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Abstract 
 Coastal and marine managers are seeking out innovative planning tools in the face 

of rapid ocean development and changing environmental conditions.  Marine spatial 

planning (MSP) offers a collaborative governance approach to apply ecosystem based 

management to ocean and coastal regions worldwide. However, merging the theoretical 

basis of MSP with its real world application has been limited to date. By assessing 

emerging practitioner experience and academic literature on the tool, this research 

explores and identifies twelve challenges to MSP in a comprehensive analytical 

framework. The proposed analytical framework provides a directed approach for 

identifying the ability of an MSP to overcome the commonly identified challenges and 

has been applied to a case study called the Marine Planning Partnership (MaPP) in the 

North Pacific Coast of British Columbia, Canada.  

 Interviews and in depth review of the developed marine plans found that MaPP 

has tackled numerous social, political and ecological complexities. Through a unique 

co-management structure between local First Nations and the Provincial Government, 

MaPP has in many ways succeeded in addressing the twelve challenges to MSP. 

However, it is clear the project still has weaknesses and faces many challenges ahead.  

To address these limitations, eight recommendations have been identified to assist 

MaPP as it moves through implementation. In addition, to bridge the theoretical practice 

of MSP with reality and improve the field of ocean and coastal management, lessons 

learned from this case study have been included to inform MSP practitioners. 





Foreword 
The following research is a comprehensive review of marine spatial planning and 

explores a case study on the Pacific Coast of Canada. It has been created for a broad 

audience with varied experience with ocean and coastal management and for those who 

may be unfamiliar with the case study area. Due to the diversity of knowledge, readers 

may choose to focus on certain areas of this paper rather than explore each section in 

depth. 

Appreciation must be given to all the work and passion that was put into the Marine 

Planning Partnership. The people behind it and the support from the Gordon and Betty 

Moore Foundation, have driven this process from the beginning and will continue to do 

so. I wish this project all the best into the future and hope that the field of marine and 

coastal management can take inspiration from it. 
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1. Context 

 The growing range and extent of marine users has seen the emergence of both 

environmental and social conflicts. Therefore governments, organizations and 

communities worldwide are undertaking innovative governance approaches to tackle 

ocean and coastal issues. Marine managers are faced with challenges of environmental 

vulnerability, overlapping jurisdiction and competing sectoral interests (Bodin and 

Crona. 2009). Government authorities must therefore build strategies that facilitate 

communication between agencies, industry and public to meet a diversity of goals in an 

equitable manner (Bixler et al. 2016). Although no universal model exists, examining 

the inefficiencies in planning, exploring participant experiences and understanding how 

relationships surrounding a resource evolve can advance the complex field of ocean and 

coastal management (Bixler et al. 2016). 

 Marine spatial planning (MSP) has emerged as one of the primary tools to 

manage and resolve human-human and human-environment conflicts. Using spatial 

zoning as the primary approach, it is described by UNESCO as a “public process of 

analyzing and allocating the spatial and temporal distribution of human activities in 

marine areas to achieve ecological, economic, and social objectives that usually have 

been specified through a political process” (UNESCO.n,d). In theory, MSP offers a 

concise and integrated approach to conflict resolution, but in reality it may not be as 

straightforward. Experience with MSP initiatives has begun to uncover its limitations 

and spur criticism from professional and academic communities. Some suggest that 

current approaches do not meaningfully engage stakeholders or that perhaps planning 

outcomes are inequitable in the long-term. Whereas others indicate that MSP may 

merely enable a ‘business as usual’ management regime (Flannery et al. 2016). 

However, as practitioners continue to gain experience with MSP they are beginning to 

share their recommendations. Although each case study is unique, ‘lessons learned’ such 

as the value of building trust and effective engagement consistently appear in the 

literature.  

There is indication that MSP has potential to become a powerful tool, thus it is critical 

to evaluate existing approaches to further enhance its practice (Flannery et al. 2016). A 



compelling project for examination of MSP exists, known as the Marine Planning 

Partnership (MaPP). Located on the North Pacific Coast of British Columbia (B.C), this 

initiative has applied a unique governance strategy and MSP program to accomplish a 

comprehensive set of Sub-Regional Marine Plans and a regional policy framework. Due 

to the innovative nature of this project, MaPP presents an excellent case study to 

provide insight into MSP. 

 The North Pacific Coast of B.C. has been identified through the Canadian 

Oceans Act as an area of significant ecological value (Hall, A. 2008). Truly a unique 
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Figure 1. MaPP Study Area, British Columbia, Canada. From 
mappocean.org. 
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part of the world, it is host to a diversity of species and sensitive habitats. Home to 

some of the county’s oldest Indigenous settlements, the local First Nations (FN) hold a 

remarkable spiritual connection to the environment and species within it. Additionally, 

the livelihood and well-being of local communities rely on the health and functioning of 

the coastal and marine ecosystem. This region has attained global attention through 

previous initiatives such as the Great Bear Rainforest Agreement and is undoubtably of 

great importance. 

  

 On November 25th, 2011 several FN leaders and the Deputy Minister of Forests, 

Land and Natural Resource Operations (FLNRO), as a representative of provincial 

government, signed a Letter of Intent to collaboratively protect this significantly 

important region. This letter outlines the necessity of collaborating “irrespective of 

jurisdiction, treaty and title issues” and marked the beginning MaPP (MaPP. 2011). 

MaPP has adopted an ecosystem based management (EBM) framework and intends to 

enhance the functioning of the coastal and marine environment, economic prosperity 

and community well-being through sound management practice. In April 2015, MaPP 

representatives announced the successful completion of four Sub Regional Marine Plans 

and have since been granted the “Transformative Project Award” at the Annual Coastal 

Ocean Awards in Vancouver, B.C. (MaPP. 2016a). Just over a year later in August 2016, 

‘Implementation Agreements’ were signed to confirm commitment of involved parties 

to comply with, continue developing and evaluate these plans into the future (MaPP. 

2016a). 

  

 MaPP provides an excellent example of a comprehensive initiative that crosses 

ecological, social, political, economic and cultural disciplines. Rather than applying 

‘cure-all’ framework, the sub-regional plans seem to address all aspects of sustainable 

development. The combination of newer strategies such as EBM, MSP and co-

governance with FN make MaPP a compelling research topic. However, the project it is 

just now moving from formulation to implementation, and beyond their self-reported 

documents, its evaluation to date has been limited. Exploring its strengths and 

weaknesses could prove very timely for MaPP as it moves through the implementation 

of its ambitious plans. Additionally, case studies like MaPP are a relevant addition to 



academic literature, and may offer practical approaches to MSP (Allison and Ratner. 

2012 and Cox and Ostrom. 2010).   

 1.1 Context of Research   

1.1.1 Scope  

 The research focuses on global experience with MSP and subsequently analyzes 

MaPP as case study. A review of the key literature on integrated oceans management 

and MSP provides the theoretical basis for analysis. Following from that, personal 

contact with key member representatives from MaPP act as a cornerstone to the case 

study assessment. This includes representation from FN, the B.C. provincial 

government, industry and several other stakeholder groups.  

 Although there are four sub-regions with their own unique challenges and 

conflicts, general trends of the project are examined. This may be a limitation to the 

study, but the scope of this project would not allow the time or resources to complete 

and in-depth exploration of each sub-region.  

1.1.2 Aim 

 The aim of this research is to bridge the gap between theoretical methods of 

MSP and its practical application. Gathering and integrating literature to create a 

coherent document of relevant MSP criticism pro vides the basis to assess the case 

study. This is achieved by designing an analytical framework to assess MSP initiatives 

and is applied to MaPP. This will ideally provide guidance to MaPP as it moves forward 

into its implementation phase and can inform other similar projects on how to overcome 

common barriers to successful MSP.  

1.1.3 Research Questions and Objectives  

 The following table summarizes the key research questions and objectives for this 

project. 

Table 1. Research Questions, Objectives, Rationale and Methods

Question 1. What are the most common criticisms and lessons learned from MSP 
to date? 
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Objective Create an analytical framework to assess MSP case 
studies. 

Rationale Understanding the common barriers to MSP experienced 
by practitioners can assist in building capacity. This 
framework can be applied to MaPP and other similar case 
studies. 

Method Extensive examination of existing theoretical frameworks 
of management, ocean and coastal resources, criteria 
from international MSP guidelines, theoretical and 
applied critiques of MSP in academic literature and 
“lessons learned” by practitioners as revealed in 
workshops, conferences, case studies and other relevant 
publications. 

Question 2. Has MaPP addressed these criticisms? If so, by what means have they 
overcome them?
Objective Document participant experience with MaPP. Use the 

analytical framework to assess MaPP .
Rationale This will identify the processes, criteria and ideologies 

utilized in creating the MaPP framework which will 
assist in the primary understanding of how it has reached 
its present stage.  Documenting first-hand experience will 
provide rational and practical advice to MSP. This 
research will determine if and how MaPP has been 
innovative in its MSP attempt and where its future lays. It 
will also prove the efficacy of the previously designed 
analytical framework.  

Methods An evaluation of MaPP will be completed using this 
analytical framework. It will assess strengths and 
potential shortcomings of MaPP’s MSP process and 
planning documents. Additional insight and knowledge 
will further be accomplished via focused interviews with 
primary stakeholders involved in the MaPP Process.

Question 3. How can the assessment inform MaPP as it moves forward with plan 
implementation and the field of MSP more generally? 
Objective Offer solutions and insight to MaPP and MSP in general 

to overcome the common criticisms identified. 
Rationale By using the assessment, limitations will become clear 

and practical advice on how to achieve them will likely 
emerge. 

Methods Integrate lessons learned, stakeholder experience and 
assessment of MaPP, a formal recommendation will be 
formed. 



1.2 Academic Value  

 Both academic literature and practitioner experience with MSP has expanded 

broadly in recent years and is an excellent indicator that its study is relevant. 

Furthermore, MaPP addresses highly relevant topics in marine and coastal management 

such as EBM, ecosystem conservation, marine protected areas, commercial fisheries, 

Indigenous rights and stakeholder conflict resolution. Case studies like MaPP can 

highlight the strengths and weaknesses of strategies in marine and coastal management. 

Based on these rationales, this study has the potential to provide management 

suggestions of how MaPP and other coastal management regimes can remain adaptive 

in light of changing stakeholder values, environmental concerns and shifting political 

landscapes. Additionally, the analytical framework may be applied to not only MaPP, 

but to additional MSP projects to provide value and guidance. 
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2. Background Information  
 The following section provides a comprehensive overview of background 

information to grasp the case study at hand. It is critical to understand not only the 

political structure and economy of the region, but the history of resource management in 

B.C. Following the regional context, various elements of MaPP will be explored. This 

includes its governance structure, engagement strategy, funding mechanism and an 

overview of the plans themselves. Many of the topics introduced here will be referred to 

consistently throughout the research. 

2.1 Introduction to the North Pacific Coast Of B.C. 

 Through the diversity of culture and regional history, residents of the northern 

coast of B.C have significant and unique connections to the coastal ecosystem. In 

addition, the local, provincial and, in many ways, national economy relies on the coastal 

and marine ecosystem of the region (Stocks, A. 2016). To fully assess MaPP, it is crucial 

to understand the economic value, ecological significance, governance and the social 

conditions which existed in the region prior to its emergence. Furthermore, it will assist 

in understanding some of the existing challenges and the necessity for effective ocean 

management in the region. The following section discusses relevant physical landscape, 

economic conditions and jurisdictional complexities existing in the region. 

2.1.1 Physical Land and Seascape   

 B.C. is located on the Pacific Coast of Canada (Figure 1) and is host to 37,000 km 

of linear coastline and 453,000km2 of coastal waters (Short, C. 2010). It encompasses 

102,000 km2, or 2/3 of the B.C. Coast (PNCIMA. 2013). There are over 6,500 distinct 

islands and is characterized by coastal mountains and deep fjords with temperate 

rainforest (PNCIMA. 2013). Enclosed between upwelling zones to the south and strong 

downwelling to the north, the area has very unique physical geography (Demarchi, D. 

2011).  

 Substantial freshwater input from the land creates estuary conditions along much 

of the coast (Demarchi, D. 2011). As a result, the area experiences high levels of 

productivity, biodiversity and offers critical habitat to many species (PNCIMA. 2013). 
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To illustrate, there are 403 fish, 10,000 invertebrate, 30 mammal, 100 marine bird and 

400 algae/plant species present (Short, C. 2010). Recently discovered ancient coral 

colonies and fragile glass sponge reefs rely heavily on the health of the marine 

environment (PNCIMA. 2013). Salmonoid populations are of huge significance to the 

ecology of the region as they migrate and spawn in these areas contributing to the local 

food source and economy. To emphasize the value of this region, 44% of the total area 

is categorized as ‘Ecologically and Biologically Significant Areas’ (EBSA) by the 

Convention of Biological Diversity (Nowlan, L. 2016).   

