on ocean resources.
This makes sustainable fisheries an attractive problem framing to which to attach the pre-existing
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international OECM designation in Canada’s marine environment. Participants reflected on the
crisis of biodiversity loss through trend indicators, but also identified the importance of
protecting Canada’s fishing industry in the context of global environmental crises (climate
change, biodiversity loss) to safeguard food security. In Canada, OECMs have been attached to
both of these problems, since the DFO is responsible for managing and protecting Canada’s
fisheries and oceans.
In the policy stream, after the inclusion of OECMs in Target 11, the international OECM
policy process was characterized by ambiguity. The lack of clear guidance on how to recognize
and report OECMs limited the scope of opportunity for a policy-window to open at the
international level. In Canada, one organization was identified as engaging in the policy stream
by participating in international events: the Canadian Council on Ecological Areas (CCEA). By
gaining international renown for their work on OECMs, the CCEA attracted the attention of
decision-makers in Canada, contributing to the attachment of OECMs as a solution to the
problem framing of biodiversity loss. This coupling was further facilitated by individual policy
advocates working on marine conservation policy, who saw OECMs as solution to the problem
framing of increasing critical habitat conservation (e.g. EBSAs, SBAs).
In the politics stream, a change in government created a critical juncture for policy
change. The reign of the Conservative government under Prime Minister Stephen Harper (20062015) was eroding Canada’s reputation as an environmental leader (Stoett & Kersten 2014).
After watching the Harper government actively undermine environmental policies (e.g. pulling
out of the Kyoto Protocol, changes to the Fisheries Act), a shift in national mood was preparing
the Canadian public for a dramatic electoral change with greater prospects for environmental
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policy. In 2015, Prime Minister Justin Trudeau was elected and the Liberal government asserted
a strong mandate to achieve the international Aichi Target 11. The seriousness of this aim was
established through the prioritization of marine protection, demonstrated through the Ocean
Protection Plan (2016), and Trudeau’s public mandate letter to the Minister of the DFO. The
political will to advance conservation policy, expressed through the mandate letter, necessitated
policy change in order to achieve the timeline of Target 11. Since OECMs had been floating
around in the “primeval soup” of the policy stream prior to the Liberal election, the mandate
letter opened a window for OECMs, by putting conservation high on the governmental agenda.
While the data fit into Kingdon’s policy-window framework, one participant explicitly
disagreed that the OECM policy process started with Trudeau’s public mandate letter.
I think it’s false that it started then, that was the political opportunity, but it started in
2006 with the United Nations General Assembly Resolution on Vulnerable Marine
Ecosystems and Bottom Trawling (Int.5 ENGO).
Despite disagreeing with the statement that the mandate letter catalyzed the marine OECM
process, this quote still supports the interpretation that the mandate letter opened a policywindow in Canada by creating a “political opportunity”. Below, Figure 3 illustrates the
relationship between the windows opening for OECMs at both the international scale (Policy
Window 1) and within the case study (Policy Window 2).
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Figure 3. Application of Kingdon's policy-window framework across scales
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Chapter 5: Results- Opportunities and Constraints for Marine
Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures in Canada
Given that the characteristics of OECMs are “poorly known” (Donald et al. 2019: 1),
uncertainty similarly pervades how the opportunities and constraints of marine OECMs in
Canada are understood. In this chapter, the results of the 13 semi-structured interviews will be
presented in relation to the perceived opportunities and constraints of Canada’s marine OECMs
(Objective 2). First, perceptions relating to marine OECMs as an opportunity for different actors,
processes, and the delivery of effective conservation will be presented (including: conservation
plurality, Canadian leadership, and new tool for networks). Second, constraints related to the
ability of marine OECMs to produce effective conservation outcomes, and be implemented
through diverse forms of effective governance, will be presented (including: the race to meet
Aichi Target 11, lesser protection, knowledge production and jurisdiction). The purpose of this
chapter is to explore the perspectives of diverse actors, to understand the perceived opportunities
and constraints of marine OECMs in Canada (Objective 2).

5.1 Opportunities for Marine Other Effective Area-Based Conservation
Measures in Canada
5.1.1 Conservation Plurality
Initially, the emergence of OECMs stimulated scholarly literature to propose the new
measure as a way to diversify conservation governance through the recognition of diverse
governance arrangements (see Section 1.2.2 Scholarly Debates About Other Effective Area67

Based Conservation Measures). In particular, Jonas et al. (2017) suggest that by reporting
territories and areas conserved by Indigenous peoples and local communities (ICCAs) as
OECMs, national agencies may be incentivized “to better understand the worldviews, practices,
responsibilities and rights of Indigenous peoples and local communities” (68). However, colonial
appropriation and regulation of ocean space has limited the realization of this opportunity in the
Canadian marine context (see Section 5.2.4 Jurisdiction).
Although the assertion of federal jurisdiction in ocean space limits the opportunity for
diverse actors to be recognized through marine OECM processes in Canada, the new designation
has diversified the range of actors contributing to marine conservation. For example, since
Canada’s interpretation of marine OECMs so far is specifically ‘marine refuges’ (i.e. fisheries
closures), fishers were perceived by participants as significant stakeholders in the marine OECM
policy process. Some participants identified one of the outcomes of the marine OECM process as
broadening the conservation community to include fishers. While there has been conflict with
fishers, particularly in Atlantic Canada where MPA tensions are high (Int.1 ENGO; Int.5 ENGO;
Int.11 ENGO), the flexibility of OECMs has helped to change fisher perceptions toward
conservation.
…changing the dialogue even among the fishers let alone among the broader community
to the demonstrable conservation benefits of responsible practices[…] I know how
dependent these rural communities are, there aren’t alternative livelihoods for these
people if they don’t fish and making them aware of the importance of low impact fishing
methodologies is something that 20 years ago that dialogue just didn’t go on and now it’s
routine and to me that’s a huge step forward (Int.13 Government)…
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…so being able to broaden the actors is definitely a benefit, what I’m finding
domestically is that these fisheries closures that we’ve counted as [marine] refuges, the
fishing industry they’re quite proud of these areas, they’re proud of their contribution to
conservation (Int.10 Government)…
Through their experiences negotiating and engaging fishers in the marine OECM process,
participants noticed not only OECM acceptance by fishers, but also their desire to contribute to
marine conservation. Further, since conservation does not have to be the primary objective of
OECMs, participants expressed that the new designation is more palatable to fishers who
perceive conservation as restrictive. In some cases, marine OECMs were not only tolerable, but
attractive to fishers who understand the importance of protecting ecosystems to ensure
sustainable fisheries.
Fishers were not the only non-traditional partners brought into the “conservation tent”
(Int.8 Government) by the introduction of OECMs in Canada. For example, participants
identified an unexpected conservation ally in the Department of National Defense (DND), since
the first terrestrial OECM to be designated in Canada is the Canadian Forces Base (CFB) Shilo,
in Manitoba,
DND would never have considered itself a conservation organization but now maybe in
certain locations they’ll see that as you know not a primary mandate but an element of
being sort of a good military citizen or something like that so getting more, a bigger tent
is a benefit because it may help build the conservation constituency (Int.11 ENGO).
Though on land, this example illustrates the adoption of conservation objectives into other
sectors, or what was referred to as the “mainstreaming” (Int.10 Government) of biodiversity
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conservation. Similarly, one participant identified even the oil and gas industry as embracing
some aspects of conservation,
…I think the oil and gas industry too is starting to see the benefits of being more green in
their approaches so we are seeing for example, its more in the marine protected areas
but it’s relevant to OECMs, we’re seeing companies like Shell Canada relinquish oil and
gas licences like historical licenses back to the Crown through the Nature Conservancy
of Canada so you know it just it provides an opportunity for more actors, for industry
itself to get involved in the conservation movement (Int.10 Government).
Therefore, while non-state governance is limited by federal jurisdiction in the oceans, marine
OECMs in Canada present an opportunity for non-traditional actors to become conservation
partners, including fishers (and DND in the terrestrial environment). Also, the implementation of
marine OECMs has created an opportunity for the “mainstreaming” of conservation awareness
across sectors, including the fishing industry significantly, and the oil and gas industry
surprisingly.
5.1.1.1 Potential Relationship with Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas
Globally, recognition for the role of Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas (IPCAs)
in biodiversity conservation and cultural heritage protection is increasing. In Canada, IPCAs are
gaining recognition as important opportunities to respect Indigenous knowledge systems, legal
traditions and customary/cultural practices. According to the Indigenous Circle of Experts (ICE),
IPCAs are “lands and waters where Indigenous governments have the primary role in protection
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and conserving ecosystems through Indigenous laws, governance and knowledge systems,” and
where culture and language play a central role (ICE 2018).
Despite improved recognition, national protected area regimes are often misaligned with
IPCAs, raising the question of whether OECMs may be a potential opportunity with which to do
so. Oftentimes, national conservation frameworks struggle to keep up with international
advances in human rights and the environment, sustaining the structural injustices inherent to
forms of conservation that maintain the movement’s relationship to colonialism. Given that
traditional protected area frameworks are not universally appropriate, OECMs potentially present
an opportunity to recognize complex forms of governance nested in “broader cultural and
spiritual beliefs and practices” (Jonas et al. 2017: 68). Participants directly associated with
government agencies often expressed optimism around the potential to recognize IPCAs in
Canadian reporting towards Aichi Target 11.
…[another] benefit, obviously when it comes to Indigenous peoples, for them to
recognize and count some of their traditional territory and traditional measures as
IPCAs is a value (Int.10 Government)…
…Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas generally is a topic that our department is
very very interested in exploring with our Indigenous partners, particularly where they
intersect with other effective area-based conservation measures (Int.7 Government)…
Despite the enthusiasm expressed by participants to advance IPCAs in Canada, work to
investigate the linkages and potential overlap between IPCAs and OECMs has been primarily in
the terrestrial environment (e.g. Pathway Initiative, Indigenous Circle of Experts),
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…in the marine environment it’s a bit different in the sense of Indigenous peoples’ claim
to the marine environment is perhaps not as strong as it is on land (Int.8 Government).
The opportunity for Indigenous-led conservation governance is not well understood in the marine
environment, since federal jurisdiction over Canada’s Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) occludes
public awareness of Indigenous title claims to ocean territory (see Section 5.2.4 Jurisdiction).
…so there is a real need to start setting more of a framework and a structure and it’s
going to have to be like you know on a nation to nation basis it’s going to be easier
where there’s land claims (Int.5 ENGO)…
Although participants identified ocean space as a more difficult environment to recognize
Indigenous governance (e.g. than where there are Indigenous land claims), the Haida Nation has
conserved marine biodiversity using traditional place-based approaches since time immemorial
(Jones et al. 2010). So, while Gwaii Haanas National Marine Conservation Area Reserve is comanaged by the Haida Nation and the Parks Canada Agency, it demonstrates the possibility of
recognizing Indigenous sovereignty in ocean space as well as on land.
In some cases, IPCAs that meet the definition of a protected area are not designated as
such, because governing authorities do not trust the traditional protected area framework. Since
traditional protected areas can be associated with negative consequences like state control, it was
initially predicted that Indigenous peoples and local communities could use the OECM
designation as a way to receive recognition for their contributions to conservation (Jonas et al.
2017). However, the OECM term itself is very much a state construct, and its usefulness to the
advancement of IPCAs is still unknown. Given this understanding, it was perceived by
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participants that while IPCAs should be counted towards Target 11, OECMs may not be the most
appropriate measure with which to do so,
I mean not being able to speak from an Indigenous perspective or for Indigenous peoples,
I would observe that OECM is not a term that’s you know embraced, and understandably
so right […] it’s just this kind of weird term that’s emerged that doesn’t really come from
that perspective (Int.12 ENGO).
So, while the acceptance of the OECM designation by Indigenous peoples protecting their
territories as IPCAs is still uncertain, there is an opportunity for Indigenous-led conservation in
the marine environment to be recognized through the OECM designation.
5.1.1.2 Reconciliation
Overarching the potential alignment between OECMs and IPCAs, is Canada’s federal
commitment to reconciliation. This commitment is grounded in the Principles Respecting the
Government of Canada’s Relationship with Indigenous Peoples (justice.gc.ca) that are based on
section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982, the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP), the Report of the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples
(RCAP) and the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC)’s Calls to Action. In February
2018, Prime Minister Trudeau made a statement committing the federal government to develop
the Recognition and Implementation of Indigenous Rights Framework. This framework will
consist of legislation and policy to uphold the rights of Indigenous peoples, including inherent
treaty rights and provide support mechanisms for self-determination (rcaanc-cirnac.gc.ca).
In alignment with the national framework, the DFO has developed the DFO-Coast Guard
Reconciliation Strategy, which will “establish a coordinated approach for effective management
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and consultation with Indigenous groups” (DFO 2019c: 1). Despite this strategy, participants
asserted that the lack of mobilization around OECMs in the context of IPCAs is a result of the
lack of an established framework within the department to do so.
…we need to come up with some kind of departmental policy or something like it’s not
that easy for us to take traditional knowledge and look at it the same way as we would
scientific knowledge […] it’s something we have been working on in terms of the
reconciliation agenda but it still needs to be developed further I would say (Int.3
Government)…
…if that were integrated in the larger reconciliation agenda of the federal government as
a whole I think DFO would be strongly in support of it but the fact that the reconciliation
agenda is such a complex overall agenda I don’t think any single department wants to
jump way out ahead of that framework (Int.13 Government)…
Based on the responses of government participants, there was a perception that reconciliation in
practice looks like the successful subsuming of Indigenous knowledge by the prevailing state
governance structure (i.e. equating traditional and scientific knowledge). This understanding is in
conflict with the intent of the DFO’s Reconciliation Strategy, which commits to recognizing the
rights of Indigenous peoples on a nation-to-nation basis. By understanding the mobilization of
Indigenous traditional knowledge in policy spaces through a lens of “integration” (Nadasdy
1999), this view neglects the role of power and reinforces colonial relations between Indigenous
peoples and the Canadian nation-state.
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Though Canada is still developing its Framework and lacking in the fulfillment of its
commitments, participants did identify conservation generally as an entry-point to begin
advancing reconciliation.
…I do want to say that Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas you know in my view
are the opportunity to, in Canada, to really expand in a more holistic way conservation
areas and I think that is an area where Canada, if we do it right, if it’s Indigenous-led
conservation done in a framework of reconciliation through ethical space then there is a
big opportunity for Canada to really show leadership on the world stage, but it can’t be
Canada you know crown governments running off and saying we are great leaders on
Indigenous-led conservation, it has to be truly supporting and enabling that conservation
on the ground and then supporting Indigenous Nations (Int.12 ENGO)...
Though Canada’s implementation of its reconciliation commitments has been lacking, there is an
opportunity for the state to show leadership, should conservation be pursued in true partnership
with Indigenous Nations through ethical space. Ethical space is formed through the engagement
of, and dialogue between human communities holding disparate worldviews (Ermine 2007), and
proposes a framework that respects “the integrity of all knowledge systems” (ICE 2018: 7).
Therefore, OECMs present an opportunity through which to engage with, and advance the
broader reconciliation agenda in Canada, if such an effort is undertaken through a framework of
ethical space.
5.1.2 Canadian Leadership
As the first nation to ratify the UN CBD, Canada has been perceived as a global leader,
demonstrating a history of ocean conservation leadership. Most prominent was the Oceans Act,
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an international flagship in marine protection, which represented the Canadian government’s
aspiration to be a “world leader in oceans and marine resource management” (Oceans Act 1996
preamble). However, until Trudeau’s majority Liberal government issued the public mandate
letter in 2015, ocean policy experienced a long period of inaction (Jessen 2011). Today, 13.81
percent of Canada’s ocean estate is protected (DFO 2019b). Since marine OECMs have
significantly contributed to this recent progress, they present an opportunity for Canada to gain
recognition at the international level for being a conservation leader.
…we have been breaking new ground internationally with our work here in Canada
(Int.10 Government)…
…we also heard a lot of feedback on well we’ve kind of been recognized as leaders on
[marine OECMs] internationally and so I would say that that indicates or rather to me
that shows the success of this work (Int.7 Government)…
While governmental participants perceive Canada as a world leader for its work on marine
OECMs, the opposite perception was often held by participants outside of the government.
…I think it’s ridiculous, I think Canada is a leader in ‘fake it till you make it, like if you
look at how much of what is being reported as no-take its probably still less than 1
percent (Int.11 ENGO)…
…the biggest problem I see with managing our oceans is honestly is DFO. You have an
organization in place that is, that suffers from multiple personality disorder and is
responsible for everything from commercial fish harvesting, to cabling in the oceans, to
conservation, and I really don’t think that all of these mandates, or objectives of the DFO
are aligned strongly enough (Int.9 Academic)…
76