 Provincially designated MPAs account for roughly 3% of  the Canadian Pacific 

Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) (B.C. Ministry of Environment. 2009. & Stocks, A. 

2016) with numerous other areas under consideration for designation. In addition to the 

provincial MPAs there are two federal MPAs designated under the Canadian Oceans Act  

(Nowlan, L. 2016), as well as a National Marine Conversation Area and several 

National Parks. However, there are concerns that human activity and development in the 

region may threaten the ecological resilience and integrity of the region. For instance, a 

critical spawning ground for salmon in the northern part of the MaPP region, the Skeena 

River estuary, is experiencing pressure from commercial fishing and shipping (Carr-

Harris et al. 2015). The ecological richness of the North Pacific Coast is the foundation 

of the economic and social structure of the region and thus its effective management is 

critical.   

2.1.2 Economy and Demographics  

 Marine based activities are economically significant, and account for 12-15% of 

the provincial GDP. This is equivalent to $CDN 11-14 Billion and is continuing to 

expand (Short, C. 2010). Of this marine economy, commercial fisheries is the dominant 

industry in the region along with tourism and recreation (MaPP. 2016d). Aquaculture 

operations, including finfish, shellfish and marine plants amounted to a total value of 

$CDN 414.5 million in 2014 and B.C. is the fourth largest finfish aquaculture producer 

worldwide (Stocks, A. 2016). It is worth noting that in the MaPP area, finfish 

aquaculture is limited to the southern portion of the region. This is in large part a result 

of a moratorium until 2020 on finish aquaculture in the North in an effort to assess the 

potential impact on Sockeye salmon populations (Townsend, D. 2013). In B.C., tourism 



accounts for $CDN 7.5 Billion and accounts for 11% of income in the MaPP area 

(MaPP. 2016d). As mentioned previously, the lack of infrastructure in the region makes 

it difficult for many of these products to reach market. There is also a considerable 

forestry industry in the region which also relies on the marine environment for much of 

its transportation.  

 The Pacific coast acts as Canada’s gateway to the Asia-Pacific market making its 

development potential very large. Proposed projects for petroleum exports such as the 

Northern Gateway and the recently approved Kinder-Morgan pipeline are examples of 

developments that have the potential to greatly increase activity in the region. Currently 

proposed projects are estimated to be worth $CDN 37 Billion and could create 15,000 

jobs during their development (Stocks, A. 2016). Naturally, these have created concerns 

over the potential environmental impacts of increased ocean traffic and transporting 

crude oil through sensitive areas. Without the overall wellbeing of the ecosystem, this 

ocean based economy may be compromised. For example, one report estimated that 

seven primary seafood species will decline, and increased ocean acidification will 

damage shellfish populations creating unknown consequences (Sumaila & Lam. 2015). 

  

 Although B.C. is home to one of the most populated cities in Canada 

(Vancouver), the North Pacific region is, in general, minimally developed or populated. 

At present, the largest centres are Campbell River, Prince Rupert, Kitimat and Stewart 

with many more smaller rural communities making for an approximate population of 75 

000 people. The area is facing population decline and due to the rural nature of the area, 

struggles with insufficient infrastructure and investment (Nowlan, L. 2016).   

2.1.3 Cultural Significance: First Nations 

 The province has a rich history and cultural complexity with FN dating back 

long before the first European contact (Stocks, A. 2016). There are 198 FN throughout 

B.C., each with a distinct culture.  Ranging from traditional food harvest to access and 

protection of spiritual grounds, the region plays a very important role for FN in the 

region. Their cultural heritage and spirituality relies on the well-being of the 

environment and thus its health is linked to community wellbeing. As one example, a 

recent ‘values’ study in an assessment of Coastal Communities in B.C. found that the 
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cultural connections of fishing in northern B.C. was described as being ‘very important’ 

by residents (Stocks, A. 2016).  

 In addition to the spiritual significance for FN, there is a complex history 

between the Canadian and B.C government that has been a point of contention for 

centuries. This topic will be explored further in Section 2.1.4.  

  Four primary organizations represent FN in the MaPP area. Coastal First 

Nations (CFN) representing nine FN, which also includes the Council of the Haida 

Nation (responsible for the Haida Sub-regional plans), The North Coast- Skeena First 

Nations Stewardship Society (NCSFNSS) representing six FN and Nanwakolas Council 

also representing six. Each of these nations is listed in the Appendix  B. 

 This brief overview of the physical, economic and cultural landscape should 

indicate the significance of the marine and coastal environment in the MaPP region. All 

aspects ranging from commercial fisheries to cultural preservation rely on provisions 

from the marine ecosystem. Without its resilience and abundant resources, the well-

being of local communities will suffer and will potentially have far reaching ecological 

consequences.  

2.1.4 Coastal and Marine Jurisdiction in British Columbia 

 In Canada, authority over the oceans is a complex subject which covers multiple 

levels of jurisdiction in a three dimensional marine environment. There are five levels 

of government— international, federal, provincial, local and FN— that exercise varying 

degrees of influence over the seabed, water column, sea surface and all living and non-

living resources. These powers can become quite complex and are outlined in various 

laws, regulations, protocols and conventions. In order to grasp the governance and 

political landscape surrounding MaPP and its capacity to plan effectively, this section 

will attempt to summarize the jurisdiction and legal framework of Canadian and B.C. 

ocean management. This section should further illustrate the need for collaborative 

governance structures which work to simplify decision making for resource 

management. Figure 2 has been provided to generally visualize where each level of 

government may exercise its authority. 



 Federal Government Authority   

  The Federal Government of Canada holds ownership to the seabed offshore from 

provincial waters with various levels of authority from Internal Waters, through the 12 

nautical mile Territorial Sea, out to the limits of the EEZ (as established under the 

United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea). In international affairs, the federal 

government is responsible for negotiating marine agreements with other nations which 

are then implemented into Canadian Law. However, the federal government is obligated 

to consult on these agreements when provincial jurisdiction is involved (Green Shores. 

2009).  

 Activities which will fall explicitly under federal jurisdiction are navigation and 

shipping, defence, marine fisheries, fin fish aquaculture and Indian Lands— all of 

which are outlined in the Constitution Act (Nowlan, L. 2016). In terms of the seabed, 

the federal government places authority beyond the sub-tidal or inland sea which 

includes all offshore oil and gas - although regulation of this is shared with the Province 

(Nowlan, L. 2016). The Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) is responsible for 

fisheries and habitat management as authorized under the Fisheries Act. This 

management can extend to any fish habitat which may include riparian, intertidal or 
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other shoreline zones regardless of other jurisdictions. The federal government is also 

responsible for all transportation through Transport Canada under the Navigation 

Protection Act. Additionally, the federal government has the ability to govern areas of 

foreshore— although this is generally limited in area, an example of such is any Port 

Authority and any National Park and Reserve designated under the Canada Marine Act 

(Nowlan, L. 2016). In this manner, the federal government exercises important 

jurisdiction over various areas of the coastline depending on the nature of any activity.  

Furthermore, the Oceans Act designates DFO as the lead authority for oceans, and gives 

power to the Minister in regards to development and implementation of activities which 

will impact estuary, coastal or marine waters (DFO. 2009).  

 Both federal and provincial government share control over pollution matters and 

resource extraction (Nowlan, L. 2016). This includes off-shore oil and gas, liquified 

natural gas facilities and marine renewable energy. Aquaculture is complicated as it 

requires a land tenure granted by the Province under the Land Act, yet also requires 

Federal approval as dictated by the Pacific Aquaculture Regulations (Alley, J. 2013).    

 Provincial Government Authority 

 In 1984, following a reference from B.C., the Supreme Court of Canada ruled that 

the Province has ownership of the seabed of the Strait of Juan de Fuca, the Strait of 

Georgia, Johnstone Strait and Queen Charlotte Strait (Nowlan, L. 2016). This action 

thus makes the provincial Land Act the primary instrument for exercising provincial 

power. Under the Land Act, the B.C. government uses this ownership of the foreshore 

from the high water line to the low water line, including the seabed in that zone and 

inland waters. This way the Province grants various levels of interest in crown land 

covered by water, including licenses of occupation and foreshore leases. This includes 

the majority of activities conducted in these zones including floating lodges, marinas, 

aquaculture, and log storage among others (Green Shores. 2009., Alley, J. 2013).   

 The Land Act allows the Province to reserve lands from allocation under the Act, 

to designate them for particular purposes, or to transfer them to authority under other 

provincial or federal statues such as the Parks and Protected Areas Act and the 

Ecological Reserves Act (Green Shores. 2009). In spite of to the 1984 Supreme Court 

ruling, no additional reference has been made to the Supreme Court over who owns the 



seabed north of the 1984 reference area in Hecate Strait and Dixon Entrance (both in the 

MaPP region), but the Province has been exercising ownership in these areas through 

activities such as granting leases and establishing MPAs (Nowlan, L. 2016). As 

mentioned previously, the province also shares control over land based activities that 

may impact coastal and marine resources such as water allocation and pollution control.  

 Local Government Authority 

 Local government in B.C., including both municipalities and regional districts, 

hold some degree of authority over upland and riparian zones, foreshore/intertidal and 

nearshore areas. As enabled under the Local Government Act they have the authority to 

establish community plans, zoning, permits and bylaws which impact land development 

in a given area (Green Shores. 2009). Many municipalities and regional districts have 

chosen to use these powers to plan and zone various harbours and embayments in 

heavily populated areas of the coast. Within the MaPP region there are five regional 

districts; Central Coast, Mount Waddington, Kitimat Stikine, Skeena-Queen Charlotte 

mainland and Skeena- Queen Charlotte Haida Gwaii all of which hold the power to 

exercise their authority described in this section.  

 First Nations Authority 

 Aboriginal title is defined as “a legal term that recognizes an Aboriginal interest 

in the land. It is based on the long-standing use and occupancy of the land as 

descendants of the original inhabitants of Canada” (Indigenous and Northern Affairs. 

2010). This definition refers to a complex issue of FN jurisdiction and authority over 

land and marine resources in Canada. It is important to highlight that FN assert their 

jurisdiction to manage their territories (land and marine) and continue to fight for these 

titles and rights (Coastal First Nations Great Bear Initiative. 2006). Presence of FN and 

their own governance strategies were well established in B.C. long before European 

settlement began in the mid 1800s (Nowlan, L. 2016). As such, the resulting conflict 

and controversy over FN jurisdiction is a very complex topic in B.C. and Canada as a 

whole. A brief history of FN affairs in Canada is required to understand the convoluted 

nature of FN’s role in coastal planning. 

  

 The British Royal Proclamation of 1763 initially stated that there would be no 

transfer or sale of Indian lands to private settlers (B.C. Treaty Commission). Rather this 
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land was to be granted to the Crown in a treaty, thus confirming the Aboriginal title and 

right to these lands. Despite this, treaties failed to formulate meaningful agreements and 

led to the ongoing oppression of FN in Canada.  

 The Constitution of 1982, declares that Aboriginal title to land and rights to 

customs and traditions exist whether or not a specific treaty exist (B.C. Treaty 

Commission. 2009). This lead to improved relations but governments and FN still 

struggle to reach agreement over land title and who has jurisdiction over what and in 

B.C., the majority of FN are not part of treaties and therefore both federal and 

provincial governments are currently negotiating with 70% of Nations (Indigenous and 

Northern Affairs. 2010). Aside from these conflicts, FNs do have control over activities 

in designated land title areas/reserves, including the back and foreshore zones. 

Furthermore, the provincial and federal government are legally obligated to consult FN 

in terms of natural resource decisions and developments that could impact their interests 

(B.C. Government. 2016). The Oceans Act, further outlines the necessity to respect any 

treaty rights and claimed titles in marine territories regardless of government 

jurisdiction. In B.C. the Ministry of Aboriginal Relations and Reconciliation is working 

towards the improvement of FN relationships. A main tenet of this initiative is to; 

 …establish and implement agreements with FN. Treaties, agreements, 
Partnerships and other reconciliation initiatives are important tools for First 
Nations to develop sustainable, healthy, and resilient communities. — (Ministry 
of Aboriginal Relations and Reconciliation. 2016). 

 With FN efforts and government commitment to reconciliation, FN control and 

jurisdiction is increasing rapidly. For example, the Haida Gwaii Reconciliation Act, 

created a co-governance regime between FN and the Province which has set a precedent 

in B.C. (Nowlan. L. 2016). Or in the case of the Northern Gateway Project mentioned in 

Section 2.2.2, Gitga’at First Nation exercised their rights by declaring title over areas 

where the project would be running. As a result, the group was able to claim aboriginal 

title over their marine areas (Nowlan, L. 2016). Another example is the recent appeal by 

the Canadian government against the Nuuchah-nulth’s aboriginal rights to fish ‘any 

species’ which was struck down in the Supreme Court, resulting in the Tseshaht and 

Hupacasath FN safeguarding their rights to catch and sell salmon in the Alberni Inlet 

(Stocks, A. 2016) 



 Despite the continuous debate over treaties and claims, the emergence of 

government to government relationships between the Province and FN is based on 

mutual respect between the two authorities (Jones et al. 2010). In the upcoming section, 

the evolving relationship between FN and the Province will be discussed. This is of 

particular relevance to MaPP due to the co-management partnership between the two 

governments.  

 2.1.5 Need for Robust Governance Systems in B.C. and Canada  

 As should now be clear, jurisdiction and authority surrounding Canadian ocean 

resources is complex and oftentimes unclear. Having several levels of government with 

overlapping interests and jurisdiction of this dynamic environment therefore requires 

robust and cooperative governance solutions. Although it appears to be a hierarchical 

system from federal to local authority, no single governing body in Canada is able to 

manage marine resources in their entirety, nor do they have the capacity to do so (Alley, 

J. 2013). Therefore, to avoid duplicating efforts or contradicting another agency’s 

initiatives, managers must seek out diverse cooperative strategies to reach mutual goals 

(Alley, J. 2016). MSP (as will be discussed in Section 4) may offer a cooperative 

mechanism for these varied authorities.Although not every country emulates the same 

political structure as in Canada and may either be more complex or simple, cooperative 

tools for resource management can provide utility and value anywhere. 

 B.C. has been slowly adopting new strategies over the last few decades (Section 

2.2), and MaPP’s governance approach further attempts to facilitate and legitimize 

government agency cooperation in B.C. The evolution of governance and management 

leading up to MaPP will be explored in the upcoming section. 

2.2 Evolving Approaches to Resource Management 
in B.C. 

 Given the complexity of authority in managing coastal and ocean resources in 

Canada (Section 2.1.3), management strategies have been continuously evolving in the 

region. Canada, B.C. and FN have been working towards integrated and strategic co-

management regimes since the early 1990’s (Alley and Topelko. 2007, Alley, J. 2015) 
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and an array of inter-jurisdictional arrangements have been established. Government to 

government strategies gained significant traction during terrestrial resource 

management projects which has set a precent for marine management. Figure 3 has 

been included to briefly summarize and visualize some of the relevant changes and 

evolutions in B.C. that will be discussed in this section. This is to assist with grasping a 

general timeline of the following events.  

 The following section will discuss relevant natural resource projects in the MaPP 

region which adopted co-management strategies, as well as other methods which set 

both a precedent and created the necessary conditions for MaPP’s creation and 

outcomes. These examples have played a significant role in how MaPP was formed, 

operated and its capacity to plan coastal resources effectively. 

Figure 3. Timeline of the evolution of resource management in B.C. 



2.2.1 A Step Towards Coastal Management: Terrestrial Resource 
Planning 

 Strategic Land and Resource Planning: LRMPS  

 Since the 1990’s the B.C. government has undertaken Land and Resource 

Management Planning (LRMPs) of publicly-owned Crown Lands across the Province. 

Allocating land use, waterways and resources, LRMPs used integrated planning to 

balance competing interests of economic, social and environmental concerns (B.C. 

Ministry of Agriculture and Lands. 2007). The planning relied heavily on public 

participation and consensus during initial stakeholder consultation and through plan 

completion. The final plans were required to be “objective and transparent, and help 

participants, consensus builders and decision makers understand implications (of the 

decisions)” (B.C. Ministry of Agriculture and Lands. 2007). In addition, there was a 

dramatic increase of FN involvement in planning and resulted in the creation of some 

new government-government agreements (B.C. Integrated Land Management Bureau. 

2006).  

 The final outputs from LRMPs included land (sometimes coastal) zoning with 

resource objectives and strategies for integrated use, monitoring and 

implementation.The land use zones were broken down into three main categories; 

protected areas, integrated management zones and agriculture/settlement zones (B.C. 

Integrated Land Management Bureau. 2006). In addition, management tables with 

conditions for use were also included. These elements are similar to what will be seen in 

the MaPP Sub-Regional Marine Plans (Section 2.3). 

 There are now a total of 195 land use plans, many of which relied on government 

to government partnerships with FN. Two of the most well known and extensive plans 

in the MaPP area were the North Coast and Central Coast LRMPs. These eventually led 

to an important project that became known as the Great Bear Rainforest Agreement. 

 Great Bear Rainforest Agreement  

 Beginning in the 1990s the Great Bear Rainforest (GBR) became a highly 

contentious region for environmental organizations, commercial forestry and local FNs, 

resulting in what the press would deem the “War the in Woods”. A large area accounting 

for 25% of global temperate forest area (Figure 4), the GBR sustains almost more 
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biomass than any other terrestrial ecosystem, is host to extensive biodiversity and has 

been used for commercial logging since the early 1900s (Armstrong, P. 2009).  

  

 Through a combination of a global environmental campaign against logging in 

the GBR, industry advocating for more logging licenses and FN challenging land title 

agreements in the region a parties reached a stalemate (Coady et al. 2003). This 

provided the opportunity for conflicting stakeholders with unilateral interests to accept 

that a solution would have to stem from a more inclusive and integrated method (Coady 

et al. 2003). As a result, the “Joint Solutions Project” and the “Turning Point Initiative” 

emerged to create a new management direction in the GBR. The former sought out an 

agreement between ENGO’s and forestry companies to stop all campaigning and all 

logging until a concrete plan was developed while the latter saw the merger of eight FN 

to generate a government to government arrangement with the Province (Coady et al. 

2003).  This was further collaborated with the Joint Land and Resource Forum (LRF) 

Figure 4: Great Bear Rainforest Area, British Columbia. 

From forestethics.org 

http://ethics.org
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which includes the Nanwakolas council, Coastal FN and Tsimshian Stewardship 

Community for a total of 17 FN groups (Armstrong, P. 2009).  

 In light of this strengthened Province-FN relationship, the agreements were in 

accordance with First Nation laws and knowledge to sustain the area for present and 

future (Armstrong, P. 2009). 

The result of this long, but collaborative process wrapped up in early 2016 with 

agreement to protect 3.1 million hectares (85% of the total area) of this unique coastal 

temperate rainforest from commercial logging activities. The remaining 15% of the 64 

000 km2 area is subject to strict regulation with the intent of protecting the biodiversity 

and ecologically significant region (Rainforest Solutions Project, 2016., Armstrong, P. 

2009).  It has received accolade as a “standard for sustaining healthy forests” and “a 

model for collaboration, conservation, communities and climate action” by the Sierra 

Club B.C. (Rainforest Solutions Project. 2016).  

  

 Shifting from a traditional “top-down” power structure to a co-management 

strategy encouraged a clear dialogue between stakeholders providing productive 

grounds to form an EBM framework for the GBR (Coady et al. 2003). The success of 

this project is in large part due to the willingness of parties to agree on EBM as a viable 

management goal and demonstrated the benefits of a collaborative approach. Not only 

was significance given to FN following several legal victories on land claim issues in 

the region (Howlett and Tollefson. 2009), but this process was a critical step for natural 

resource management in B.C. It set the precedent for collaboration, adaptive co-

management and protection of habitat through sustainable ecosystem based 

management approaches (Armstrong, P. 2009). Furthermore, it could be argued that it 

built both human and institutional capacity for innovative management strategies which 

can be applied to the marine environment as well.  

2.2.2 Tackling the Marine Environment 

 The concept of coastal zoning itself is not new to B.C. and has been used to assist 

with shipping routes, protected areas and fisheries management in the past (Nowlan, L. 

2016). Beginning in the late 1970s, the provincial agency responsible for crown lands 
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developed numerous marine plans at the sub-regional and local scale aimed at providing 

guidance to the management and allocation of tidal and sub-tidal lands. However, large 

scale ocean planning and MSP is a very recent undertaking.  

 Pacific North Coast Integrated Management Area (PNCIMA)  

 In the early 2000’s, as the GBRA was underway, Canada’s Oceans Act set a 

directive to develop integrated management plans. This led to the establishment of 

Large Ocean Management Areas (LOMA’s) as part of the 2003 Oceans Action Plan 

(Hall, A. 2008). Five key oceanic regions (the LOMAs) across Canada were identified 

as top priority for management, including the Pacific North Coast Integrated 

Management Area (PNCIMA). A 2008 “State of the Marine Environment” report for the 

PNCIMA region (Figure 5), found that over half of the area, or about 88,000km2 , was 

considered ecologically significant (Hall, A. 2008). The area itself is the complimentary 

marine area to the GBR and spans from the Canadian/Alaskan Border, south to 

Campbell River on North Vancouver Island (NVI) and to Brooks Peninsula on the West 

of Vancouver Island (Figure 5).  

Figure 5: PNCIMA Boundary in B.C. Image from pncima.org  

http://pncima.org
http://pncima.org


 In late 2008, a memorandum of understanding (MOU) was signed by the 

Federal Government as represented by The Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), 

Skeena and North Coast Nations. Alongside the FN-Provincial Government Partnership 

fostered during the GBRA, this new MOU sought to work in a tripartite collaborative 

governance model to manage the marine areas in PNCIMA (DFO. 2009). Using EBM, 

the objective was to create an integrated management plan to “ensure healthy, safe and 

prosperous ocean area by engaging all interested parties in the collaborative 

development and implementation” (PNCIMA. 2013).  Leadership formed a ‘steering 

committee’ with Federal, Provincial and First Nation representatives, and an Integrated 

Oceans Advisory Committee of stakeholders to develop the complex plans. This 

initiated extensive collection of ecological, economic and social data for the region and 

coordinated various stakeholders.  However, PNCIMA faced significant obstacles due to 

the complex authority over marine resources and the competing interests of ocean 

resource users in the region including; security operations, marine transportation, oil 

and gas, commercial fisheries, public recreation and renewable energy developments 

(Bones, J.G. 2009).  

  

 During this time period, a large development project called the Enbridge 

Northern Gateway proposed the construction of a 1178 km pipeline from the Alberta oil 

sands to Kitimat, B.C. (Nowlan, L. 2016). Kitimat would offer marine access to export 

markets for oil and the return of refined products to Alberta. This proposal was strongly 

opposed by a number of predominant stakeholders including the B.C. government, 

scientists, FN, and coastal community residents. In 2011, a Joint Review Panel was 

created to determine the environmental impacts of such a project and the overwhelming 

opposition became clear (Nowlan, L. 2016). Around this time, the federal government 

unilaterally and without consultation withdrew from the original funding arrangement 

set out for PNCIMA as a means to streamline the process (Nowlan, L. 2016. PNCIMA. 

2013). Following this alteration, final drafts were completed in 2013 but failed to 

address all geographical scales of management, does not include zoning, omitted 

commercial shipping, energy activities as well as fishing — some of the most 

contentious and important industries in the region (Nowlan, L. 2016). At this stage the 

document has yet to be endorsed or implemented by the federal government.  
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 This decision by the Conservative Federal Government to withdraw from the 

funding agreement and the streamlining of consultation/participation arrangements was 

not only a surprise to the other participants but led to wide speculation that Enbridge 

had a major influence in the Conservative government’s decision (Gage, A. 2012). 

Although the government stated that it was an attempt to meet deadlines and capacity, 

there were several indications of industry influence. Indeed, tanker traffic would likely 

be restricted by the PNCIMA plans which would directly interfere with their intent to 

increase export and import of oil and gas products (Nowlan, L. 2016). Additionally, the 

shipping sector pleaded that the government limit any “unnecessary” restrictions in the 

region (Nowlan, L. 2016).  

  

 Regardless of the motive, the federal actions in PNCIMA compromised 

relationships formed, particularly with FNs (Gage, A. 2012). The plan failed to meet 

many of its early objectives which resulted in one of the integral FN organizations, the 

Nanwakolas Council, to retract their participation from PNCIMA (Nowlan, L. 2016). 

Since the 2013 draft plan, PNCIMA has remained unfinished, unapproved for 

implementation, and has essentially stagnated (Graham and Mullen. 2016).  

  

 Despite the mixed success of the PNCIMA LOMA, extensive and 

comprehensive work was accomplished and provided a basis for a reinvigorated ocean 

management program in the region. It created momentum and a drive within FN and 

many other stakeholders to complete coastal and marine management plan for the 

region. Understanding this will shed light on why MaPP was established later in 2011 

(Section 2.3). 