Since the DFO is the lead department on marine OECM implementation, some participants did
not view Canada to be a leader in marine OECMs and perceived the agency to prioritize fisheries
management over marine conservation.
Despite the mixed perceptions around Canada’s leadership in marine conservation policy,
participants affirming Canada’s leadership position have also expressed the potential opportunity
for Canada to advise other nations on marine OECMs. For example, one government participant
asserted that Canada should be advising on marine OECMs going forward to “prove to the
naysayers of the international community who aren’t convinced that we should be [doing] this
thing called an OECM,” since the Canadian marine OECM process has demonstrated that
“OECMs are actually having a benefit” (Int.10 Government). On the other hand, participants
with trepidations about the efficacy of marine OECMs expressed concern that Canada would
export its version of marine OECMs.
…one thing that I find highly annoying is that Canada is now pushing their OECM stuff
out to other countries, and to countries that don’t have relatively sophisticated fisheries
management/fisheries science that Canada has […] I think our problem is we should not
be exporting it right we should not be telling other countries ‘hey just do what we did just
close some fishing areas’, we should not be telling them that, it’s not responsible. We’re
doing it because we have a Fisheries Act that has certain provisions in it, we have a
policy framework we have the science, other countries do not (Int.5 ENGO).
Participants expressed viewpoints for and against Canada as a world leader in marine OECMs.
Given these opinions, as long as Canada does not push its narrow interpretation of marine
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OECMs onto other countries, there is an opportunity for it to be recognized internationally as a
leader in marine conservation.
5.1.3 New Tool for Networks
Effective conservation networks can amplify the individual contributions of marine
protected areas (MPAs), helping to achieve wider ecological benefits that not only enhance
biodiversity, but also produce economic, social and cultural benefits to human well-being
(Government of Canada 2016b). In Canada, marine OECMs present an opportunity to expand
Canada’s network of conserved areas, operating cooperatively with MPAs to protect important
ecological components of the ocean. Participants identified marine OECMs as a “new tool” that
has the potential to support MPAs in the creation of more comprehensive conservation networks,
…I mean I think we need to think about it as another tool (Int. 12 ENGO)…
..Aichi Target 11 […] speaks to both marine protected areas and other effective areabased conservation measures working together you know to achieve representative
networks (Int.10 Government)…
…something that we’ve also tried to emphasize is that each of these you know MPAs and
OECMs shouldn’t be isolated that they need to be connected in a network, ecologically
connected network, and it’s the connections of all of the areas in the ecosystem that
contributes to biodiversity […] these areas work in tandem with other area, its [with]
true network approaches that we’re going to protect biodiversity and have sustainable
futures (Int.10 Government)…
…I think that it’s important to have as many tools available to us for marine conservation
as is possible, the more tools is better in a way right? And a benefit of that in terms of
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OECMs being a tool in our toolbox is they’re kind of flexible and scalable in a way in
that you know as I said they don’t necessarily have to have stated conservation objectives
so we can kind of make use of the different types of area-based management measures
out there (Int.7 Government)…
By unfolding as a conservation measure that requires effective conservation as an
outcome, but not primary objective, marine OECMs have developed into a conservation tool
with the ability to support MPA networks. As stated by the last government participant (Int.7
Government), the flexibility/scalability of marine OECMs is complementary to MPAs, since the
new measure can be adaptive to the specific needs of the area, rather than prohibiting all human
activity. This could look like a marine OECM that sustains both fishing economies and
ecologies, ensuring that marine ecosystems thrive by protecting ecological components against
overexploitation, but also allowing human activities that do not compromise this required
outcome to occur within. Since OECMs are less restrictive than MPAs, the value acceptability of
marine OECMs is much higher with the fishing industry, who oppose more exclusive marine
conservation efforts.
….you have to look under the covers to understand what a miracle that it was that we got
so many areas agreed to by the fishing industry then you start to understand like let’s
start to improve these [OECMs] instead of throwing them out (Int.5 ENGO).
…before the discussion was […] MPAs as a threat that [fishers were] trying to protect
themselves from, because if it’s an MPA then they’ll be excluded from its use or that’s the
belief, its more exclusionary, so now they’ve got something that they can really, you know
‘if we do our business properly we can deliver these [biodiversity] outcomes and still run
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a business,’ so it’s something […] that didn’t exist prior to the [OECM] concept coming
in and the policies coming in (Int.13 Government).
As opposed to MPAs, which exclude fishers, marine OECMs only restrict certain activities (e.g.
gear types), allowing for the continuation of certain fishing activities. Given the flexibility of
marine OECMs as a conservation and fisheries management tool, there is potential for fishers to
become more prominent conservation partners (see Section 5.1.1 Conservation Plurality). Since
marine OECMs are thus met with less public opposition, it was raised by some interviewees that
they are easier to designate. This creates the opportunity for marine protected area expansion in
places where MPAs would not be possible due to public dissent.
5.1.3.1 Complementary Relationship with Marine Protected Areas
Currently, Canada’s approach to marine protected area (MPA) establishment is on a site-bysite basis, and can require between 6-10 years to designate (sometimes longer) (Jessen 2011).
After the issuance of the prime minister’s public mandate letter in 2015, it was clear that Canada,
which had less than 1 percent area coverage at the time, would not be able to meet Target 11
with MPAs alone. As such, the introduction of marine OECMs created the opportunity for
Canada to meet national and international biodiversity targets, by achieving sufficient area
expansion within the time constraints. While marine OECMs were perceived by some
participants to be a lesser form of protection than MPAs (see Section 5.2.2 Lesser Protection),
others raised the concern that MPA governance can be problematic, and in some cases provide
less protection than marine OECMs (Int.5 ENGO).
…I think that marine protected areas should be kind of a primary focus but at the same time
we have to make sure that marine protected areas are […] you know there are big problems
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with quality in MPAs too, so you can’t kind of take OECMs out of context with MPAs
because those are now the two tools that we actually have for area-based conservation
(Int.12 ENGO)…
While the objective of MPAs is biodiversity conservation, it does not necessarily have to be the
objective of marine OECMs. Therefore, despite having different approaches, both measures may
produce the same outcomes.
…I think OECMs are important, I’m convinced of that. I don’t think they should be
everything the government wants us to believe they are. I think that Canada’s
conservation agenda should rest on solid foundation based on protected areas, not based
on OECMs. But I’m also a big believer that we focus too much on MPAs […] I want
[DFO] to protect 100 percent of the oceans you know (Int.2 Academic)…
Given the obstacles associated with MPAs, including a time-consuming establishment process, it
is unrealistic to expect all of Canada’s marine conservation to be delivered through a single
measure. As such, as long as mechanisms are in place to ensure that marine OECMs are
producing effective conservation outcomes for biodiversity, the new designation contributes to
conservation expansion, which was inherently perceived as “progress” (Int.11 ENGO; Int.12
ENGO). Since MPAs can have shortcomings that hinder the expansion of conservation networks,
marine OECMs play a complementary role, providing the opportunity to establish protected
areas faster.
5.2.3.2 Stepwise Approach: Opportunities to Upgrade Protection
While some interviewees perceive OECMs as a lesser protection measure than MPAs,
they also see OECMs as possessing unique attributes that can facilitate protection improvement
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after designation. First, marine OECMs are established under the Fisheries Act, which allows
them to be designated quickly within the timeframe required for national and international target
achievement. Unlike other legislative mechanisms like Canada’s Oceans Act and the Canada
National Marine Conservation Areas Act, which require extensive consultation and
comprehensive multi-stakeholder processes, marine OECMs under the Fisheries Act do not
require the same level of rigor in relation to stakeholder engagement. Since Canada’s marine
OECMs have unfolded as marine refuges (equal to fishery closures that meet conservation
criteria), they can be established quickly.
…one opportunity [the DFO] took is that sometimes conservation doesn’t take one step,
you know you create something small then you make it better and you make it better and
all that, so OECMs was a way to very quickly create a base of places (Int.2 Academic).
Given the accelerated timeframe within which marine OECMs can be designated, it was also
suggested that this new measure is a “lever” (Int.12 ENGO) and “represents a good first step”
(Int. 2 Academic), to later upgrade protection either by strengthening the OECM, or transitioning
it into an MPA. For example, one participant stated:
So really just looking at OECMs as a gateway to a MPA later on, so OECMs are a way
to designate protection pretty fast compared to MPAs so if there’s a way to transition
them to allow for better protections we should do that (Int.1 ENGO)…
Since marine OECMs can be quickly established, they present an opportunity to secure area as
protected (whether or not sufficient quality is achieved), to be later upgraded by strengthening
the marine OECM itself (e.g. Biodiversity Protection Regulation), or transitioning it into an
MPA.
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5.2 Constraints for Marine Other Effective Area-Based Conservation
Measures in Canada
5.2.1 Race to Meet Aichi Target 11
In conservation policy, “the race to achieve Aichi Target 11” (Lemieux et al. 2019)
is at the crux of debates over quantity versus quality. The ‘race’ produces two “dialectical
policy processes” where, 1) lesser protection is enabled to satisfy political expediency, and
2) ecological values are prominently pushed in relation to perceptions of effectiveness
(Humphreys and Clark 2020: 151). This tension was captured by some participants
expressing the concern that the ecological integrity of marine OECMs has been, and/or will
be, sacrificed for target achievement.
…that’s part of that tension of having these targets that are driving progress but they also
drive, sometimes they drive it in a difficult way […] you know we are making net progress
but it’s always going to be a challenge (Int.12 ENGO)…
…so I think for many people when you mention these things there’s a risk of diluting the
value of protected areas generally because they’re viewed as kind of cynical way of tricky
accounting to meet a global target (Int.8 Government)…
…we don’t want to just you know in this mad rush to meet all of these targets kind of like
do the paper park thing we really we are considering both the size and the location but
also the quality of the protection itself (Int. 10 Government).
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Though concern was raised in relation to the perception that the race to achieve Target 11
“would water down the target significantly” (Int. 12 ENGO), participants also acknowledged that
Canada would not meet the marine portion of the target without utilizing OECMs.
…I think Canada has realized that we can’t meet the targets without looking beyond
traditional parks and protected areas (Int.8 Government).
…at that time we were at less than 1 percent, so you know I was like ‘oh god we have
such a long way to go’ (Int.6 ENGO).
Given the ‘race’ to achieve Target 11 in the international policy arena, the tension between
political time constraints and conservation quality was identified as a key challenge by
participants. Significantly, there is concern that Canada’s marine OECM policy process has been
pursued under the political pressure, which may result in a less rigorous interpretation of the
OECM criteria.
5.2.1.1 Targets are Political
While targets have proven to be useful in setting sustainable limits to fisheries harvest and
recommending amounts of representative habitat to be included in protection measures, they can
give a false impression of progress and success. Through simplistic metrics, perceptions of
success can become conflated with the achievement of area targets, reflecting “geopolitical
muscle-flexing,” rather than the delivery of effective conservation (Agardy et al. 2016: 10).
Participants perceived the processes of measuring progress and aiming for targets as political,
…in some cases even the decisions on what gets evaluated are political (Int.11 ENGO)…
…I think it all comes down actually to targets as the first issue. Targets are political […]
and this is what creates this racing to the target with the least amount of effort (Int.1)…
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Therefore, the political pressure driving the race to achieve Target 11 reinforces a focus on area
expansion in Canadian national policy. This prioritization of quantity can undermine the other
qualitative elements of Target 11 that are important for positive conservation outcomes.
5.2.1.2 Accounting for Qualitative Elements
Measuring progress towards effective marine biodiversity conservation is complicated,
with the primary approach being to measure area coverage through MPAs. While this allows for
progress to be evaluated relatively easily, there are other aspects of conservation that are
essential to the production of positive outcomes for biodiversity. Participants identified the
importance of the other qualitative elements within Target 11, but that these elements are
difficult to measure, allowing for a more prominent focus on the two spatial components.
… the challenge is of course that it’s much more complicated because the goal is not to
protect a certain percentage it’s to actually conserve biodiversity so there’s a whole
bunch of qualitative measures in the target, in target 11, that need to be part of the
implementation (Int.12 ENGO)…
…we do recognize all of the qualitative elements of Aichi Target 11 are very important
for ensuring that MPAs and [OECMs] that contribute towards the target aren’t quote-onquote paper parks. With that being said, some of those measurements are quite difficult to
measure, and percent coverage is really the only one that’s formally included in
Canada’s reporting against Aichi Target 11 (Int.7 Government)…
…the qualitative elements kind of fell off, my understanding was that it was just to
simplify the target and it wasn’t any signal that those aspects of the international target
are not important because they are (Int.10 Government)…
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Although Canada has committed to meeting the international target and its requirements, the
national version of Target 11 (i.e. Canada Target 12), drops the qualitative elements, only
adopting the spatial targets. Participant perceptions of qualitative elements (e.g. effectively and
equitably managed, ecologically representative, well-connected systems) indicate their
importance for producing effective conservation outcomes, but also reveal that accounting is
constrained by difficulties associated with measurability.
5.2.2 Lesser Protection
The perception that marine OECMs in Canada sacrifice quality for quantity has
contributed to the construction of OECMs as a ‘lesser’ form of protection. This perception was
held in comparison to MPAs, which were considered by participants to be more robust (in terms
of objective and establishment mechanism). Participants referred to three main concerns that
contribute the idea of marine OECMs as a lesser protection measure: long-term criteria, political
vulnerability, and single-species focus. Each of these concerns will be addressed in the following
sections, however it is important to note that due to the emergent nature of OECMs, these
concerns are subject to evolve as the process is further developed. For example, one participant
reflected,
…I think one of interesting things to me is where the OECM conversation landed right
because […] there was early on this sense that OECMs were a lesser form of protection

2

Canada Target 1 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” (https://biodivcanada.chm-cbd.net)
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than protected areas, but in fact the way the guidance has played out and the
conversation has played out it’s like no they’re not lesser forms of protection they’re just
forms of protection that have different purposes but still provide effective protection
(Int.12 ENGO)…
According to the way the international guidance has unfolded, OECMs should produce the same
quality of outcomes for biodiversity as protected areas. Therefore, participant concerns about
OECMs as a lesser form of protection are specific to marine OECMs in Canada, not necessarily
the OECM concept.
5.2.2.1 Long-Term Criteria
First, the legislation used to establish marine OECMs was viewed by some participants as
weak, potentially compromising the adherence of existing marine OECMs to criteria
requirements including ‘long-term duration’. While participants’ opinions about whether current
marine OECMs uphold the long-term criteria were mixed, it was acknowledged as a key concern
constraining the value acceptability of marine OECMs by the wider conservation policy
community in Canada. Before presenting the results, I will provide some context on the
mechanisms used to establish marine OECMs in Canada.
For marine OECMs to be considered long-term, they must either be entrenched via
legislation or regulation, or demonstrate with clear evidence that the management measure is
intended for the long-term (DFO 2019d). Since license conditions and variation orders under the
Fisheries Act have provisions simplifying the removal of a management measure, fishery
closures established through these mechanisms are not considered to be entrenched through
legislation or regulation (DFO 2019d). Currently, all marine OECMs to date are fishery closures
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(i.e. marine refuges), so the this was a key concern expressed in the early stages of engagement,
and still held by some participants.
…I also believe that there is a higher risk that the mechanism of protection changes, or is
altered, or disappears through time and that is mostly my concern (Int.2 Academic)…
…one of the criticisms has been the regional director general can just make a change
really easily on an annual basis, there’s no long-term aspect to it which we know is an
important criteria for OECMs (Int.10 Government).
Since licence conditions and variation orders are the main marine OECM establishment
mechanism, sites require clear evidence of long-term intent (e.g. responsible authority clearly
states long-term management objective in an official publication). The concern that marine
OECMs are not long-term, further stimulated the addition of a biodiversity protection provision
in the Fisheries Act. Following the Royal Assent of Bill C-68, An Act to amend the Fisheries Act
and other Acts in consequence in 2019 (s.43.3 of the Fisheries Act), ministerial regulations
became available as a new tool to establish long term spatial restrictions on fishing activities,
specifically for the purpose of conserving marine biodiversity (DFO 2019d). While this new
legislative tool can be used to demonstrate the long-term intent of marine OECMs, only one
marine refuge is established using a regulation (the Saguenay Fjord Upstream Closure) (DFO
2019a). The remaining marine OECMs are all established via license conditions and/or variation
orders, which are subject to removal and perceived as temporary in the eyes of participants who
value stringent application of the criteria.
…variation order and license conditions that’s the tool that has been used to date to
establish fishery area closures, and it’s still an available tool to establish them under the
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recently amended Fisheries Act, but the recently amended Fisheries Act has created this
new tool called biodiversity protection provisions that allow us to put in place fishery
area closures, but through regulation instead of using variation orders or license
conditions, […] to demonstrate our commitment we can use these biodiversity protection
regulations to basically to help our partners who have concerns about [the DFO’s] real
intentions, to demonstrate that we are intending to put these measures in place for the
long term (Int.7 Government)…
Since the ability of the marine OECM designation to exist in perpetuity is constrained by the
current establishment mechanisms, the long-term intent of these sites continues to be a concern.
5.2.2.2 Political Vulnerability
Related to concerns surrounding the long-term duration of marine OECMs, a factor
exacerbating this issue was the perceived political vulnerability of marine OECMs in
Canada. Given that marine OECMs (to date) have been established via license conditions
and/or variation orders, they are vulnerable to removal depending on the values held by
those with political power. For example, many participants referred to the most recent
federal election (2019), which produced a minority Liberal government. There was
concern that had a Conservation government had been elected, marine OECMs could have
been extinguished and marine conservation progress stalled.
…one of the biggest challenges that I see is if there’s a government turn-over that this is
all going to go away, so like if Conservatives would have come into power in the last one,
like everything […] would have disappeared on the spot right, so in addition to quality
concerns on OECMs and identifying and evaluating what should count and what should
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not is concern that it could go [away], you know we’ve made a little bit of progress in
understanding all of this but if you have a new government come into play then
everything just kind of disappears (Int.9 Academic).
As well, the concern of political vulnerability was raised in relation to marine
OECMs established in the Atlantic where oil and gas exploration is a predominant threat.
For example, one participant explained,
One of the big, big problems with [OECMs] is the oil and gas issue that we’re having in
the Atlantic, I mean there’s a moratorium in BC and the Arctic so it’s not so much of a
problem there […] but I mean we’ve had one OECM in Newfoundland, the Northeast
Newfoundland Slope Closure, already have a chunk taken out of it, so it’s still a fisheries
closure but it’s no longer counting towards our protected area targets because it now has
oil and gas leases in it and, well now there’s a call for nominations so potentially more
areas within that closure will be put up again for new oil and gas bids, so it’s just such
an undermining process […] oil and gas is something that is never compatible with
conservation (Int.6 ENGO).
While biodiversity provisions have been put in place to address concerns around the long-term
duration of marine OECMs, the fact remains that these areas can be degazetted in the face of
industry pressure. As such, some participants held the opinion that marine OECMs should not
count as long-term if there is the potential for another activity (e.g. oil and gas) to impact the area
to such an extent that boundaries can be changed and the OECM status removed. This is also in
violation of the fifth criteria of the DFO’s Operational Guidance, which states that “no human
activities that are incompatible with conservation” may occur within a marine OECM. Therefore,
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the perceived political vulnerability of marine OECMs to removal and coercion by interest
groups, constrains the ability of these sites to perform long-term conservation.
5.2.2.3 Single-Species Focus
The DFO’s operational guidance for identifying marine OECMs consists of five broad
criteria3. In the previous section, while there is potential for OECMs to be long-term, it was
established that marine OECMs are currently perceived of as not meeting the long-term criteria.
Similarly, participants perceived the third criteria of the DFO’s operational guidance, which
states that ecological components of interest must be present, as not being met by the current
interpretation of marine OECMs in Canada. For marine OECMs to satisfy this criterion, they
must contain at least two ecological components of interest (e.g. a habitat important to
biodiversity conservation AND a species of importance that uses that habitat). However, singlespecies OECMs focus on one species or prohibit one gear type, making it unclear whether these
measures effectively produce in-situ conservation. Although single-species marine OECMs only
account for a small portion of the area protected by marine OECMs in Canada (3% in 2019, Aten
& Fuller 2019), this type was identified as a key concern among participants.
…the biggest concern around OECMs is that there is a focus on single-species
management, the intent of the Convention on Biological Diversity and Target 11 is that
you’re supposed to be protecting in-situ […] and making those more dynamic linkages
between the interdependencies of species, but the OECMs are really the result of single-