 Despite the mixed success of the PNCIMA LOMA, extensive and 

comprehensive work was accomplished that provided a basis for a reinvigorated ocean 

management program in the region. As of 2015 the new Liberal Federal Government 

has expressed a renewed interest in federal ocean management. In an announcement in 

November 2016, the Prime Minister announced a $CDN 1.5 Billion Oceans Protection 

Plan and substantial new investment has been placed into ocean affairs including $CDN 

28 million for fisheries conservation, and $CDN 197.1 million for ocean and freshwater 



science (DFO. 2016). To bolster this further, the federal government announced its plan 

to allocate $CDN 40 million dollars back into the oceans monitoring and science 

program which was previously cut under the former Harper administration (Liberal 

Party of Canada. 2015). Finally, the statement outlining the intent to “..work with 

Provinces, indigenous peoples, and other stakeholders, to effectively co-manage our 

oceans..” (Liberal Party of Canada. 2015), as envisioned in the Oceans Act gives 

indication that the federal government intends to re-engage in the region, perhaps 

through a re-imagined PNCIMA or collaborative MPA network planning with other 

orders of government.  

 First Nations Marine Plans  

 Although not at the large scope of PNCIMA, significant local scale planning 

initiatives have been underway for over a decade. Within the North Pacific Coast, many 

of the FN communities have undertaken local marine planning initiatives. The Towards 

A Marine Use Plan for Haida Gwaii created a vision for the future of their coastal 

environment through Haida Ethics and Values (Council of the Haida Nation. 2007). 

Under the assistance of the Nanwakolas Council, six territory level community marine 

plans have been completed on North Vancouver Island (NVI). The Central Coast 

Indigenous Resource Alliance (CCIRA) created a Central Coast FN Marine Use plan 

after accumulating the four member FN’s plans (CCIRA. n.d). Similarly the North 

Coast-Skeena First Nations Stewardship Society (NCSFNSS) member Nations each 

created marine use plans (NCSFNSS. 2014). 

 This body of work accumulated scientific and traditional knowledge from each 

territories, highlighted key concerns of individual FN, resource management objectives 

and included spatial zoning components (Nanwakolas Council. 2011). They assist in 

helping to exert ‘management authority’ and empower communities to influence the 

way coastal resources are used within their territories (Nanwakolas Council. 2011). This 

high level of organization greatly assisted in setting up capacity within the smaller FN 

communities in terms of coastal management. It  enabled them to exert greater authority 

and have a more cohesive vision when approaching the larger scale marine planning of 

PNCIMA and MaPP. The value of these marine plans will be discussed at great length 

in the discussion section of this research.  
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2.2.3 Understanding the past: Why is it relevant to MaPP?  

 The consistently shifting landscape of resource management in B.C. has gradually 

paved the way towards oceans management that is seen in the province today. Each 

example brought a new element to governance strategies and has, in most cases, 

enhanced existing relationships and communication between stakeholders, the 

government and even industry. Additionally, the evolution of co-management between 

the Province and FNs has been a centuries-long development and its role in empowering 

a traditionally oppressed group should not be underestimated. Each initiative has also 

increased the capacity and emphasis towards achieving EBM outcomes to the best 

interest of all involved parties.  

 Conversely, as in the case of PNCIMA, shortcomings and lessons from these 

experiences are used as momentum towards a new phase of marine planning. Therefore, 

previous planning initiatives have played a significant role in paving the way to MaPP 

and will assist in understanding how and why it was formed as well as some of the 

dynamics that contributed to its outcomes.  

2.3 The Marine Planning Partnership

 In response to the DFO withdrawal from the funding agreement for PNCIMA in 

2011, several FN leaders and the B.C. government signed a Letter of Intent (Section 1) 

to use the existing momentum and goodwill to protect this significantly important 

region. This was the creation of MaPP, or the ‘Partnership’. Drawing from previous 

resource experience in the area, MaPP started a new direction of marine resource 

planning in B.C. Breaking the planning region into four sub-regions, MaPP used an 

MSP approach to “provide economic opportunities, improve and inform decision 

making, reduce conflict between users and foster sustainable development” (MaPP. 

2011). 

 Although invited to participate, the federal government chose not to participate 

in MaPP. As discussed in Section 2.1.4, this reduced the authority that MaPP was able to 

exercise over marine and coastal activities and has resulted in some limitations in the 

final outcomes. This challenge will be explored in great detail in Section 5. 



2.3.1 Governance Structure 

 In contrast to the traditional government structure in Canada, FN and the Province 

agreed to be ‘Partners’ in the primary decision making process of MaPP. The co-

governance structure and using stakeholders in an ‘advisory’ capacity has received 

attention and, particularly in Canada, is a relatively new concept.  

 The Partnership  

 As set out in the Letter of Intent, a government to government, co-led 

management structure between 17 FN and the Province of B.C. was established 

(Graham and Mullen, 2016., MaPP. 2016c).  The government is represented by the 

Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations (FLNRO) while the FN are 

represented by three umbrella associations; Coastal First Nations (CFN),  North Coast- 

Skeena FN Stewardship Society (NCSFNSS) and the Nanwakolas Council (MaPP. 

2016c). A detailed list of each member nation within these organizations can be found in 

Appendix  B. As noted, the federal government actively chose not engage in the MaPP 

initiative.   

  

 Each government (FNs and FLNRO on behalf of B.C.) has equal authority in the 

decision making process. The power structure and organization of members is 

illustrated in Figure 6. The Executive Committee are the primary decision making group 

and is comprised of members from each FN organization and the Deputy Minister of 

FLNRO. The Marine Working Group hold an advisory role to the Executive Committee 

and has FN and provincial representatives and a policy consultant. These two groups 

make up the executive management of MaPP and are responsible to communicate with 

the management committees. The Marine Coordination Team is responsible for 

coordinating all working groups and technical teams to stay on task. Technical teams, 

divided by each sub-region as well a regional level, were tasked with completing the 

Sub-Regional Marine Plans with Geographical Information Systems (GIS), the best 

available science and traditional and local knowledge (MaPP. 2015).  The Regional 

Planning Team and each sub-regional Technical Team were supported by a Marine 

Advisory Committee to provide expertise and knowledge where needed (discussed 

below). In addition, the Science Advisory Committee was comprised of experts in a 

range of relevant fields from marine ecology to economics and traditional knowledge. 
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This particular team was required to provide background research, identify key 

information and assist with the more technical aspects of the MSP process (MaPP. 

2015).   

2.3.2 Stakeholder Engagement: Advisory Committees 

 The structure, roles and responsibilities of each group was laid out early on in 

the MaPP process through a clear Terms of Reference (TOR). Each sub-grouping of the 

governance structure (Figure 6) had a number of participants ranging from roughly 

10-16 members on the advisory committees all of which were required to sign the TOR. 

Many members of the advisory contributed to more than one sub-region and/or the 

regional committee. Advisors represented a range of industry including: commercial 

fisheries, shellfish aquaculture, finish aquaculture, oil and gas, renewable energy, public 

recreation, recreational angling, commercial tourism, forestry, and transportation. 

Figure 6. MaPP Governance Structure. From mappocean.org 

http://mappocean.org
http://mappocean.org


Representatives from local governments, the scientific community, ENGOs and in some 

cases, community members were present on the Advisory Committee.  

  

 Ongoing consultation and communication was undertaken with public, 

stakeholders and various levels of government. In contrast to the consensus models used 

in LRMPS, GBR and PNCIMA,  stakeholders were utilized in an ‘advisory capacity’ 

rather than in a round table consensus strategy (MEAM. 2015). Further investigation of 

this approach will be discussed in Section 5. 

  

 It should also be noted that there were stakeholders in the region who did not 

engage in the process. For instance, the commercial shipping industry did not consult 

and certain FNs also chose not to participate (Graham and Mullen, 2016., Nowlan, L. 

2016). It should be clear that this is not due to the absence of an invitation. Uninvolved 

parties were still contacted to discuss progress and provide recommendation if they 

chose (MaPP. RAC. 2016). 

 The Scientific Advisory Committee was composed of members who were 

experts in marine ecology, ecosystem services, fisheries, spatial analysis, MSP, EBM, 

economics, traditional knowledge and social science relevant to the region (MaPP. 

2016c). Additionally a Regional Marine Advisory Committee was established to 

provide a similar diversity of representation in the region and to advise on a broader 

framework for the Regional Action Framework (RAF) of the MaPP.  

2.3.3 The Funding Structure 

 In order to carry out the amount of planning, engagement and technical aspects of 

MSP, MaPP entered a private-public partnership to secure financial support.  This 

agreement has proven critical to MaPP’s capacity to operate and plan effectively 

(Section 6.2). 

 A Private-Public Partnership  

 Under a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Province, FN of 

the Pacific Coast and Tides Canada Initiatives Society, a private-public funding 

Partnership was formed. Tides Canada is a charity which funds projects aiming improve 
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the environmental health within Canada. Tides has a focal area on the Canadian Pacific 

Coast and was highly involved in the GBR process as well (Tides Canada. 2016).  

  

 The MOU outlines the intent of the MaPP project in terms of completing sub-

regional marine planning documents through a collaborative governance structure in 

keeping with the original 2011 Letter of Intent discussed in the previous section. The 

funding agreement indicates that Tides will work with MaPP to see that their objectives 

are met in a fair and transparent manner (MaPP. 2011b).  

  

 The “support project”, as it is deemed in the MOU, was designated to 

supplement the available government funding resources to enable stakeholder 

engagement, data collection, necessary hiring and administrative work. This includes 

aspects such as travel to and from stakeholder meetings and other necessary capacity 

building.  In addition, it is explicitly stated that MaPP must communicate its plans to the 

public and maintain a fair process, not favouring any sector or interest and to maintain 

collaboration with FN throughout. The first MOU was signed in 2011 to assist with 

planning and was redrafted in 2015 to match the needs of MaPP as it moved into 

implementation. The implementation funding is directed towards achieving priority 

objectives deemed by the working group, upholding continuous public outreach, hiring 

and administrative work (MaPP. 2015a).  

 There has been some criticism that Tides Canada supplemented government 

funding to support MaPP by administering funds from the Gordon and Betty Moore 

Foundation, an American philanthropic organization. This criticism will be discussed in 

further detail in Section 6.2. The Moore Foundation has been involved in several 

conservation initiatives in B.C. in the past, including the ‘Wild Salmon Conservation on 

Canada’s Pacific Coast’ and the ‘British Columbia Marine Conservation Small Grants 

Fund’. They are also involved in MSP initiatives around the world including examples 

such as the’ Building a New England MSP Constituency Project’ and provides funding 

to MSP conferences for MSP practitioners. For instance the ‘Second Annual Ocean 

Spatial Planning Symposium at the University of Rhode Island’ brought together a 

collection of professionals to share their experiences with MSP in an effort to improve 

its application worldwide (Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation. 2016). 



2.3.4 Data and Tools  

 Applying the best applicable tools and scientific knowledge was a primary goal 

and requirement of MaPP’s MSPs. With the assistance of the Science Advisory 

Committee, technical tools such as GIS, identifying biological hotspots, data 

management, cumulative impact assessment and several others were carried out during 

planning. Additionally, a specific tool called SeaSketch was used to assist with the 

communication of the MSP and zone designations in MaPP.   

 Available Data Used   

 Prior to the initiation of PNCIMA, the B.C. Marine Conservation Analysis 

(BCMCA) project began as an inclusive partnership to build a common marine data 

atlas and to undertake analysis of conservation needs in the region (Alley and Topelko. 

2007). A considerable undertaking, the BCMCA accumulated a massive database of all 

the ecological characteristics and human uses in the local marine environment. This was 

continuously developed from 2006-2013 and contains 300 oceanic characteristics 

ranging from point source pollution to species habitat. The information is all publicly 

available in spatial database called the Marine Atlas (BCMCA. 2011).  

 The information and data from BCMCA was used to inform the PNCIMA process 

and subsequently, MaPP. MaPP attempted to use best available data on socio-economic 

parameters, culturally significant areas and local knowledge. This came from the 

BCMCA as well as available government reports, academic literature and industry 

publications (MaPP. 2016). Significant ecological and local knowledge from existing 

FN marine plans (Section 2.2.1) were also incorporated. Furthermore, stakeholders were 

used to fill gaps in human user data through the engagement process (MaPP. 2015d).  

 Marxan Analysis  

 In order to identify biological ‘hotspots’ and areas of specific conservation value, 

MaPP utilized a software tool called Marxan. It works by inputting a ‘value’ in terms of 

ecological or say, habitat parameters and then contrasting them with areas that are 

directly important to human uses. These uses range from cultural value, economic use 

or even recreational utility. The analysis illustrates what areas have the highest ‘value’ 

with the minimum ‘cost’ to human users (PacMARA. n.d). In this manner, the Marxan 

outputs help to designate areas that will best fit the desires of a population while 
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meeting certain conservation targets. It should be clear that the analysis garners 

different results depending on the data used and inputs of those who are running the 

model.  