3

The five broad criteria set out in the DFO’s operational guidance include: 1) Clearly defined geographic location, 2) Conservation
or stock management objectives, 3) Presence of ecological components of interest, 4) Long-term duration of implementation, 5)
The ecological components of interest are effectively conserved (DFO 2017)
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species management failures […] they are management failures converted to OECMs
right, you’ve exhausted a resource and now you’re declaring it you know obviously not
as a protected area, but you’re declaring it as an OECM (Int.9 Academic)…
…I think as a resource department, [the DFO is] primarily a fisheries department, so the
bulk of the effort in the department goes to single-species management and I mean we’ve
seen in other jurisdictions where it often creates a big conflict of interest to have a
resource department responsible for either wildlife or biodiversity or protected area
programs (Int.11 ENGO)…
According to some participants, single-species OECMs and the shortcomings associated with
them, were perceived to be the result of the DFO’s dual mandate. As a fisheries department, it
was understood that biodiversity conservation could become undermined by the DFO’s fisheries
management priorities. Therefore, although a small proportion, the single-species marine
OECMs have circulated the view that marine OECMs are a lesser form of protection,
contributing to constraints on future efforts to establish more marine OECMs in Canada.
5.2.3 Knowledge Production
Historically, scientific rationality has dominated decision-making processes in
conservation governance, minimizing the opportunities for diverse forms of knowledge to inform
and shape the ways in which conservation is performed as a global movement. Given the
potential for OECMs to diversify conservation governance arrangements (see Section 1.2.2
Scholarly Debates About Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures), whether and how
marine OECMs create space for new ways of ‘knowing’ and ‘doing’ conservation was a central
aim of this research. However, alternative forms of knowledge (e.g. Indigenous, local,
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community-based) are often difficult to measure, especially within a governance regime that
privileges characteristics of: standardization, measurability, and quantifiability. This is
particularly apparent in Canada, since participants identified the Canadian marine OECM
process as simplifying what an OECM can be.
…Canada has taken OECMs and said basically, ‘OECMs for us are just fisheries
closures,’ so they’ve shrunk the definition of what an OECM can actually be (Int.1
ENGO)…
…one of the big concerns to me is […] you see this bit of a revisionist history within DFO
by declaring converted fisheries closures as OECMs (Int.9 Academic)…
Before the OECM designation process was launched in Canada, the DFO had already established
a scientific peer review process called the Canadian Science Advisory Secretariat (CSAS), which
produced the DFO’s OECM criteria.
…[the DFO] decided to pursue formal science advice through CSAS, and the CSAS
advice itself became the basis for the OECM criteria set out in the 2016 Operational
Guidance for Identifying OECMs in Canada’s marine environment (Int.7 Government)…
The CSAS is guided by Principles and Guidelines for the Effective Use of Science and
Technology Advice in Government Decision-Making (SAGE Principles), which includes
inclusiveness and transparency. However, consultation and engagement with other actors is
conducted by departmental invitation only (DFO 2020). Some participants considered this to be a
major shortcoming of the DFO’s process, constraining the ability for diverse perspectives to
provide input,
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…it was a lot of, at least in the marine realm, it was a pretty closed door process […]
there wasn’t a lot of consultation with the academic community, so you’re kind of left
with CPAWS and a very small number of academics (Int.9 Academic).
Another participant alternatively perceived the emphasis on scientific expertise as an important
aspect, asserting the merit of an exclusively science process,
…the Canadian Science Advisory process is a science advisory process and not a policy
advisory process. So they’re separate and that’s really important because […] I’m a
really firm believer that if it’s a science process you invite the people who can contribute
to the science, and that’s important because otherwise you’ll have like three quarters of
the fishing industry coming to inform the science process (Int.5 ENGO)…
Since the CSAS process is set up to recognize only scientific knowledge, governmental
participants identified the inclusion of diverse forms of knowledge as a point of struggle and
focus for future improvement.
…particularly with the reconciliation agenda we are trying to find a solution on the
inclusion of other forms of knowledge. Now I will say at our CSAS processes, we invite
Indigenous groups and also industry groups like fisher/harvest groups, ENGOs, so we do
try to incorporate other types of knowledge we just we are struggling with that (Int.4
Government).
By emphasizing scientific sources of knowledge through the DFO’s CSAS process, the ability
for marine OECMs to be informed by diverse forms of knowledge is constrained in Canada’s
interpretation of marine OECMs.
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5.2.3.1 Stakeholder Engagement and Trust Building
As suggested above, the emphasis placed on scientific knowledge, through the DFO’s
marine OECM policy process, constrains the ability for stakeholder engagement. This is a
concern because insufficient engagement efforts can lead to policies that unfold before the full
realization of implications for stakeholder groups. According to participants, it can be difficult to
establish trust in MPA processes, particularly with fishers whose livelihoods are highly
dependent on their ability to harvest from specific areas, thus perceiving exclusive marine
protection as a threat. One participant describes the product of this tension as a constraint on
effective protection,
…it’s really difficult to establish these things with no trust so what sometimes ends up
happening is a bit of a greenwash where it’s like well, ‘we’ll support this area if you
don’t restrict our fishing’(Int.11 ENGO)…
Despite the benefits of engagement, consultation with fishers and other stakeholders was not a
significant part of the DFO’s marine OECM process, simply because it is not required in the
legislation to the same degree as other area-based marine protections. For example, since marine
OECMs are established through the Fisheries Act, they do not require the same level of
consultation as Oceans Act MPAs.
…I mean generally fisheries closures don’t require the same level of consultation, or not
generally, they don’t require the same level of consultation as a marine protected area,
so you know there isn’t an advisory committee and I mean there doesn’t really seem to be
any mention afterwards compared to other MPA (Int.6 ENGO)…
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…since they were just fishery closures there’s not much of well there is a little bit of a
[consultation] process but it’s not as complex or as lengthy or as thorough as an MPA
process (Int.1 ENGO)…
While stakeholder consultation is not legislated to the same degree of rigor as MPAs, it was
perceived as a constraint of the DFO’s marine OECM process. For example, some participants
expressed the concern that the process was too fast, and should have taken more time to consult
with the breadth of stakeholders involved in marine OECMs.
…I mean one [the DFO] could be more inclusive and involve the right people to ensure
that the decisions being made are reflective of the various interests of the conservation
community all the way from the conservation science side to just integrating adequate
public consultation and Indigenous consultation in the establishment of these areas
which didn’t occur, I mean as far as I’m concerned I mean the DFO approach was just
closed doors (Int.9 Academic)…
…I mean there’s always ways way to improve it with DFO, like they could consult better
etcetera, etcetera, bring everyone in (Int.1 ENGO)…
Since the marine OECM tool does not necessitate stakeholder engagement, the inclusiveness of
the DFO’s marine OECMs process is constrained. This limits the potential for diverse
knowledges and qualitative elements, such as ‘equitably managed’ to be recognized in the future.
5.2.4 Jurisdiction
The last constraint I will discuss is jurisdiction, since it was perceived that federal
jurisdiction over the oceans is uncontested and thus restricts the ability of marine OECMs to
diversify conservation governance and management in Canada. First, it is important to note that
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this restriction was perceived by some participants as an opportunity, since the acceptance of
DFO’s clear lead in ocean space enabled marine OECMs to be established quickly and
extensively.
…I think it’s easier for DFO to be able to take this more seriously more quickly because
the jurisdiction is much simpler in the marine environment, you know DFO as a clear
federal lead (Int.8 Government)…
…there’s three federal agencies that make up the bulk of the protected areas in the
marine environment […] but DFO kind of got a head start on this and I think partly
because the marine environment is in some ways arguably simpler from a jurisdictional
point of view the federal government really has the strongest lead role in it, it has almost
all of the regulatory and legislative tools to do something about it (Int.8 Government).
While jurisdiction was perceived by some participants as an opportunity for (the
expansion of) marine OECMs in Canada, it is also a key factor constraining the original potential
for OECMs to recognize the range of effective conservation delivered by Indigenous governance
arrangements. The 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS)
establishes federal jurisdiction over a 200-nautical-mile exclusive economic zone (EEZ),
securing the Canadian state’s sovereign rights over its territorial seas (Government of Canada
2020). However, this legal framework reflects a colonial rejection of Indigenous sovereignty,
which is rooted in both land and sea territoriality (Silver 2014). Even in places where Indigenous
fishing rights have been affirmed (e.g. R. v. Gladstone [1996]), the territoriality of the Canadian
state is assumed, reinforcing the authority of the DFO (Harris 2001). Despite ongoing
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contestation over the authority to govern ocean space on Canada’s coasts, this assumption of
federal jurisdiction was accepted by participants.
Well I think it’s very simple, the federal government has primary jurisdiction over the
ocean and they don’t on land so that’s one thing so DFO has primary responsibility
(Int.12 ENGO)…
To provide context on the representation of governance arrangements in conservation
more generally, state agencies manage 82 percent of protected areas reported to the IUCN’s
World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) (UNEP-WCMC and IUCN and NGS 2018). In
comparison, Indigenous peoples and local communities govern less than 1 percent of area
reported to the WCPA, but have use and/or management rights over one quarter of the world’s
land surface (Garnett et al. 2018). As such, non-state government types are under-represented in
global accounting systems.
In some cases, areas under non-state governance arrangements are not recognized
because their custodians do not want them to be identified through official reporting (UNEPWCMC, IUCN and NGS 2018). This reflects the need to establish a mechanism that
appropriately recognizes the conservation efforts of diverse actors, and shifts away from colonial
models of governance present in mainstream conservation regimes. In Canada, IPCAs can count
towards national biodiversity targets when they are recognized as a protected area or an OECM
(see Section 5.1.1.1 Potential Relationship with Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas).
However, participants expressed uncertainty about the alignment of IPCAs and marine OECMs,
since Indigenous title claims to ocean space are more complex compared to land claims,
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I just think we don’t know because on land it’s a little bit easier but you know nobody
owns the ocean, its federal jurisdiction so it’s more difficult, and then there’s very few
Indigenous land claims that have a significant [marine] component so you know who
knows (Int.5 ENGO)?
Though perceived as a simplifying factor in administering ocean protection versus terrestrial
protection, federal jurisdiction in the ocean was also perceived to be complicated in relation to
alterative governance systems. Some participants associated private protected areas (PPAs) with
qualitative elements such as effective and equitable governance,
…it’s not a unique problem with OECMs, it’s a problem with governance in the ocean
has not kept up with governance on the land, private property has been a greater
stimulus to effective governance than the freedom of the seas, and that’s just the reality
(Int.13 Government).
Since federal jurisdiction prevents the privatization of ocean space for conservation, there are
very few opportunities for non-state actors to autonomously govern marine OECMs. However,
since some Indigenous nations’ title claims extend into ocean space there is potential for marine
IPCAs to be recognized through an OECM designation.

5.3 Summary and Key Findings
In this chapter, I explored the perspectives of different actors, revealing the opportunities
and constraints associated with marine OECMs in Canada (Objective 2). First, the results related
to the opportunities of marine OECMs were presented in Section 5.1. The key findings of this
section include the opportunity for marine OECMs to: diversify conservation partners, launch
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Canada as a marine conservation leader, and complement MPA networks through protected area
expansion. Although the opportunity for OECMs to recognize and support diverse governance
arrangements was suggested in the literature (e.g. Dudley et al. 2018; Jonas et al. 2014; Jonas et
al. 2017), its full realization in the Canadian context is limited by federal jurisdiction. For
instance, the advancement of Indigenous-led conservation governance through the OECM
designation was demonstrated as possible under certain conditions (e.g. Ethical Space
framework), but hindered by a lack of leadership by the federal government (to provide
advice/guidance on a reconciliation agenda). On the other hand, given the speed and breadth with
which the DFO responded to Trudeau’s mandate letter, Canada has gained international renown
for its leadership on the OECM file. Lastly, marine OECMs are understood to be more publicly
palatable than exclusive MPAs, allowing for protected area expansion in areas where MPAs are
not possible. The opportunities presented by the flexibility of marine OECMs are twofold. First,
greater protected area expansion can be achieved, enhancing the representation and ecological
connectivity of marine conservation networks. Second, the dual nature of marine OECMs as both
conservation and fisheries management measures, increases their attractiveness to fishers who
have become prominent conservation actors as a consequence of the marine OECM process in
Canada.
Next, the results related to the constraints of marine OECMs in Canada were presented in
Section 5.2. The key findings of this section include factors of: political pressure, legislative
“weakness”, the scientific knowledge regime, and exclusive jurisdiction, which constrain the
ability of marine OECMs to deliver positive conservation outcomes. Importantly, the ‘race’ to
achieve Aichi Target 11 led to the prioritization of measurability, or quantity, which potentially
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hinders the ability for marine OECMs to deliver conservation quality. Concerns about the
delivery of conservation quality highlighted the construction of marine OECMs as a lesser form
of protection. For example, the establishment mechanisms used to designate marine OECMs
were suggested to be (currently) insufficient to ensure that sites produce conservation benefits
for the long-term. As well, since the DFO relies on its CSAS (science advice) process to inform
OECM guidance, the marine OECM process is underpinned by a scientific knowledge regime.
Similarly, legislative requirements for marine OECMs under the Fisheries Act, did not
necessitate substantial stakeholder engagement. This was perceived to be a constraint on the
ability for marine OECMs to recognize and include diverse forms of knowledge/actors. Lastly,
while federal jurisdiction over Canada’s ocean estate can create the opportunity for protected
area expansion, it limits the ability for marine OECMs to diversify conservation governance and
management
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Chapter 6: Discussion
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the results presented in chapter 4 and 5, and
situate the key findings to address the literature gaps presented in chapter 3. First, Kingdon’s
policy-window framework will be applied to the case study, commenting on how and why
marine OECMs have emerged in Canada (Objective 1). Also, since the efficacy of marine
OECMs in Canada continues to inspire uncertainty surrounding the outcomes of this new
designation (e.g. Mackinnon et al. 2015; Lemieux et al. 2018; Aten & Fuller 2019), the
perceived opportunities and constraints will be discussed (Objective 2).

6.1 Applying Kingdon’s Policy-Window Framework to the Case Study
Since the way we interact with nature is mediated through social and scientific
constructions of what constitutes conservation, it is important to understand why and how
biodiversity conservation policies gain prominence on the government agenda. In this section,
Kingdon’s policy-window framework will be applied to the case study of marine OECMs in
Canada, considering the emergence of OECMs at the international level, and subsequent
implementation of the measure in Canada’s marine environment. The use of the framework in
this way is significant, because there is a need for policy studies to be more attentive to spatiality
(Fisher 2012). By emphasizing the role of international and national activities/ interactions, this
chapter will explore how an opportunity for policy innovation (OECMs) moves through space
between different scales of conservation governance. To do so, each of the framework’s streams:
the Problem Stream, the Policy Stream, and the Politics Stream will be discussed in the
subsequent sections.
102

6.1.1 The Problem Stream
In the problem stream, unsustainable human behavior has threatened biodiversity
(Büscher et al. 2017), undermining the ecological systems that sustain all life on Earth, and
driving unprecedented biodiversity loss worldwide (e.g. IPBES 2019). In response, international
institutions have set global targets to halt and reverse the biodiversity crisis , or “extinction
crisis” (Doherty et al. 2018: 809). Most prominently, the Convention on Biological Diversity
(CBD) developed Aichi Biodiversity Target 11, which subscribes to the historical emphasis of
conservation governance on area-based approaches (Campbell & Gray 2019). The focus on
protected areas includes marine protected areas (MPAs), which have a comparatively recent
history of implementation (Campbell & Gray 2019). As a consequence of ‘privileging’ areabased conservation approaches, conservation governance has led to the forced displacement and
exclusion of Indigenous peoples from enclosed conservation areas (Agrawal & Redford 2009;
Tauli-Corpuz 2016). Given the conservation movement’s history of social injustice, and that
Indigenous peoples and local communities manage or have tenure rights over more than a quarter
of the Earth’s surface (Garnett et al. 2018), there have been calls for greater recognition of
Indigenous-led conservation governance (Jonas et al. 2014; Jonas et al. 2017; Martin et al. 2013;
Martin et al. 2016; Reimerson 2013). The problem framing of the biodiversity crisis coupled
with pressure from public interest groups to enhance recognition for the contributions of
Indigenous (and other) actors to biodiversity conservation, influenced international negotiations
at COP14. These crises helped to trigger policy change, opening a window for the inclusion of
OECMs in Target 11 (Policy Window 1, see Figure 3).
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In Policy Window 1, OECMs were attached as a solution to the problem framing of
biodiversity loss and the humanitarian shortcomings of past conservation approaches. Despite the
potential of this window to innovate conservation policy, it was hindered by uncertainty, due to a
lack of guidance on how to recognize and report OECMs (Leadley et al. 2014). As such, the size
and scope of Policy Window 1 was limited, inhibiting the uptake of OECMs in national policy
streams.
As a signatory to the CBD, Canada engages in the international policy arena and has
committed to achieving Target 11. This global interaction has a bearing on the way biodiversity
decline is perceived nationally (Scoones 2009), sustaining the influence of global crisis
narratives on the formulation of national conservation policy. Additionally, as a maritime nation,
Canada relies on the oceans to fulfill various social, economic and cultural needs (Office of the
Prime Minister 2016). Given the reliance on ocean resources, policy solutions for marine
conservation in Canada take on an additional problem-framing of threats to fisheries. As a result,
the perceived trade-offs between conservation outcomes and fisheries management raises tension
in the literature (Lemieux et al. 2019), and will be further discussed in Section 6.2. Importantly,
the problem-framing of both marine conservation and fisheries management influenced Canada’s
specific interpretation of the internationally derived OECM term.
6.1.2 The Policy Stream
In the international conservation arena, targets are the primary mechanism for addressing
biodiversity loss (Doherty et al. 2018). Targets play an important role in how conservation action
is measured, by allowing governing authorities at global and national scales to account for
conservation progress through time-bound goals (Doherty et al. 2018). In the CBD, target
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development emphasizes the need for targets to be: Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic,
and Time-related (SMART) (Campbell et al. 2014b; Hagerman & Pelai 2016; Hill et al. 2015;
Velazquez Gomar 2014). While these attributes ensure feasibility, they also ensure that only that
which can be measured, can be counted towards the target (Campbell et al. 2014b). As such, the
CBD’s Target 11 privileges area-based approaches to conservation action, because PAs and
MPAs are relatively easy to measure (Campbell & Gray 2019). In addition to (M)PAs, Target 11
expanded what could count as an area-based conservation measure, introducing OECMs as a
new way to count conservation progress.
While the global target introduced OECMs as a new way to account for conservation
nationally, a window for OECMs to emerge in Canada was delayed due to ambiguity. Following
Policy Window 1, OECMs were released into the ‘primeval soup’ of policy options (Kingdon
2003), floating around as a solution in Canada’s policy stream. Given the lack of international
guidance on OECMs (Mackinnon et al. 2015), how to mobilize the new measure in the Canadian
context remained uncertain. However, one organization working within the policy stream to
define and develop standards for OECMs was the Canadian Council on Ecological Areas
(CCEA), whose efforts contributed to and informed the international IUCN guidelines for
OECMs (IUCN WCPA 2019). Through this work, the CCEA performed a critical role in
attaching OECMs to events in the political stream by attracting attention to OECMs.
While the CCEA’s work helped to stimulate the OECM policy process in Canada, it was
the work of individual policy entrepreneurs working in marine conservation policy who laid the
groundwork for OECMs to be implemented in Canada’s marine environment. For example,
while not explicitly pushing ‘marine OECMs,’ these individuals helped to establish policies (e.g.
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2009 Policy for Managing the Impacts of Fishing on Sensitive Benthic Areas, and 2011 National
Framework for Canada’s Network of Marine Protected Areas), and spatial measures (e.g. SBAs
and EBSAs) that allowed for OECMs to be attached quickly when the opportunity arose.
Significantly, the identification of area-based management measures (ABMMs), which include
various fisheries closures and critical habitat (DFO 2016) allowed for candidate OECMs to be
identified quickly.
6.1.3 The Politics Stream
The “quintessential window-opening political development” is an electoral victory that
represents “a shift in national mood” (Keeler 1993: 436). Prior to the 2015 federal election, the
Conservative government under Harper carried out a variety of actions that undermined
Canada’s environmental policies (including the removal of habitat protections in the Fisheries
Act and cancellation of a marine spatial planning (MSP) process on the West Coast) (Stoett &
Kersten 2014). As a result, public pressure to address global environmental crises contributed to
the election of Trudeau’s Liberal Government, which asserted a clear mandate to increase the
amount of Canada’s marine and coastal areas that are protected. This was formally
communicated in a public mandate letter to the Minister of Fisheries, Oceans and the Canadian
Coast Guard in 2015. The letter mandated a 5 percent increase of protected marine and coastal
areas by 2017, in addition to 10 percent by 2020, allowing for OECMs to be attached to preexisting spatial measures in order to achieve the timebound targets. Thus, a window of
opportunity opened for OECMs to emerge in Canadian marine policy (Policy Window 2, see
Figure 3). The clear Liberal mandate necessitated policy action, allowing for marine OECM area
coverage to expand rapidly in Canada, despite ambiguity at the international level.
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6.1.4 Policy Windows for Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures Across
Scales
While Policy Window 1 introduced the concept of OECMs, Policy Window 2 was
delayed and specifically situated around the opportunity to recognize the conservation benefits of
fisheries management measures. Given discussions in the literature, which suggest that OECMs
may have the potential to diversify conservation governance and enhance recognition for
Indigenous-led conservation (Eghenter 2018; Jonas et al. 2017; Jonas et al. 2018), the national
and international windows are misaligned. For example, marine OECMs in Canada do not (as
yet) support Indigenous-led conservation, and rather are narrowly defined as marine refuges
(fisheries closures that provide biodiversity benefit), which may or may not support First Nations
pursuing the possibility of fishing areas for traditional harvest (e.g. shellfish aquaculture by Nuuchah-nulth First Nation, see Silver 2014). The misalignment between the policy outcomes of
Policy Window 1 and 2, suggests that the OECM concept is flexible, and can transform to take
on new meanings as it moves from international to national policy arenas.
Since the initial policy-window opened as a result of the inclusion of OECMs in Target
11, I argue that global targets play a central role in the (potential) transformation of conservation
policy across scales. While global progress towards Target 11 is well-documented (Hagerman &
Pelai 2016), this thesis contributes to analysis of conservation progress in Canada.
Fundamentally, how conservation progress is achieved at the national level is influenced by the
global emphasis on area-based approaches, which are reinforced through target-based
governance. For example, Canada’s commitment to Target 11 demonstrates the role of global
targets in determining how conservation is performed in the Canadian context, namely through
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area-based measures (i.e. PAs and MPAs). The negotiation of Target 11 defined OECMs as a
new object of measure, or new way to measure area-based conservation progress, necessitating
further metrological work to develop OECM standards. This created a window for OECMs,
without defining what counts as an OECM.
Since Policy Window 1 opened for OECMs at the international level, the effectiveness of
the new measure has been contested. Significantly, the literature warns that hasty interpretations
may lead to “paper OECMs”; areas that count towards target achievement, but do not necessarily
add conservation value (Garcia et al. 2019; Lemieux et al. 2019; Mackinnon et al. 2015). This
idea demonstrates the political opportunity created by Policy Window 1, which created space for
politics by enabling subsequent windows to open for different interpretations of OECMs.
When the Liberal government was elected in Canada, Policy Window 2 was opened for
OECMs, since the marine portion of Target 11 could not be achieved with MPAs alone. The
fluidity of the initial OECM term allowed for Canada to use the measure as a tool to achieve
Target 11, and redeem a degree of environmental leadership on the international stage. As a state
with advanced fisheries management in place, the application of OECMs in Canada’s marine
environment accommodated existing spatial measures that produce biodiversity benefits. By
implementing OECMs through the domestic interpretation of ‘marine refuges,’ Canada was able
to achieve sufficient area-expansion so as to meet the global target.
This case study demonstrates how an object of measure can change and take on new
meanings as it moves through different scales of governance. At the international level, OECMs
presented the opportunity for diverse conservation actors to be recognized for their contributions
to biodiversity conservation. Through global targets, OECMs were released as a potential
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solution for national policies, but not substantially taken up in Canada given the lack of guidance
on how to recognize and report them (Mackinnon et al. 2015). This changed when a clear
mandate from the Liberal government, opened a window for OECMs to be implemented
specifically in Canada’s marine environment. Further conditions, including fisheries
management measures that were already in place, redefined what counts as an OECM in Canada.
Therefore, the initial introduction of OECMs created space for new ways of counting
conservation (i.e. by recognizing diverse governance arrangements that deliver positive
biodiversity outcomes). However, the OECM concept became politicized through Target 11,
which allowed for different interpretations at national scales. In Canada, ‘marine refuges’ are
counted as OECMs, shifting and narrowing the meaning of ‘OECM’.