 SeaSketch: An Interactive Mapping Tool 

 In order to spatially plan and represent the Sub-Regional Marine Plans, MaPP 

utilized a program called SeaSketch as a means to layer data and present it in a visual, 

user-friendly manner. Combining over 250 data layers it covers all relevant information 

ranging from government boundaries, species range, marine users, conservation and 

existing management areas and the new planning zones as decided through MaPP. The 

program is publicly online through the ‘MAPP Marine Planning Portal’ and illustrates 

the Sub-Regional Action Plan’s zones with all associated metadata. MaPP deems this a 

“decision-support tool” as it visually displays the zones so that decision makers may 

make licensing and development plans accordingly (MaPP. 2016). It provides access to 

information, recommended uses and current activities occurring in a given zone. It is 

highly interactive and user-friendly and can be accessed easily on the MaPP website 

found here: http://www.seasketch.org/#projecthomepage/50e58ab28aba4075183f8fc0/

about 

2.3.5 An Ecosystem Based Management Approach  

 A very important aspect of MaPP is the application of an EBM framework. All 

significant decisions and strategies are designed to fall within this framework, thus it 

must be discussed.  

 The EBM framework used in MaPP is actually derived from the model created in 

PNCIMA which has origins in the Central and North Coast LRMPs and the GBRA.  It 

was developed on the basis of peer-reviewed studies, (Foley et al. 2010 and Levin et al. 

2009), which outline the essential principles of MSP and EBM (MaPP. 2016b & 

Nowlan, L. 2016). Operating within four main goals (shown in Table 2), the EBM 

framework guides the governance of MaPP in order to achieve environmental and 

community well-being. The main premise is that humans, rather than being a separate 

entity, are actually an integral part of the functioning ecosystem and must manage those 

interactions (MaPP. 2016b). 

http://www.seasketch.org/#projecthomepage/50e58ab28aba4075183f8fc0/about


2.3.6 MSP Zoning Definitions from MaPP  

 A significant portion of he MaPP region has been placed in spatial management 

zones.  Three different management zone categories were created to distinguish and 

delineate specific use areas. These zones somewhat mirror the zoning strategies used in 

the existing LRMPs (Section 2.2.1).  

 General Management Zones (GMZs) 

 A full range of activities are permissible in GMZs (MaPP. 2015b-e). Examples 

may include aquaculture, renewable energy development, forestry and mining activities, 

commercial and recreational anchorage, dock and wharf facilities, float homes, 

recreation and tourism, scientific research and any other necessary utilities (MaPP. 

2015b-e) 

 Special Management Zones (SMZs) 

 These areas are designated to allow the sustainable development of activities 

that may require a specific environment to operate in. For instance, tourism and 

recreation in the MaPP region are primarily focused on ecosystem based and cultural 

heritage tourism, and therefore require certain areas to remain both accessible and 

appealing to visitors. OR for instance, specific zones for shellfish aquaculture and 

potential renewable energy project sites have been included as SMZs. They are also 

designated for cultural use. In the case of MaPP, they are primarily for FN and aim to 

provide access for traditional food harvest, education, ceremonial purposes or maintain 

a culturally significant site. The aim of SMZs is to diversify the economy whilst 

maintaining natural resiliency and cultural integrity (MaPP. 2015b-e).  

Table 2: MaPP’s  Guiding Ecosystem Based Management Goals. (MaPP. 2016)

1 Maintain the integrity of the ecosystem structure, function and resilience. 

2 Support social, economic, spiritual and cultural connectivity to the marine environment 
as a means to enhance community well-being.  

3 Achieve sound, integrated governance through collaboration, transparency and 
engagement.  

4 Build knowledge of the ecosystem complexity and potential future changes. 
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 Protection Management Zones (PMZs) 

 PMZs are areas which have an emphasis on conservation or protection. MaPP 

has chosen to utilize IUCN definitions of protected areas to create a spectrum of 

protection. For definitions of zone designations from Ia-VI as defined by the IUCN 

please see Appendix B. It should be clear, however, that MaPP does not necessarily 

agree with all the definitions but are applied merely as guidelines (MaPP, 2016d). 

Depending on which IUCN category is designated, protection may be very prohibitive 

or permit sustainable and controlled human use. 

2.3.7 Eight Considerations for Zone Designation 

 In order to develop these spatial zones of the Sub-Regional Plans, MaPP outlines 

eight parameters which informed their designations.  

 Existing Management Directives 

 These include previous regional or local boundaries or temporal regulations, 

including FN marine use plans. An example could be a pre-existing provincial 

Ecological Reserve or a federal designated Rockfish Conservation Area (MaPP. 2015c).  

 Ecological Value  

 Specific species or habitats of significance were considered. Marxan Analysis 

(see above) was conducted with spatial data from the BCMCA to identify areas of high 

conservation value. Additionally, consideration is given to the EBSAs identified in 

PNCIMA or other protected areas which have already been established or are being 

designated via an alternative process. This includes the current MPA network 

designation established through the Northern Shelf Bioregion initiative (MaPP. 2016d).  

 Buffer Zones  

 Areas with highly restrictive management were given associated buffer zones. 

The intention is to provide additional protection to particularly sensitive areas. (MaPP. 

2015b-e). 

 Cultural/First Nation Use 

  Established boundaries must protect Aboriginal use which may have cultural 

and spiritual significance (MaPP. 2015b-e) 



 Current Users  

 Consideration was given to existing activities as a means to minimize the 

conflict between plans and users. Current uses could range from fishing grounds to 

tourism activity. Evaluations were conducted to make sure economic opportunity was 

not hindered (MaPP. 2015b-e).   

 Future Economic Opportunity  

 As the region relies on few industries to sustain growth and overall wellbeing,  

evaluation of potentially appropriate zones for development was a means to ensure 

growth would be possible in the region. For example, SMZs were created for potential 

offshore wind development (MaPP 2015b-e). 

 Adjacent Land Use  

 A primary objective of the EBM framework is to plan from ‘Mountain Top to 

Sea Floor’ and as such, zones were delineated to consider compatibility with activities 

on the associated terrestrial area (MaPP. 2015b-e).  

 Navigation 

  To ensure navigable waters are not interrupted —as per compliance with 

regional and international law— necessary boundaries were kept clear to maintain 

navigation (MaPP. 2015b-e). 

 2.4 Sub-Regional Marine Plans Overview as of April 
2015 

 Although it may be typical to start from a larger overall framework and more 

toward local plans, MaPP completed the Sub-Regional Marine Plans prior to the RAF. 

As a result, they are discussed first. Components of these plans and how they were 

planned is explored in greater depth in Section 5.  

 Approximately 102,000 km2 in total, the MaPP region is made up of the North 

Coast, Haida Gwaii, Central Coast and North Vancouver Island sub-regions as shown in 

Figure 7. Each region created their own detailed and extensive Sub-Regional Plan 

outlining the future visions, governance, and spatial and non-spatial management 

outcomes. 
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 These ‘living documents’ were approved in April 2015, roughly three and half 

years from start to finish. Although each have a distinct goals and visions, they all 

conform to a common format to maintain the continuity and congruency for the entire 

MaPP region. 

2.4.1 General Format of the Sub-Regional Marine Plans  

 In addition to general regional information, each plan summary includes the who, 

what, why and how of the marine plans. Although each applied their own method and 

goals to planning, there is a significant emphasis on aboriginal values and knowledge 

which has been effectively combined with western science.The plans boast a significant 

emphasis on the role of FN and their ties to the regional marine environment. 

Aboriginal title, jurisdiction and FN value is discussed throughout the plans in a very 

distinct manner. To illustrate, first paragraph of the Haida Gwaii plan states “Haida 

Gwaii is defined by the waters that surround it. The ocean sustains the island 

community and the Haida culture that has existed here for countless generations….It 

Figure 7. The Four Sub-Regions of the MaPP Study Area. From the MaPP 
Marine Planning Portal. 



has made us who we are.” (MaPP. 2015c). In addition, each plan adheres to the EBM 

framework discussed previously (Section 2.3.5). 

  

 The Who: Governance and Involved Parties 

 As described, the governance structure consisted of FN and government members.  

Additionally, each plan makes it clear that they are not touching on any activity which 

lays outside their jurisdiction. Namely, anything under federal control. Each Partner was 

involved in completing these community approved plans to identify acceptable uses, to 

strengthen the connection to the ocean and increase benefits in a “respectful 

manner” (MaPP. 2015) The sub-regional documents acknowledge the significance of 

effective governance and planning within all levels of government (MaPP. 2016d). 

 The What: Management Direction  

 As a means to meet general management directions within the EBM framework, 

each zone designation is accompanied by “policy guidance” to inform decision makers 

about what exists in the area and what activities are acceptable. This is included in a 

“Recommended Use and Activity Table” in each plan. These tables elaborate on which 

activities can be conducted and furthermore, what additional conditions may be required 

for that activity to be approved. 

 The Why: Purpose and Vision  

 The intention of planning is explained as an EBM framework for the shared 

management of a region and to assist with decision making into the future. The MSPs 

aim to provide detailed planning and management direction and supply important data 

in a cohesive manner. 

 Each plan presents a ‘vision’ of what they wish to see in the region in a ‘future 

casting’ format. This includes pillars of environment, economy, community and 

governance. For example, the Haida Gwaii Marine Plan created a 20 year vision of 

reaching high environmental protection with an established network of MPA’s, a 

sustainable seafood industry and opportunities to enhance visitor experience (MaPP. 

2015c). Similarly the North Coast Plan envisions a productive ecological and culturally 

rich region for future generations (MaPP. 2015d). 
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 The How: Planning and Implementation  

 Through consistent stakeholder engagement and Partnership collaboration 

(Section 2.3.2),  the decisions established a general management direction, spatial 

zoning, plan implementation strategies and monitoring goals. Each plan aims to 

implement in five year intervals at which time it will be evaluated before moving to the 

next five years of implementation. Management direction is slightly different for each 

region, depending on their individual goals and relevant activities. These goals and 

outcomes are outlined for each subregion in Table 3. Within the plans, specific “actions” 

for each goal are outlined to illustrate how they intend to reach these ambitious goals.  

  

Table	  3.	  Outcomes	  and	  Priorities	  of	  Each	  Sub-‐Regional	  Plan	  in	  MaPP.	  (MaPP.	  2015b-‐e).

Region Goals Priority Outcomes 

North 
Vancouver 
Island

Address high use of area and 
manage conflict of use, increase 
monitoring and enforcement and 
manage development.  

Manage conflict, increase 
monitoring and enforcement an 
manage development.

Central 
Coast

Enhance community and human 
wellbeing, prosperity and cultural 
resilience. Host a healthy marine 
ecosystem. 

Improve governance, monitoring, 
economic development, and 
environmental protection. Conduct 
cumulative impact assessment, 
manage pollution, protect cultural 
resources, enhance tourism and 
recreation and marine fisheries. 

North 
Coast

Have resilient ecosystems, integrate 
FN and provincial marine use plans.  

Improve governance, 
collaboration,and  consultation. 
Conduct cumulative impacts 
assessment, enhance sustainable 
economy.

Haida 
Gwaii

Conserve the ecosystem, enable 
marine economic opportunity, 
strengthen human connections to the 
ocean.

Improve governance, economic 
development, ecosystem 
monitoring, and  enforcement. 
Conduct MPA network planning. 
Create education programs and 
response planning.



2.5 The Regional Action Framework  

 Following the completion of the Sub-Regional Marine Plans, the Regional Action 

Framework (RAF) was developed and subsequently endorsed by all Partners.  

 The RAF was created by the Marine Coordination Team, the four Sub-regional 

Plan Technical Teams, and the Regional Advisory Committee with advice from the 

Science Advisory Committee. As discussed, the Regional Advisory Committee offered 

representation from relevant industries such as tourism, aquaculture, renewable energy, 

forestry, fishing as well as local government officials and ENGO representatives (MaPP. 

2015d). 

 The intent of the RAF is to complement sub-regional goals and take on actions 

which will benefit the region as a whole (MaPP. 2016d). Based on the EBM framework 

and outcomes set by MaPP at the outset of the program, the Regional Action 

Framework follows three primary themes; Ecological integrity, human well-being and 

governance. The RAF stresses the interconnectedness of each pillar and their reliance 

on each other for success. The format of the RAF differs from the Sub-Regional 

Planning documents, as it does not create any spatial designations or have management 

tables, rather it outlines five regional topics of interest each with a range of “Regional 

Actions” to reach in the EBM goals of MaPP.  

 Topic One: Governance  

 Improving collaboration, transparency and communication, and FN relations is 

central to the four plans’ and RAF’s success. The RAF refers to the Sub-Regional 

Marine Plans for their distinct governance plans and recommendations for future 

development; for instance, encouraging Federal-Provincial-FN collaboration on 

environmental assessments (MaPP. 2016d). Additionally, having a healthy working 

relationship between all levels of government foster the necessary working relationship 

for the shared responsibility of economic development within region. This effective 

collaboration is achieved by three ‘action strategies’: 

•  advance governance to assist in efficient implementation of the MaPP plans 
and other priority activities; 

• assist the ongoing evolution of FN collaboration with the Province in regards to 
environmental assessment; 
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•  review the current FN engagement processes for potential improvements 
(MaPP. 2016d).  

 Topic Two: Human and Ecological Well-Being  

 Identified as the Region’s primary concern, human and ecological well-being, is 

further broken down into four focal topics on regional climate change, cumulative 

impacts, economy and infrastructure, and pollution and monitoring. 

 Topic Two A: Climate Change  

 In terms of climate change, there are considerable unknown and known effects 

that must be considered by MaPP. The RAF mentions a few these such as sea-level rise 

and increased storm frequency. These will impact the economic, social, culture and of 

course, the ecological integrity of the region. The RAF has devised  five action 

strategies as a means to effectively plan for climate change: 

• identify effective indicators for climate changes and develop a monitoring 
program; 

• create a regional risk assessment for climate change; 

• determine if there is potential for oceanic carbon sequestration in the area; 

•  educate communities on potential climate change impacts and how to adapt 
and; 

•  enhance public concern via law, policy and management practices (MaPP. 
2016d).  

 Topic Two B: Cumulative Effects Assessment  

 In the RAF, these impacts or effects are defined as “changes in environmental, 

social, economic, health and cultural values as a result of the combined effect of 

present, past and reasonably foreseeable human actions or natural events” (MaPP. 

2016.d p. 13). In order to address these concerns, the RAF completed a cumulative 

effects assessment framework for the North Pacific Coast. This was completed to 

provide the management and regulatory direction necessary to address these complex 

effects. The three action strategies for this particular issue are inspired from the sub-



regional plan documents and are designed to supplement the approaches outlined in the 

Sub Regional Marine Plans:  

• refine the regional assessment in collaboration with the province’s effects 
project;  

• implement pilot projects within each sub-region to test the framework and;  

• encourage conversations to achieve agreement to integrate the framework into 
decision making processes.  

 Topic Two C: Regional Economy and Infrastructure  

 The MaPP region relies heavily on the marine environment for much of its 

economic prosperity. Facilities, structures and services that make up the regional 

infrastructure leverage marine uses, which in turn support local communities (MaPP. 

2016d). Major employers and profit makers such as finfish aquaculture and commercial 

fisheries (also central to FN culture and identity), forestry, and tourism are all mainstays 

of the local economy. Additionally, marine renewable energy, although not yet in 

existence in the region, has been accounted for in terms of licensing and exploration.  

 ‘Service gaps’ in maintaining an effective support network for these economic 

activities in the region have been identified. They include lack of fuel facilities, service 

cuts by B.C. Ferries which provided local ferry connections, and recreational fishing 

facilities (MaPP. 2016d).  Diversification of the local economy will be achieved through 

three actions: 

•  identify gaps in infrastructure and designate appropriate mitigating action; 

•  enhance shellfish aquaculture and fisheries industry including the potential of 
creating value added products and encouraging regional investment and; 

•  assist collaboration between each of the four sub-regions in terms of integrating these 
new industries (MaPP. 2016d).  

  

 Topic Two D: Regional Marine Pollution  

 All forms of pollution ranging from inorganic materials to acoustic energy from 

both marine and terrestrial industry may impact the resilience and integrity of the 

marine environment. The RAF recognizes that the condition of the environment, if 

"54



compromised by pollution, impacts the economy and in turn human well-being. The 

four recommended actions address all forms of pollution and aim to prevent, reduce and 

mitigate pollution by; 

• coordinating a review on current environmental standards and improve them 
where needed;  

• create a pollution response program with geographic response plans and data 
sharing;   

• review and improve funding structures for prevention and response and; 

• implement regional education program (MaPP. 2016d).  

 Topic Three: EBM Monitoring and Indicators  

 The value of monitoring effective indicators is undisputed and greatly assists in 

determining the effectiveness of MaPP. As such six actions were outlined to begin the 

process: 

• establish appropriate indicators; 

• coordinate data sharing; 

• seek opportunities for public monitoring programs; 

• maintain a public data portal in relation to the identified indicators; 

• implement training program for FN in EBM monitoring and; 

• establish a more robust funding mechanisms for this type of initiative (MaPP. 
2016d).  

 Topic Four: Compliance and Monitoring  

 Following the extensive work completed through these plans, ensuring that users 

comply with and adhere to the new regulations is critical to the program’s success. The 

RAF mentions the already existing monitoring and enforcement programs that are in 

place from the federal and provincial governments as well as FN in the area (MaPP. 

2016d). Additionally, some commercial and NGO groups are also involved in 

monitoring. The plan is very clear about the capacity limitations in terms of money and 

trained personnel which will be required to monitor and report on large areas such as the 



MaPP region. In this way, FN “intend to increase their role” to enhance monitoring. In 

order to account for these current limitations three actions are described; 

•  coordinate initiatives for FN enforcement; 

•  review funding for compliance and increase it; 

•  develop outreach and education/ public awareness to “encourage compliance” 
with laws and policies in marine planning (MaPP. 2016d).  

 Topic Five: Zoning Recommendations  

 As discussed in Section 2.1.2, MSPs must avoid a duplicating efforts and 

contradicting initiatives. Therefore, inter-agency communication and more robust 

governance tools must be applied. To insure cohesive planning, coordinating the 

implementation of other processes occurring concurrently in the region is priority. Three 

actions to achieve this are; 

•  assess the management and designation tools currently in use and implement 
the current zones designed in the sub-regional plans; 

•  develop outreach programs to inform all decision makers at various levels of 
authority to ensure they are aware of the zoning recommendations and 
management requirements and finally; 

•  act to coordinate with the current ongoing MPA network process which 
involves FN, the Province and Canadian government (MaPP. 2016d). 

2.6 Implementation of the MaPP Plans  

 As of August 2016, implementation agreement documents have been signed by 

involved parties for the Sub-Regional Marine Plans and RAF (MaPP. 2016e). The 

agreements are vital for the plans to move forward and implementing the agreed zones 

and management requirements. Each agreement seeks to prioritize objectives and 

confirm the commitment of each party to successfully implement both the RAF and 

each Sub-Regional Plan. In a press release on the agreements, signatories from both the 

government and FN declared MaPP as a landmark for natural resource management in 

the region and emphasized their support for the project. By signing the agreements, each 

party agreed to maintain the positive trajectory of Government to FN relations and 

enhanced community and ecosystem health in the MaPP region. 
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 The first round of priority objectives have been planned and aim to be 

implemented within a five year time frame. At that time it is to be revised in the face of 

changing circumstances to remain adaptive to local conditions (MaPP. 2016e). MaPP 

intends to continuously develop and re-evaluate over a twenty year time frame.   

 The RAF outlines actions to support the process at the sub-regional level through 

the coordination of governments and staff. In addition, it is made clear that MaPP 

intends to inform and continuously attempt to engage uninvolved parties ranging from 

the Canadian government, uninvolved FN and the public (MaPP. 2016d).  

 The signing of the plans and implementation agreements at high levels of 

government represents the broad consensus and shared vision between the Partners as 

well as the stakeholders. This provides indication that there is a considerable political 

and social obligation for implementation and the longevity of MaPP. However, each 

plan makes is explicitly clear that they are not legally binding or enforceable and there 

is no aboriginal treaty or claim affirmed by these plans (Nowlan, L. 2016). The topic of 

legality will be explored and discussed in Section 5 and 6.  

2.7 Summary of Background Information 

 Current natural resource planning in B.C. is a product of developments of the last 

few decades. From terrestrial planning in LRMPs where co-management strategies and 

integrated management gained traction, to a huge breakthrough in collaborative, 

consensus EBM in the GBRA. The marine management, although touched on in the 

LRMPs, got neither the attention or resources it needed until the emergence of 

PNCIMA. Although the project not being actively used at present, it paved the way for 

MaPP. On a smaller scale, the local FN marine plans have built capacity of local 

communities so that they could be an active and strong member of resource planning in 

MaPP.  

 All of these planning efforts are complicated by the jurisdiction and authority 

structure currently present in the Canadian government system. Uncertain ownership, a 

mass of legislative documents and overlapping networks of interest illuminate the need 

for unique governance structures to manage natural resources.   



 MaPP began and completed its planning phase in the span of roughly three and a 

half years with an additional year and a half to sign implementation agreements. It 

adopts a unique co-governance structure between FN and the Province in a way that is 

unprecedented in Canada. As the primary decision makers, the ‘Partners’ relied on 

advice from the Advisory Committees and the Scientific Advisory Committee to 

achieve four Sub-Regional Marine Plans and an RAF within an EBM framework. Plans 

emphasize ecosystem resilience and integrity all while improving human-well being by 

applying spatial management zones, management conditions and ‘regional actions’. 

  

 Having now established the background context to MaPP and critical elements of 

the Sub-Regional Marine Plans and Regional Action Framework (which will be referred 

to throughout the research), the following section addresses the methodology used to 

answer the research questions found in Section 1. 
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3. Methodology  

3.1 Background and Literature Review  

 In order to answer research question one, “what are the reoccurring criticisms 

and lessons learned from MSP to date?” a substantive base of background knowledge 

on ocean management and MSP was required. Background literature was collected via a 

multitude of sources ranging from local to international case studies, conference notes, 

academic research papers, technical handbooks, business bulletins, relevant blogs and 

press releases. Literature was synthesized into table format by primary topic as a means 

to identify consistent themes. These topics, based on theoretical and practical 

knowledge, were organized into twelve challenges to MSP. These challenges informed 

the design of the analytical framework discussed in Section 3.1.1 and provided the 

rationale for interview questions and general critique of MaPP in the upcoming 

discussion.  

 To begin addressing the second research question: “Has the Marine Planning 

Partnership on the Northern Coast of British Columbia addressed these criticisms? If so, 

by what means have they overcome them?”, focused research on MaPP itself was 

conducted. Information was dissected from the organization website which hosted 

meeting agendas, informative figures, press releases and official planning documents. A 

large portion of this information was included in the previous Section 2 to provide 

background information. At present there is limited existing research available on 

MaPP, but what has been completed to date was also explored. 

3.2 Designing an Analytical Framework  

 In order to approach research question two and prepare for interviews, a 

framework was designed to assist with the investigation of MaPP. Its intent was to 

organize findings from the literature review and to create focused direction for 

analyzing MSP case studies. The inspiration to create an analytical framework came 

from Jones et al’s work on MSPs and Charles Ehler’s Guide to Evaluating MSPs. More 

information on these works will be discussed in Section 4.4.1. The twelve challenges to 

MSP, as identified from the literature review, were used as the blueprint to the 
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framework. Each challenge is accompanied by a summary of the issue surrounding that 

topic and criteria for how an MSP should ideally operate on that element. The criteria 

was designed by considering and assimilating principles of natural resource 

management, practitioner suggestions and MSP guidelines. The research approach 

applied which was used to assess MaPP’s ability to address each challenge was also 

included in the framework. This included background research on MaPP, interviews and 

sample questions. Although the framework informed the methodology, in order to 

maintain the fluidity of this paper and because it is a result of the literature review it has 

been included in Section 4.4.2. 

3.3 Qualitative Data Collection  

 To delve further into research question two, interviewing significantly involved 

participants of MaPP was identified as the best method to garner insight to the MSP 

process. These discussions aimed to illustrate practical experience with MSP and any 

peculiarities specific to MaPP.  

3.3.1 Identifying Participants  

 Individuals for potential contact were identified during the initial research 

stages.  

Due to employee and participant turnover since its inception, MaPP offered a diverse 

range of potential contacts. Thus, direction of appropriate contacts was guided through 

published names on the organization webpage and most importantly recommendations 

by other participants as to who would be a key informants. These informants were 

representatives who had been consistently and comprehensively involved in MaPP and 

ideally would provide the most insight. Their role and contact information was either 

published on the MaPP website, discovered through media or personal recommendation. 

Contact information and introductions to individuals who would otherwise be difficult 

to access were made available through personal communication. Participants were 

selected from both within the MaPP Partnership and the Stakeholder Advisory 

Committees (Section 2.3.2).  



 Primary contact was arranged through email or phone call informing the 

individual of the study’s intent and what their potential role would be. The email 

template and the research summary for contact can be found in Appendix  A. If the 

participant agreed to engage, they were promptly forwarded supplementary material to 

have on hand. This included the analytical framework (Section 4.4.2) and the guiding 

question list which is also found in Appendix A. Back to back correspondence was then 

used to arrange a phone call, depending on availability. If a participant failed to respond 

within a week, a follow up email was sent and another a week later. At this stage, if no 

contact was made, another appropriate contact would be selected for representation and 

contacted. A large list of contacts was created along with a track record of 

communications and their status of participation in a confidential document.  