6.2 Creating New Space for Conservation
As formal processes for identifying and reporting OECMs continue to develop, what
‘counts’ has been contested in the literature. Given that the characteristics of OECMs continue to
be “poorly known” (Donald et al. 2019: 1), the purpose of this section is to reveal whether
OECMs create space (or not) for new ways of ‘doing’ and ‘knowing’ conservation. First, the
opportunities of OECMs will be discussed in Section 6.2.1, relating the perceived opportunities
of marine OECMs in the case study to those raised in the literature. Second, the perceived
constraints introduced by Canada’s marine OECM policy process/the marine OECM designation
in Canada will be discussed in relation to literature debates in Section 6.2.2. This section fulfills
Objective 2 by discussing the perceived opportunities and constraints of marine OECMs in
Canada.
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6.2.1 Accommodating Change Through Malleability
In Section 6.1.4, the application of Kingdon’s policy-window framework reveals how the
meaning of OECM shifted from the international to national scale of conservation governance.
Through this process of reshaping, the OECM designation took on new meanings in the
Canadian context. Similarly, Corson et al. (2014a) illustrate how the concept of protected areas
(PAs), is subject to continual processes of reshaping. They argue that actors engage in dynamic
struggles over the meaning of PAs, which continually redefines and reframes the concept,
transforming it to capture more than exclusive biodiversity protection (e.g. also promotes human
rights, protects ecosystem services) (Corson et al. 2014a). Leveraging a term used by Campbell
and Gray (2019: 194), I argue that the “malleability” of OECMs can accommodate the diverse
(and sometimes disparate) perceptions of value held by different stakeholders, creating an
opportunity for: 1) the diversification of conservation partners, and 2) ambitious area expansion.
First, the malleability of marine OECMs in Canada has allowed for the relationship
between marine biodiversity conservation and fisheries management to be strengthened. Since
OECMs are measured by outcomes rather than objectives, they are able to accommodate the dual
values held by the DFO, which is responsible for governing Canada’s marine OECM policy
process. Given that biodiversity conservation is, and will increasingly be important to fisheries,
marine OECMs play a significant role in “cross-sectoral cooperation” between conservation and
fisheries governance (Friedman et al. 2018: 209). By creating space for sustainable fishery
imperatives alongside conservation, marine OECMs provide an opportunity for stakeholders in
the fishing industry to become more prominent conservation partners. Through the marine
OECM designation, there is an opportunity to integrate greater consideration for biodiversity into
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fisheries policies and practices. Additionally, the OECM designation may allow for greater social
considerations, since restrictions to industrial gear types (e.g. bottom trawls, dredges, gillnets,
bottom longlines) may create space for small-scale fishing to become more prominent. As
cooperation between the environment sector (including marine conservation) and fisheries sector
continues to expand, the malleability of marine OECMs may allow for further mainstreaming of
biodiversity, “embedding biodiversity considerations into policies, strategies and practices”
across Canada (Huntley 2014: 1).
Next, the malleability of marine OECMs also presents the opportunity to achieve
ambitious area-based conservation expansion. As illustrated earlier, marine OECMs create space
for biodiversity conservation to be mainstreamed in fisheries management. This supports the
aligned perception that marine OECMs are more publicly palatable than marine protected areas
(MPAs). Given that exclusive MPAs are often framed as a threat to fishing livelihoods, marine
conservation can receive public opposition (Stafford 2018). Alternatively, marine OECMs
present an opportunity to expand marine protection without prohibiting all fishing activity. This
complements MPA networks by adding a new tool with which to measure marine conservation
progress in Canada. By establishing ocean space as protected, marine OECMs secure area for
conservation, creating the opportunity for sites to be strengthened later (as OECM criteria
develops) or transitioned into MPAs. As such, the conceptualization of marine OECMs as a ‘new
tool’ and ‘first step’ creates space for conservation action to accommodate more ambitious areabased targets in the future.
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6.2.2 Knowledge and Power: Who Decides?
In the context of striving to achieve marine conservation progress, Canada’s
interpretation of the OECM concept has stimulated scholarly debate, raising concerns in the
literature (see Devillers et al. 2019; Lemieux et al. 2019; Mackinnon et al. 2015). These critiques
have contributed to the discourse that marine OECMs in Canada are a “lesser form of protection”
(Int.12 ENGO), shaping the notion that marine OECMs in Canada are: not governed and
managed for the long-term, politically vulnerable, and focus on single-species. As international
guidance continues to develop and the DFO receives feedback from interest groups (e.g.
ENGOs), marine OECMs continue to evolve and take on new meanings. For instance, in
response to debates about whether marine OECMs meet the ‘long-term’ criteria, recent
amendments to the Fisheries Act (Bill C-68 2018) have given the Minister authority to make
regulations that “establish long-term fishing restrictions for the purpose of conserving marine
biodiversity” (Schram et al. 2019: 176). As such, the evolving debates and challenges perceived
by stakeholder groups continue to shape the marine OECM definition, by stimulating policy
responses by the DFO.
Despite stakeholder contributions, the specific construction of marine OECMs in Canada
illustrates the power held by the DFO to define what counts as a marine OECM. Through the
centralization of jurisdiction to the DFO, the potential for marine OECMs to diversify
conservation governance arrangements (Dudley et al. 2018; Jonas et al. 2017; Jonas et al. 2014)
is constrained. For example, the DFO’s Canadian Science Advisory Secretariat (CSAS), whose
advice (through an Advisory Report) forms the basis for Canada’s operational guidance and
criteria on marine OECMs, is exclusively grounded in scientific knowledge. As a science advice
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process, ‘who’ is allowed to contribute to CSAS meetings and outputs is limited to individuals
holding relevant scientific expertise (DFO 2020). Consequently, the privileging of scientific
ways of ‘knowing’ conservation, constrains the potential for the marine OECM designation to be
inclusive of diverse worldviews, practices, responsibilities, and knowledge types. This extends to
the possibility for IPCAs to be recognized as OECMs in the marine environment. In addition to
the DFO’s exclusive focus on science to inform the marine OECM policy process, the lack of
federal advice on how to advance reconciliation in conservation governance, constrains the space
for IPCAs to be advanced in Canada’s marine environment.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion
The purpose of this chapter is to conclude this thesis. It consists of a summary,
contributions, limitations, and opportunities for further research.