3.3.2 Sample Population  

 As discussed in the Section 2, MaPP governance structure consists of fifteen 

sub-groups with representatives from local and provincial governments, FN, scientists, 

commercial users and others. Following the conclusion of this study there was a total of 

seventeen individuals who partook in the interview process. This included seven 

Partners (FN and Province) within the internal MaPP governance structure. There were 

representatives from the regional planning team and at least one representative from 

each sub-regional team. As for stakeholders, contact was made to each sector in an 

attempt to have even representation. Interviews were conducted with representatives of 

local government, public recreation, various economic sectors and conservation groups 

making a total of ten stakeholders participants. These included representatives from 

both the Regional Advisory Committee and Sub-Regional Advisory Committees and in 

some cases a participant sat on multiple committees. Due to the nature of MaPP’s 

governance structure and engagement process, details relating to the sample population 

must maintain a degree of vagueness in order to maintain the confidentiality of 

participants.  
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3.3.3 Conducting Interviews  

 Preliminary Informal Interviews  

 Unstructured and informal meetings were conducted during the initial stages of 

research to provide direction in terms of relevant topics, critical background knowledge 

and other potential interviewees. These individuals were met either in person or on the 

telephone with the introduction of an advisor. These were free-form discussion with 

those who were involved in the MaPP process or who had personally studied MaPP in 

some depth. These preliminary discussions further assisted in refining the analytical 

framework and forming interview questions. 

 Qualitative Interviews    

 Collection of information was conducted through semi-structured, standardized 

but open-ended interviews. As described above, subjects were contacted in advance to 

arrange meetings at their convenience. Questions, designed following the literature 

review and background inquiry on MaPP, fell into the categories of the analytical 

framework (Section 4). The question list is included in Appendix  A. The questions were 

intended to collect information related directly to the themes in the literature review and 

to clarify any initial inferences. Questions were presented in an identical manner for 

each interviewee to allow consistency and comparability between participants’ 

responses and to ensure all major concepts were covered. The responses were 

transcribed electronically over the duration of the telephone call. Conversation aimed to 

build rapport with individuals to facilitate honest discussion. Interviewees were 

encouraged to discuss any relevant information or thoughts which they felt would be 

critical to understanding the inner workings of MaPP. Following the completion of the 

questions, participants were asked if they would like to remain confidential in light of 

their comments. It should be noted that due to the number of participants who chose to 

remain confidential, all participants are quoted without credit.  

3.3.4 Interview Procedure 

 In general, the meetings followed roughly a 45 minute timeframe and according 

to the following steps: 



 Informal Introductions and Context  

  A brief description of the study was given and the participant was encouraged to 

ask any questions. Conversation at this stage was casual to build comfort between 

researcher and subject. Interviewee was asked if they would like to remain confidential 

at this stage or if they would like to decide at the end. 

 Question Period 

 Using the ‘guiding question list’ (Appendix  A), each question was posed and 

the participant was provided time to add additional thoughts or clarifying statements. 

Following the completion of the questions, any additional statements or inquiries were 

made if necessary.  

 End of Interview 

 The interview was deemed conclusive when all questions were completed and 

no new information was put forth by the participant. The participant was thanked for 

their time and informed that they should expect a follow up email. Participant could 

revisit their decision to stay confidential at this stage. 

 Follow-Up 

  After the conclusion of a meeting, the rough transcription as recorded during the 

interview, was immediately written into a summary document with any key or 

outstanding observations. This document was then emailed to the participant to ensure 

they felt their views were accurately portrayed (Thomas, D. 2003) and provide them an 

opportunity to make any corrections. If the correspondent replied with clarifications, or 

wished for something to be omitted this was done so immediately.  

  

 The interview stage of research was complete when ‘qualitative saturation’ had 

been reached. ‘Saturation’ indicates that no new or groundbreaking information was 

coming forth from any of the meetings and/or all available and appropriate candidates 

had been interviewed (Hesse-Biber, S. 2010).  
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3.4 Analysis of Data  

 As mentioned above, in addition to the data garnered from personal contact with 

MaPP participants and close observers, information on MaPP was also taken from press 

releases and existing articles on MaPP. 

 The process of analyzing responses was iterative in nature. Individual interviews 

were analyzed before the next meeting took place and then was revisited as new 

inferences or themes became apparent. This form of analysis was utilized to 

systematically determine what exactly was said and identify commonalities or 

relationships across responses (Hesse-Biber, S. 2010). 

 Based on the use of the analytical framework, responses were already organized 

based on concept or area of focus. All participant’s answers to an identified issue fell 

within the theme of, for example, implementation or jurisdiction. Thus interviews 

already had a level of thematic organization. However, within each of the ‘challenges’ 

from the analytical framework, various narratives emerged. Segments or phrases of each 

participants transcription were coded and collected into a comprehensive spreadsheet. In 

addition to the specific concepts that aligned with the analytical framework, there were 

also more general themes which spanned across all the discussion points. These were 

also identified through a subsequent coding process. The framework organization, codes 

and quotes provide the basis for discussion, recommendations and lessons learned of 

this research (Section 5, Section 6).  

3.5 Limitations to Methodology  

 This study was challenged by the ability to successfully contact participants. 

Since the completion of the MaPP planning process in early 2015, many of the 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee and Partners have since moved on. This meant either 

contact information was extremely difficult to find or they no longer felt they would 

provide adequate information and thus declined participation. In addition, even if 

contacts expressed initial interest in participating, either their schedules would not allow 

or they failed to respond to communication efforts. The unfortunate reality of having to 

rely on others’ schedules inevitably results in some gaps. Due to this challenge, there is 



no representation from the oil and gas sector, shellfish aquaculture or commercial 

transportation. This is a limitation, however, the intent of the study is not to go into 

depth on each sector’s perceptions, but rather gain insight into the general operation and 

structure of MaPP and MSP. Therefore, it is not considered significant.  

  

 It should be noted that there was substantial information that could not be 

included in this study as it extended beyond the scope of research. This relates primarily 

to the opinions of certain sectors. Although it is of interest, it was not explored to great 

detail. However, it may provide a basis for future research. 

 Another potential limitation may be the interview questions. They were designed 

to guide conversation in accordance to the analytical framework (Section 4.4.2) but may 

have limited the research in some respects. The questions focused only on the themes 

identified through the literature review and may have failed to uncover other themes. 

That said, the conclusions and information gathered was beyond expectation and is 

sufficient to answer research questions.  
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4. Literature Review  
 In this section, theoretical literature and the overarching good practice and 

management strategies of MSP are explored. Elinor Ostrom’s work is used as the basis 

for managing common pool resources and best practice for natural resource 

management. Having extensively studied CPRs on a global scale, the themes on 

governance and engagement identified by Ostrom and colleagues are very applicable 

here. The work of Charles Ehler, who has produced some of the preliminary documents 

describing MSP and is the creator of the UNESCO Step-by-Step Guide to MSP, is also 

discussed. Following this section, global literature on the criticisms of MSP are 

discussed and is supported by lessons learned from MSP practitioners. Finally, an 

analytical framework is presented to synthesize these findings and inform the 

exploration of MaPP as a case study.  

4.1 Introduction to Marine Spatial Planning 

 The process of designating marine areas for activities is not necessarily new, but 

the emergence of a specific planning tool, Marine Spatial Planning (MSP), has gained 

momentum over the last decade. According to a report for EU Maritime Affairs there 

are only thirteen government approved MSP’s worldwide as of 2015 (Ehler, C. 2015). 

But as initiatives work through their planning phase, it is predicted there will be 44 by 

the year 2021 and as many as 59 in 2025. This will eventually account for 43.1% of the 

global EEZ area compared to only 6.9% in 2015 (Ehler, C. 2015). 

  

  Ehler and Douvere define MSP as a method to “provide guidance for a range of 

decision-makers responsible for particular sectors, activities or concerns so that they 

will have the means to make decisions confidently in a more comprehensive, integrated, 

and complementary way” (Ehler and Douvere. 2009). Simply, MSP is a governance tool 

to organize marine activities. It does not mean to inform particular developments, rather 

MSP provides an opportunity to evenly integrate sectoral goals into a comprehensive 

plan (Ehler, C. 2015). 
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 Using participatory methods and EBM, zones are typically illustrated through 

mapping. An example of this is visually depicted in Figure 8 which shows broad spatial 

zoning in the MaPP area. Depending on the specific directives of an area, mapping 

integrates data on physical features, environmentally sensitive areas, current uses and 

even spiritually significant places to inform future developments. In addition to 

illustrating a region spatially, plans often include management conditions for each zone 

in terms of what activities are permissible and what guidelines are necessary for that 

activity to be conducted. Applying guidelines and zoning directives in advance assists in 

reducing conflict between users when selecting sites for an activity — be it for 

protection or development (Ehler, C. 2008).  

 Governance strategies for MSP must be inclusive, transparent, equitable, 

participatory and tailored to the community they intend to manage (Dandy et al. 2009).  

As ocean governance becomes more complex, MSP may become a tool to encourage 

these required principles and offer conflict mitigation (Flannery et al. 2016). By 

Figure 8. Example of Spatial Zoning; MaPP Region PMZs. From MaPP online 
Marine Planning Portal. 



effectively engaging the public and planning for acceptable uses,‘duplication of efforts’ 

can be reduced when planning for development. MSP intends to avoid 

compartmentalization of governing bodies over marine resources and instead offers a 

collaborative forum for decision making. 

 The emphasis on EBM, protection and monitoring by MSP may assist in making 

environmental goals central to a management regime (Ehler, C. 2008). It can provide a 

basis to implement networks of protected areas which are considered critical to the 

longevity and well-being of oceans worldwide. In a more social context, it has the 

potential to ensure every stakeholder can provide their input and values (Flannery et al. 

2016).  Some studies have even begun to show an increase in economic vitality where 

MSP has been applied. For instance, the protection of the Great Barrier Reef from 

offshore sea floor cable and wind development enhanced tourism income (Blau and 

Green. 2015).  Another study on the potential economic benefits of MSP in the UK 

found several compelling arguments based on existing global studies of MSPs (GHK 

Consulting. 2004). For example, the Cayman Islands showed that 70% of their GDP 

relies on tourism and visitors and ocean zoning has helped to protect the environment 

which draws visitors in while still benefitting economically. While in Nova Scotia, 

Canada, ocean zones helped to secure ‘economic certainty’ and increase the revenue of 

an ocean space through strategic planning (GHK Consulting. 2004). MSP offers a 

proactive approach to inform industry of acceptable conditions and locations so that 

investors minimize their financial risk. This in turn assists the sustainable and 

investment potential of areas that potential adopt an MSP (GHK Consulting. 2004).  

 Despite the touted benefits and successful examples, criticisms of MSP are 

beginning to surface. Although it offers solutions to traditional top down 

compartmentalized governance, some argue that it merely mimics the dominant 

economic discourse and leaves little room for a ‘plurality of perspectives’ (Flannery et 

al. 2016). Outcomes are not going to be inherently more ideal just based on the model 

of planning itself, rather, MSP is still influenced by a variety of actors and stakeholders 

who may assert dominance over the desired outcomes (Flannery et al. 2016).  
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 This is not to say that MSP should be discounted, rather it requires more time 

and study to identify strengths and weaknesses (Flannery et al. 2016). Being in its early 

stages, MSP is slowly collecting a variety of case studies internationally to highlight the 

practicalities of its application. For instance, Scotland developed a large and 

successfully implemented MSP project that worked closely with stakeholders to identify 

common values to foster a common visions for the future. This allowed the project to 

focus on increasing social value rather than monetary, and ensured that exploitation of 

any stakeholder would not materialize (Flannery et al. 2016).  

 When discussing MSP and all ocean management, we must dissect and 

differentiate between MSP in theory and MSP in practice. The conceptual design and 

framework of MSP provides the basis for what should be a procedurally simple process. 

Yet, reality always proves that there must be room for flexibility, and theory may have 

limitations. In the following sections, management and planning will be discussed in a 

theoretical context via the existing manuals, literature and best practice available. This 

is  followed by the limitations and critiques of theory, where it lacks and where it could 

be bolstered. Finally, by dissecting the best from theory, what obstacles have emerged to 

reaching implementation of an MSP and the common lessons, an analytical framework 

is be presented as a way to assess MaPP and future MSP cases.  