7.1 Summary
Given that unsustainable human behaviour reinforces devastating biodiversity decline
worldwide (IPBES 2019), this thesis has been motivated by the emergence of a new conservation
designation, and its potential to create space for new ways of ‘doing’ and ‘knowing’ in
conservation governance. Through Aichi Target 11, the adoption of OECMs at the CBD COP10
presented an opportunity to recognize conservation delivered by diverse governance
arrangements, and respond to calls for greater recognition of conservation led by Indigenous
peoples and local communities (Jonas et al. 2017; Reimerson 2013; Martin et al. 2013; Martin et
al. 2016). Despite being negotiated 10 years ago, OECMs are still a new concept, since the
definition and guidelines were not officially adopted until 2018 (at CBD COP14). As a result of
ambiguity surrounding what counts as an OECM, operationalizing the new measure has been
slow (Leadley et al. 2014). However, Canada’s unilateral development of marine OECM criteria
allowed for the measure to be mobilized in Canada’s marine environment, significantly
contributing to Canada’s achievement of the marine portion of Aichi Target 11. Given that the
implementation of marine OECMs has enabled unprecedented progress for marine conservation
in Canada (DFO 2019), this research aimed to determine why and how the marine OECM policy
process has unfolded in Canada using Kingdon’s policy-window framework.
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Applying Kingdon’s framework to the case study of marine OECMs in Canada
necessitated consideration for multiple windows across different scales of conservation
governance. Given the ability for global targets to politicize conservation action (Agardy et al.
2016; Kuempel et al. 2019), this case study demonstrates how OECMs can change and take on
new meanings in different contexts. In Canada specifically, the Liberal government’s mandate to
expand marine protected area led to OECMs being operationalized in Canada’s marine
environment. The responsibility of implementing marine OECMs was assigned to the DFO,
which used it’s science advice process (i.e. CSAS) to develop marine OECM criteria and
operational guidelines (DFO 2016). This led to the narrow interpretation of OECMs as ‘marine
refuges,’ constraining the possibility for OECMs to create space for recognizing Indigenous-led
conservation in Canada.
Although the DFO has narrowly defined what ‘counts’ as a marine OECM in Canada, the
measure has retained an attribute of malleability. Since marine OECMs can accommodate both
biodiversity conservation and sustainable fisheries imperatives, the new measure allows for
cooperation and biodiversity mainstreaming in the fisheries sector. Further, the public
palatability of marine OECMs compared to MPAs creates the opportunity to expand protected
area coverage without stimulating substantial opposition from fishing communities. This
introduces marine OECMs as a new conservation ‘tool,’ complementing MPA networks and
enabling the achievement of ambitious conservation targets.
Thus, this thesis has aimed to explain the implementation of marine OECMs in Canada
and identify the specific attributes arising through Canada’s interpretation, to understand whether
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and how marine OECMs create new space for governing conservation. This aim was achieved
through the following objectives:
1. Apply Kingdon’s policy-window framework to determine why and how the marine
OECM policy process has unfolded in Canada;
2. Examine the perceptions of scientific experts and representatives of governmental
organizations and non-governmental organizations, to understand the perceived
opportunities and constraints of marine OECMs in Canada
The literature reviewed in Chapter 2 established the analytic approach used in this thesis,
as well as gaps in the literature, which I aimed to address though this research. Key concepts and
insights were explored for three analytics, including: Kingdon’s policy-window framework,
political ecology (and perceptions), and critical perspectives on global environmental
governance. Next, Chapter 3 explained the research methods utilized in this thesis. Thirteen
expert semi-structured interviews were conducted with key informants, who were identified
through purposive and snow-ball sampling. The content of these interviews was transcribed and
coded using NVivo software to aggregate the data around specific themes that I determined both
inductively and deductively. The resulting findings relating to Objective 1 and the application of
Kingdon’s policy-window framework were presented in Chapter 4, while findings emerging
from inductive codes and relating to Objective 2 were presented in Chapter 5. In Chapter 6, these
findings were discussed in the context of broader research gaps. The case study illustrates how
OECMs can transform across different governance scales, as well as the specific marine OECM
attributes that can either create or constrain space for new conservation governance approaches.
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7.2 Contributions
This thesis contributes to policy-window literature, global environmental governance
(GEG) literature, and emerging literature on OECMs. First, given the general understanding that
governments are constrained by incrementalism, policy studies has focused on the capacity of
national governments to alter existing policies (Keeler 1993). Alternatively, Kingdon’s policywindow framework can be used to understand how new policies quickly rise to prominence on
the policy agenda, even amidst ambiguity (Kingdon 2003). Applying the framework to the case
study of marine OECMs in Canada, allowed for a novel contribution to the policy-window
literature. For example, Fisher (2012) calls for greater attention to the “spatiality of the policy
process,” and the framework is often applied in the context of federal public policy (similar to
Kingdon’s original application). By being attentive to multiple windows across scales, this
research contributes to an understanding of how policies shift and transform at different scales of
governance.
Since the application of the framework allowed for insights about how OECMs are
defined both nationally and internationally, this thesis also contributes to GEG literature.
Through the prioritization of quantity through measurability, global targets create new objects
with which to measure conservation progress (Campbell et al. 2014b). With the inclusion of
OECMs in Target 11, global targets helped to shift what constitutes as conservation, adding
OECMs as a new way to ‘count’ conservation. Since the analysis of multiple windows revealed
that what ‘counts’ as an OECM can shift at different governance scales, this thesis emphasizes
the role of global targets in reinforcing existing management approaches (i.e. area-based
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conservation), while also stimulating new approaches by creating the space for different
interpretations to shape OECM meaning in national contexts.
Lastly, this thesis contributes to a growing body of literature about the implementation of
OECMs, and specifically the practical debates about marine OECMs in Canada. First this thesis
addresses whether and how marine OECM in Canada create space for new ways of approaching
conservation management and governance. Although OECMs have been suggested as a way to
enhance recognition and support for diverse governance arrangements, including IPCAs (Dudley
et al. 2018; Jonas et al. 2017; Jonas et al. 2014), this thesis demonstrates that pre-existing
policies and frameworks (e.g. EBSAs and SBAs) can contribute to the realization of policy
innovation. Also, although Canada ostensibly has a reconciliation agenda, the DFO was not
prepared to lead on a reconciliation file, given the lack of federal advice and guidance on how to
do so.
Further, the current implementation of marine OECMs in Canada continues to evolve and
develop in response to concerns that the designation is a lesser form of protection. This thesis
contributes to debates by positioning marine OECMs as “malleable.” This conceptualization
allows for an understanding of how values for both biodiversity conservation and sustainable
fisheries can be reconciled within the same designation. Since marine OECMs can accommodate
diverse values, the OECM process in Canada allows for biodiversity conservation to be
mainstreamed in the fisheries sector, and ambitious marine protected area expansion to be
achieved.
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7.3 Limitations
Since OECMs are still emergent as a new conservation measure, there is not a very large
population with enough knowledge to provide meaningful data for this research project. This
made access to participants a key limitation of this research, since elite policy actors with
sufficient knowledge on the case study are few, and difficult to reach. As a result of this
limitation I ended up with a small sample size, which is another potential limitation. However,
by using a snowball sampling technique in addition to purposive sampling, I was able to ensure
that saturation was achieved (Glaser & Strauss 1999). As well, representativeness is a key
concern related to sample size (Crouch & McKenzie 2006), however this was not an issue since
participants were selected for their involvement in the marine OECM policy process.
Although the focus on ‘expert’ key informants was important to the fulfillment of the
research objectives, this scope limited the perspectives that could be understood through this
research. For example, Indigenous actors were not identified as key informants in either of my
sampling strategies, limiting the ability of this research to understand the role of OECMs in
benefitting IPCAs. While there are high-level policy actors pushing for spatial designations that
would share management and/or orient commercial fisheries towards small-scale and/or
Indigenous-led fisheries, I did not encounter these actors in my exploration of key documents
related to marine OECMs (e.g. peer-reviewed literature, national reports, and international/
national meeting reports). Importantly, adequate time to perform a participatory process that
develops and maintains “meaningful, accountable, and non-extractive relations” with Indigenous
peoples would have been necessary, and was constrained by the two-year length of this research
(de Leeuw et al. 2012: 191).
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Similarly, this research was limited by the scope of examining the marine OECM process
at the federal level. As such, it did not account for the perceptions of regional actors in the
provinces and territories, in particular the DFO’s regional offices. Since the DFO regional offices
have a more active role in “the consultations on the ground [with] the individual stakeholders”
(Int.10 Government), including these perspectives would have allowed for a more nuanced
understanding of engagement efforts at the local level.
Further, while case studies allow for in-depth analysis of social dynamics, they have been
accused of being weak on the basis of generalizability to other settings (Herriott & Firestone
1983). Given the specific focus of this research on the marine OECM policy process in Canada
(including Canada’s unique OECM interpretation), the findings cannot be broadly generalized to
all OECM policy processes. However, since this research accounts for OECMs as a concept that
can take on new meanings in different governance contexts, it provides insights that are useful
for understanding how the OECM designation is constructed globally, and can transform as it
unfolds in national contexts.

7.4 Opportunities for Further Research
In relation to the research findings that revealed a centralization of decision-making
power to the DFO, I recommend that future research give systematic attention to the activities
and processes occurring at the regional scale of OECM governance. This includes the
perspectives of representatives from the DFO’s regional offices who are responsible for local
engagement efforts. Since the DFO holds a critical role in deciding what counts as a marine
OECM, it is important to understand whether/how this authority may marginalize actors who
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have the potential to gain from the diversification of conservation governance through the
OECM designation.
As well, a topical line of inquiry in relation to the development of OECMs is to examine
whether and how the designation supports Indigenous-led conservation. This is particularly
important in Canada where dominant conservation approaches have reinforced colonial
relationships between the Canadian-state and Indigenous nations. For OECMs to help move
away from colonial models of conservation governance in Canada, Indigenous voices must be
centred in further research. This necessitates relationship-building with Indigenous peoples and
nations to establish whether there is interest and use for the OECM designation in Indigenous-led
conservation governance.
Lastly, the marine OECM policy process in Canada highlighted the role of knowledge in
policy formulation, since the DFO already had an established mechanism based on expert
science. The role of, and space for, diverse forms of knowledge in defining OECMs may be
better interrogated in future research through a focused discourse analysis. By leveraging
discourses, which are “ensemble[s] of ideas, concepts, and categories through which meaning is
given to social and physical phenomena” (Hajer 2005 as cited in Corson et al. 2014a: 192),
further research may be able to examine how the OECM concept creates space for new ways of
‘knowing’ to be legitimized in conservation governance.
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Appendix A- Interview Guide
INTERVIEW GUIDE
Introduction
Can you tell me about your current professional role?
Prompt: What is your title and job responsibilities? How long have you been in this role?
As you know, I’m interested in OECMs. What is your experience with marine OECMs, in your
current professional role or others?
Prompt: In processes to identify them, in suggesting processes to identify them, in
studying how they are being implemented…
Main
Can you tell me about when the Canadian OECM process started and why you think it did?
What was the role of science in generating data and informing decision-making processes about
OECMs?
Follow-up: Are other forms of knowledge considered in decision-making processes, e.g.
Indigenous and local knowledge?
Prompt: If so how? If not, why not?
One rationale for OECMs is their potential to acknowledge conservation led by Indigenous
communities. Do you think there is an opportunity to identify marine OECMs in Canada that are
declared/managed by First Nations, Metis or Inuit?
Prompt: What do you think about the intersection between OECMs and IPCAs?
Who has been involved in the OECM policy process?
Follow-up: How would you characterise the role of ENGOs and other actors in
participating in the OECM process?
Follow-up: Are there elements of the relationship between ENGOs/other actors and the
DFO that have gone well or that you would like to see work differently?
Given that many, if not all, of Canada’s marine OECMs are fishery closures, what do you think
about the debate that these sites should be counted under the fisheries management target (Target
6) rather than Target 11?
Prompt: What is your perception of the ability for OECMs to balance both sustainable
use and conservation objectives?
As you know, OECMs should, by definition, have positive and sustained long-term outcomes for
conservation. Do you think this is happening in current OECMs?
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Prompt: If so, how? If not, what needs to change/is being changed for sustained longterm outcomes to be monitored and assessed properly?
What do you think about how the OECM process has unfolded so far?
Prompt: What about it has worked well, and where do you think it could be better or
improved?
Follow-up: Any other improvements? Do you think the OECM process was rushed due to
the 2020 deadline?
What are the benefits and challenges of using OECMs as a way to count progress towards
conservation?
Prompt: On the one hand, it looks like we’re doing more and better, while on the other
hand some people are concerned that that’s maybe a false impression, that OECMs aren’t
really adding conservation value, thoughts?
Prompt: It seems like in Canada, OECMs are more about recognizing something that’s
already happening rather than spurring new OECMs, what do you think about that?
Closing
Is there anything that I have left out, or that you expected me to ask, that we didn’t address?
Prompt: Anything else to add?
Do you know of anyone who would be a good candidate to participant in this study?
Is there anything you would like to ask about the study?
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Appendix B- Letter of Invitation
LETTER OF INVITATION
Dear XX,
I am writing to invite you to participate in a research study that will explore the Canadian
process for designating marine ‘other effective conservation measures’ (OECMs), and the
opportunities and constraints they produce. In light of ambiguities surrounding what should
count as OECMs, and what counting OECMs means for biodiversity conservation, this research
will investigate the marine OECM process as is has unfolded in Canada.
I am seeking individuals with knowledge and/or experience with the Canadian marine OECM
process to participate in a one-time interview ranging from 20-60 minutes. The interview would
be conducted by phone or skype, at a time convenient for you. During the interview you would
be asked to respond to open-ended questions about your opinions, experiences and expertise as
they relate to marine OECMs in Canada.
Next Steps
If you are interested, please respond to this e-mail indicating that you are willing to participate in
an interview and we can schedule a time that works for you. If you change your mind, you can
withdraw from the study at any time. Please respond to this e-mail even if you would like to
decline participation.
More Information
If you would like more information about this research you can contact the Principal
Investigator, Dr. Noella Gray Phone: 519-824-4120 ext. 58155, e-mail: grayn@uoguelph.ca, and
Co-Investigator Abby Sparling Phone: 289-456-0419, e-mail: asparlin@uoguelph.ca
As someone with experience in developing and implementing policies and programs in support
of Canadian conservation, your perspectives would be very valuable to this research. Thank you
for taking the time to consider participating.
Sincerely,

Abby Sparling
MA ’20 Candidate
Department of Geography, Environment and Geomatics
University of Guelph
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Appendix C- Consent Form
CONSENT FORM- Understanding perspectives on marine ‘other effective area-based
conservation measures’ in Canada
You have been invited to participate in a research project exploring how Canada is identifying
marine ‘other effective area-based conservation measures’ (OECMs) and the opportunities and
constraints they produce for conservation outcomes.
Who is conducting this research?
• Abby Sparling, a graduate student from the Department of Geography, Environment and
Geomatics at the University of Guelph. She can be reached at 289-456-0419, or
asparlin@uoguelph.ca
• Her supervisor Dr. Noella Gray can be reached at 519-824-4120 ext. 58155, or
grayn@uoguelph.ca
• Please contact us with any questions about the research
Who is supporting this research?
• This project is funded by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of
Canada
• This project has been reviewed by the Research Ethics Board for compliance with federal
guidelines for research involving human participants (TBA)
What am I being asked to do and why?
• Your participation would include a one-time interview ranging from 20-60 minutes
• Interviews will be conducted by phone or skype, at a time that is convenient for you
• Participation is completely voluntary, if you agree to participate in the study and then decide
that you do not wish to continue, you may withdraw at any time during or after the interview
up until December 31, 2019 without giving reason and without any negative impact
• You may refuse to discuss any questions asked during the interview
• With your consent, the interviewer will take notes and audio-record the interview to ensure
accuracy in final reporting
• During the interview you will be asked to respond to open-ended questions about your
opinions, experiences and expertise as they relate to marine OECMs in Canada
• As someone with experience and expertise in developing and implementing policies and
programs in support of Canadian conservation, you will provide valuable perspectives for
understanding how marine OECMs are being implemented in Canada
Potential Risks:
• No psychological, cultural, privacy or confidentiality risks are anticipated or intended through
this study
• Should you feel uncomfortable at any time during the interview, you do not have to answer
questions, you have the right to stop the interview and/or inform the researcher about
information you do not wish to have included in the final documentation
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Potential Benefits:
• You may benefit from this study by having an opportunity to discuss and reflect on your
professional experience relating to the opportunities and constraints of OECM policy
processes in Canada
• Others may benefit in the future through what is learned in this study about how Canada is
responding to international OECM guidelines and the perceived outcomes for biodiversity
conservation
What will happen to the information I provide?
• The main study findings will be included in the graduate student’s final thesis, summarized in
a research report, and may be published in an academic journal article (s)
• All information collected (interview notes and transcripts) will be identified only by code
number and kept in a locked cabinet at the University of Guelph, and password protected
computer files
• All interview data will be destroyed through file deletion after ten years
• If you wish to receive a digital or hard copy of the final publication (s), please let us know by
responding to this e-mail
What else should I know?
• Only members of the research team (details above) will have access to the information
collected, at no time will your name appear on any research report
• Please note that your confidential responses may be identifiable if a reader is able to link them
to your public record of statements or published work
Participant consent and signature: Taking part in this study is entirely up to you. You have the
right to refuse to participate in this study. You do not waive any legal rights by agreeing to take part
in this study.
Your signature below indicates that you have received a copy of this consent form for your own
record and that you consent to participate in this study.
………………………………………………………………………………………..
Participant signature

Date

……………………………………………………………………………………….
Printed name of the Participant signing above
If you have questions regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in this study
(REB# TBA), please contact:
Research Ethics Director
University of Guelph

437 University Centre
Guelph, ON N1G 2W1
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Telephone: (519) 824-4120, ext. 56606
E-mail: reb@

Appendix D- Deductive Codebook
Parent Node

Secondary
Node

Tertiary
Node

Knowledge
Production

Description
Discussion of the types of
knowledge used in the
(marine) OECM process
e.g. identifying,
establishing, etc.
Role of “scientific
knowledge” or “advice” in
processes to
evaluate/establish marine
OECM sites; includes
inclusion (or not) of
alternative forms of
knowledge e.g.
“Indigenous,”
“stakeholder,”
“community”

Scientific
Knowledge

Relevance
to
Objectives
Objective
1

Objective
1

Policy Stream
Softening Up

Building acceptance for
marine OECMs within the
policy community e.g.
reference to
events/campaigns by
policy entrepreneurs that
paved the way for marine
OECMs in Canada
For policy proposals to
survive they must be
compatible with decisionmakers values; values
include concepts of equity,
efficiency, effectiveness
Reference to specific
events that enabled the
emergence of OECMs not
captured by
COP10/Mandate Letter
e.g. 2008 Sensitive
Benthic Areas Policy

Value
Acceptability

Policy Window
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Objective
1

Objective
1

Objective
1

COP 10 Nagoya

PM Mandate Letter

References to the adoption
of Aichi Target 11 at
COP10 in Nagoya and the
negotiation of the OECM
term as the key moment
instigating the emergence
of OECMs
Establishing Evidence that AT11 set the
Principle
precedent for area-based
conservation policy e.g.
specific area targets
Spillover
Evidence that first window
(AT11) enabled a spillover
effect, opening adjacent
window (for marine
OECMs to emerge in
Canada)
References to the 2015
mandate letter released by
Canada’s Prime Minister
as the key moment
instigating the emergence
of OECMs; includes
interim target impetus

Objective
1

Events led by policy
entrepreneurs (e.g. CCEA)
that encourage attention to
OECMs
References to the new
liberal government
Statements relating to the
enthusiasm of “Trudeau”
or the “Liberal
government” to
demonstrate conservation
success specifically in the
marine environment
References to fisheries
management areas that
were “already”
established” and that
Canada had “already”

Objective
1

Objective
1
Objective
1

Objective
1

Politics Stream
Interest Group
Campaigns
Legislative
Turnover
Political Will

Preliminary Work
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Objective
1
Objective
1

Objective
1

evaluated for conservation
benefit
Discussion about public
perception of marine
OECMs and challenges
associated with
“communicating” what
they are

Public Perception

Objective
1

Problem
Stream
Attention

Examples of events that
drew decision-maker
attention towards OECMs
as way to achieve AT11 or
motivated the marine
OECM process in Canada
Reference to indicators
used to assess the
magnitude of the problem/
make decision-makers
aware of changes in the
problem; focusing events
focus the attention of
decision-makers (e.g.
references to crisis)
References to government
receiving feedback for
something already taking
place
Comparisons of different
scales (levels of
protection, governance)
not captured by other
scalar nodes
Discussions about
conservation jurisdiction
in Canada e.g.
conservation authorities,
regional vs. national
Includes factors that
complicate conservation
governance in Canada’s
marine environment e.g.
vast geography, levels of

Indicators/Focusing
Events

Feedback

Scale

Jurisdiction

Marine
Governance
Complicated
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Objective
1

Objective
1

Objective
1
Objective
1 and 2

Objective
1 and 2

Objective
1 and 2

government, “out-of-sightout-of-mind”
Discussions comparing
marine OECMs and MPAs
e.g. how do OECMs
contribute to MPA
networks? How do
OECMs complement
MPAs within Canada’s
suite of conservation
tools?
Comparison of terrestrial
versus marine
conservation e.g. why is
the terrestrial OECM
process in Canada slower
than the marine process?
Role in participating in the
process i.e. consultation in
the designation of marine
OECMs

MPA Relationship

Terrestrial OECM
Relationship

Stakeholder
Participation/
Consultation
(Policy
Entrepreneurs?)
CCEA

DFO

CSAS

ENGOs
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Canadian Council on
Ecological Areas e.g. role
in guidance development
and leading international
OECM workshops
Fisheries and Oceans
Canada e.g. role in
processes to establish
marine OECMs, develop
domestic criteria, consult
stakeholders
Canadian Science
Advisory Secretariat e.g.
who participates in CSAS
meetings?
Participation of ENGOs in
marine OECM processes
of establishment; role in
upholding criteria e.g.
“CPAWS”, “WWF”,
“Oceans North”, “Ecology
Action Centre”

Objective
1 and 2

Objective
1 and 2

Objective
1

Objective
1

Objective
1

Objective
1
Objective
1

Environment
Canada

Role of Environment
Canada in interpreting
international guidance,
leading domestic targets,
and organizing data
through CPCAD
Role of “fishers”, “fishing
communities”, “fishing
industry” as conservation
stakeholders in marine
OECM processes
References to the oil and
gas industry as an
influential stakeholder and
threat to the “long-term”
requirement of marine
OECMs
References to the
“pathway initiative”,
“pathway to target 1”,
pathway process”

Fishing Industry

Oil and Gas
Industry

Pathway Initiative
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Objective
1

Objective
1

Objective
1

Objective
1

Appendix E- Inductive Codebook
Parent Node

Secondary
Node

Accounting

Qualitative
Elements

AT6

Constraint

Lesser
Protection

Long-term

Political
Vulnerability

Tertiary
Node

Description
References to an “accounting
exercise” and examples or
statements related to “what
counts” as an OECM
Statements about the
qualitative elements of AT11
(specifically effectively and
equitably managed, wellconnected), their relevance to
OECMs and why they were
dropped in Canada Target 1
Statements relevant to the
scholarly debate about
whether OECMs should
count under AT11 or AT6
(fisheries management target)
Reference to “challenges,”
“tensions,” “risks” associated
with OECMs not captured by
the other constraint nodes
Includes perceptions of
marine OECMs as a lesser
form of protection i.e. than
MPAs or than they
should/could be
Includes perceptions of the
ability for marine OECMs to
exist in perpetuity and protect
biodiversity for the “longterm” (which they must by
definition)
Includes perceptions about
the reversibility of marine
OECMs and potential risk of
marine OECMs being
dissolved under specific
government arrangements
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Relevance to
Objectives
Objective 1

Objective 1

Objective 1

Objective 2

Objective 2

Objective 2

Objective 2

SingleSpecies

Effective
Protection

Guidance
Domestic
Alignment

International
Ambiguity

Target
Achievement
Ambitious
Targets
Fast
Designation

Establishment Process to establish marine
Mechanism
OECMs; includes definition
and discussion of variation
orders, license conditions and
biodiversity protection
regulations
Includes perceptions around
the designation of singlespecies fisheries management
closures as ‘marine refuge’
OECMs i.e. concerns that this
is not a holistic/ecosystembased/in-situ approach
Discussions about the
“effectiveness” of OECMs
both generally as a new
conservation tool and
specifically in the Canadian
marine context
Process to formulate and/or
implement guidance on
OECMs
Statements comparing
Canada’s guidance to the
IUCN and/or CBD
international guidance
including efforts toward and
perceptions of alignment
Challenges identified in
relation to the international
guidance as a hinderance to
the Canadian OECM process;
includes the lack of guidance
and slow formulation
Role of Aichi Target 11 to be
achieved by 2020 in driving
the marine OECM process in
Canada
Includes perceptions about
OECMs as an essential tool
for achieving “ambitious”
targets e.g. 30%
Ability of marine OECMs to
be quickly established driving
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Objective 2

Objective 2

Objective 2

Objective 1
Objective 1

Objective 1

Objective 2

Objective 2

Objective 1

Measurable

Timebound

Opportunity

Canadian
Leadership

Conservation
Plurality

Recognition

not only target achievement
but also significant use of
OECMs in Canada’s marine
conservation regime
Measurability of Aichi Target
11 contributing to focus on
OECMs as an area-based
tool; includes lack of focus
on qualitative elements that
OECMs must meet
internationally
References to the inability of
Canada to meet Aichi Target
11 by the 2020 deadline
without OECMs; includes
discussion of interim target
References to “opportunities”
associated with (marine)
OECMs not captured by the
other nodes
References to Canada as a
“leader” in OECMs;
including guidance
development (hosted
workshops), “illusions” of
progress and assertions about
whether Canada should be
advising other countries
References to the potential
for OECMs as a concept to
“broaden conservation
actors”; includes why/why
not this is happening with
Canada’s marine OECMs
Specifically the potential for
(marine) OECMs to
“recognize” Indigenous
conservation actors in Canada
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Objective 1

Objective 1

Objective 2

Objective 2

Objective 2

Objective 2

IPCA
Relationship

Includes discussion of
alignment between IPCAs
and OECMs and the utility of
OECMs for supporting
Indigenous-led conservation
in Canada (both marine and
terrestrial contexts)
Reconciliation

New Tool

Upgrade
Protection

Objective 2

References to the role of
Objective 2
OECMs and/or conservation
more generally in
reconciliation in Canada
Benefits of OECMs being a
Objective 2
“new tool” in Canada’s
conservation “toolbox” e.g. in
relation to connectivity and
coverage of ocean space
Perceptions of OECMs as a
Objective 2
good first “step” in
establishing conservation
space e.g. “gateway” to
“upgrade” protection
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