4.2 Theoretical Basis for MSP   

4.2.1 Managing Common Pool Resources 

 Be it aquaculture, renewable energy of sea floor mining, new oceans users are 

emerging at a rapid rate. The development of industrial fishing, oceanfront properties 

and commercial shipping have expanded and diversified the marine based economy 

making our oceans arguably the most valuable asset worldwide (Vosburg, K. 2015). The 

race to exploit this ‘common pool resource’ (CPR) be it via fishing or otherwise, is 

quickly making a ‘tragedy of the commons’ a reality (Burger et al. 2013). Without 

effective management, the risk of an ongoing collective action dilemma would see 

resources over-exploited without concern for negative long term impacts (Burger et al. 

2013). Conflicting interests and users of the ocean have created ‘wicked problems’ or 

those with no simple solution (Lachapelle et al. 2003).  Differing values, lack of 



scientific agreement, varied goals and structural governance barriers make ocean 

management daunting. Beyond direct human influence, ocean acidification, sea level 

rise, warming temperatures and declining ecosystem health further exasperate the 

complexity of  and need for planning. 

 Resources are often depleted worldwide where they do not have the same 

protection that is offered by ‘defined property rights’ and rather are common property 

(Ostrom & Cox. 2010). This means that they are susceptible to the tragedy of the 

commons and are more easily exploited to the benefit of an individual. This is usually 

done by harvesting beyond the natural regenerative capacity of a resource like 

overfishing a population. Of course, there is no ‘blueprint’ that can possibly be flexible 

enough to account for all the complexity of the environmental, economic, social and 

cultural issues in ocean management (Ostrom & Cox. 2010). This has been reflected 

time and again when over-simplified solutions are applied in environmental 

conservation and fail (Ostrom & Cox. 2010). Rather, coastal and marine resources 

require innovative, tailored governance solutions to effectively reach sustainable and 

equitable use of the oceans (Ostrom & Cox. 2010., Flannery et al. 2016).  

4.2.2 Ostrom’s Key Principles for Managing Common Pool Resources  

 Ostrom argues that rather than focusing on specific steps to achieve a sound 

management plan, it is better to recognize what basic principles make management 

successful. This enhances understanding of management and can be applied in a broader 

context (Ostrom and McGinnis. 1992). Although much of these principles stem from 

study of smaller, local cases, she argues that ‘scaling-up’ these concepts can simplify 

larger  issues without becoming overwhelmed by complex scenarios (Ostrom and 

McGinnis. 1992). She argues there is value in appropriate local arrangements which can 

help tackle larger issues such as deforestation and say, ocean management. 

 Ostrom is a supporter of local community based management and has outlined 

eight principles of successfully managing CPRs. Ostrom’s guidelines are based on clear 

boundaries where rules are tailored to local culture and conditions rather than a generic 

approach. These so called ‘building blocks’ are essential for the longevity of plans and 

are identified below (Ostrom and McGinnis. 1992). 
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1) Defined Boundaries: This refers to geographical boundaries as well as the rules 

attached to them. There must be a clear understanding understand of who is using a 

resources, how they use it, who the manager is and additionally what authority each 

participant has in its management. Ostrom emphasizes that defining boundaries 

requires extensive contextual knowledge, in terms of local political and physical 

landscape (Ostrom and McGinnis. 1992). 

2) Congruency with Local Conditions: In terms of the previously mentioned political 

landscape, plans must reflect a region appropriately. For instance, regulation must 

make sense with relevant industries and users. Additionally, it must reflect the 

capacity for the plans. There is no value in creating plans which cannot feasibly be 

implemented (Ehler and Douvere. 2009). The most important facet or this condition 

is the proportional distribution of costs and benefits. Proportionality is critical 

because not all stakeholders or parties have equal resources and thus the burden may 

be felt more heavily by certain parties. Thus, management strategies must consider 

how to ensure proportional equity amongst stakeholders.  

3) Stakeholder Engagement: All relevant parties or stakeholders must be 

incorporated in the end agreements. Participation is critical to ensuring that interests 

are accounted for so that groups do not end up undermining the outcomes.  

4) Monitoring: Maintenance of desired management outcomes must be protected by 

ongoing monitoring of activities and resource users. In order to do so there must 

also be some avenue for accountability of managers and users alike.  

5) Scaled Punishment: Offences against a plan must be punished based on severity. 

This is ensure that plan objectives are followed and to discourage action that would 

hinder the management goals. Although Ostrom argues this come can from various 

levels of authority, it is also possible to self-govern at a community level.  

6) Conflict Resolution: Stakeholders must have access to equitable conflict resolution 

mechanisms. It must be affordable and accessible to everyone involved including 

government, industry and local communities. This allows all parties to address their 

concerns in a fair and equal manner.  



7) Right to Organize: All parties are able to organize and should not be impeded in 

anyway by authorities.  

8) Multi-Layered Governance: Otherwise called “nested” governance, there should 

be various levels of control to manage the different levels of authority, interests and 

sub-regional zones. This goes hand in hand with defined boundaries, as it assists in 

maintaining simplified understanding of who is in control and provides more 

tailored approach to smaller regions 

 MSPs aim to manage a very large CPR— the ocean. Therefore, in terms of MSP, 

Ostrom’s principles are certainly applicable and should provide the basis of solid CPR 

management and indeed, costal and ocean management.  

4.2.3 Ehler and Douvere's UNESCO Step-By-Step Guide to MSP 

 What could be considered the seminal work on MSP, Charles Ehler and Fanny 

Douvere in coordination with UNESCO, created a “handbook” on MSP for 

practitioners. Previous to this manual, no standardized guidelines existed. In previous 

works, Ehler suggests that practitioners have failed to follow consistent strategies when 

utilizing MSP which limited its ability to be successful; 

What is missing…is a clear demonstration of how it (MSP) can be 
implemented. The time has come for clear, concrete, and comprehensive 
guidelines that outline—in a practical manner—the steps that need to be taken 
to implement ecosystem-based, sea use management in marine areas.— (Ehler, 
C. 2008).  

 In contrast to Ostrom’s theory that general management principles are more 

effective than steps, Ehler and Douvere’s Marine Spatial Planning: A Step-by-Step 

Approach towards Ecosystem-Based Management was published in 2009. Designed for 

marine management professionals, it intends to bridge the gap between those with 

traditional training in science or social science fields but have little experience in 

planning. It was developed based on experience and assessment of global MSP case 

studies. They define the process as a way to manage conflict between humans and 

nature and various users in a proactive manner (Ehler and Douvere. 2009). 
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  Covering definitions, the necessity of planning, comparison to other planning 

approaches and an in depth description of the ’10 steps of MSP’, the document is very 

comprehensive.  Although it prescribes to a step model, much like Ostrom’s principles, 

the manual describes MSP as a simple process that can be applied using similar 

principles (Kidd and Shaw. 2014). Each step must prescribe to the follow six principles; 

Ecosystem based, integrated, place based, adaptive, strategic and anticipatory and 

participatory. The ten ‘steps’ are detailed in Figure 9 which also outlines the iterative 

and cyclical nature which MSP follows. Each chapter elaborates what critical processes 

must be completed to achieve the step, what the benefit of doing that step is and what 

obstacles you may run into. For instance, Step One explains the necessity of creating 

clear authority to assist in establishing your future MSP. Whereas later chapters 

elaborate on how to define boundaries and time frames effectively. It provides criteria 

Figure 9: Ehler and Douvere’s 10 Steps of MSP (Ehler & Douvere. 2009).



for what biological/ecologically significant areas should be, how to precisely identify 

user conflicts and other technical aspects of MSP. 

  In terms of using the tool itself, it is an exceptionally practical document. 

However, later steps which touch on stakeholder engagement, approval and 

implementation, may not offer realistic advice. The complexity of achieving political 

and social consensus on plans is acknowledged, but the strategies offered are limited in 

practical application. For instance, although implementation is the most important step 

of setting MSP into action, recommendations state that authorities should just begin 

operating the plans. Granted, this is likely because of the diverse nature of various 

jurisdictions attempting MSP and to provide specific advice on these matters may 

therefore be futile. 

 It is true that the authors recognize and are realistic about MSP’s limitations. For 

instance, they emphasize that MSP is not a universal remedy to replace all mechanisms 

for management but merely a tool to provide guidance. For instance, the necessity of 

being adaptive, where “the focus of planning process should be on planning rather than 

producing a plan” indicating that it is an iterative and continuously evolving process. Or 

that plans are merely there to inform, not to make decisions for decision makers about 

future activity in a given area (Ehler & Douvere. 2009). 

 In effect, the main purpose of the UNESCO Guide is to provide a “text book” on 

how MSP should progress and theoretically any planner could begin a project with a 

grasp on the necessary course of action. The primary chapters on the technical aspects 

of what plans should include are very thorough and informative, but the final chapters 

which advise on the more political and social aspects of planning are restricted. The 

prescriptive action by which the document recommends MSP be conducted seems 

simple, however evidence is beginning to show that achieving it in reality may pose 

some challenges.  

4.3 Critical Assessment of MSP: Theory vs. Reality 

 A broad and diverse body of literature has emerged on ocean management and 

MSP and explore methods, strategies and best practices of the tool to date. This depth 
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and variety of literature is equal parts praise and criticism. The concept of participative, 

ecosystem-based MSP, which achieves all goals of good management is compelling, but 

perhaps is misleading (Jones et al. 2016). The best practices are described as idealistic 

and may fail to reflect the deep complexity and specificity of situations faced by 

practitioners. Furthermore, a blueprint approach may create illusions that MSP is 

achieving outcomes that perhaps it is not and could result in a disconnected public 

(Bille, R. 2008, Jones et al. 2016 & Ostrom and McGinnis. 1992). These step-by-step 

programs to MSP are rarely replicated in reality and face challenges ranging from legal 

framework to socially inequitable outcomes. However, through experience and 

perseverance, practitioners and academics are searching for mechanisms to bridge these 

gaps of theory and reality. The following section explores these criticisms which have 

begun to emerge and how practitioners argue this could be resolved or perhaps has yet 

to be identified. Twelve consistent challenges to MSP (Table 4) have been identified to 

answer research question number one, What are the most common criticisms and 

lessons learned from MSP to date? 

  

4.3.1 Challenge One: Enabling Conditions 

 Enabling conditions refer to the overall capacity to take on an MSP. Much of these 

characteristics come from the existing relationships and previous experience with 

natural resource management. Additionally, financial capacity is a critical factor that 

some MSPs may fail to adequately address. 

 Human Capacity: Leveraging Experience and Relationships  

 In order to achieve the desired planning outcomes of MSPs there is a certain 

amount of human capacity required to even consider an undertaking. Stephan Olsen 

Table 4. The Twelve Challenges to MSP as Identified by This Study

Enabling Conditions Meaningful Participation Jurisdictional Complexity

Bias Towards Science Communication Legal and Political Support

Data Limitations Achieving Agreement Managing Complexity 

Mapping Boundaries Balanced Outcomes Setting the Stage for 
Implementation 



discusses the necessity of having appropriate bodies in place in advance of a planning 

initiative. This ‘institutional capacity’ includes having experienced personnel, funding 

and appropriate political mechanisms (Olsen, S. 2003). These enabling conditions are 

essential to what he calls ‘second order outcomes’  which would result in use changes. 

In the context of MSPs, these would be the intended implementation outcomes. These 

may be in the form of explicit maritime organizations, appropriate management 

legislation, like the Canadian Oceans Act, or otherwise. However, even if an appropriate 

institutional framework does exist, a necessary element is often overlooked in planning 

as captured by Olsen in this statement; 

The reality is that there is a wide ‘‘implementation gap’’ and that many laws, 
policies regulations, plans exists only on paper. Experience is demonstrating 
repeatedly that even when the financial resources are assembled and spent to 
implement a plan of action the results are often disappointing.— (Olsen, S. 
2003). 

  

 Olsen's point is that there is a ‘human’ aspect to planning that is critical to 

successful management. Indeed, the significance of regional history was consistently 

shared by practitioners at a recent MSP conference held at the University of Rhode 

Island in 2015.  It was discussed that past experience helped to avoid making similar 

mistakes and provide an understanding of which strategies worked in that area and 

which did not. Furthermore, previous conditions were at the core of developing trust 

between stakeholder groups and with stakeholder groups and authorities (CRC.2016). 

As an example, in Oregon’s Territorial Sea Plan they recognized the value of applying 

lessons learned during their land use planning in terms of how to engage stakeholders; 

“Developing MSP can draw selectively on extensive experiences in terrestrial land use 

planning.” (Gilliland & Laffoley. 2008). This previous process built working 

relationships which proved not just beneficial, but necessary to their marine planning 

process.  

 Another example elaborating on the importance of pre-existing relationships can 

be found in the San Fransisco Bay.  In this case, several interview subjects touched on 

the concept phased as “don’t meet them for the first time in a crisis” (Andrescavage et 

al. 2016). In this case various maritime organizations including the coast guard, local 

ferry services and cargo industry had all regularly communicated and collaborated in 
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the past. When the time came to plan a major sailing competition in the high traffic area, 

leveraging these working relationships created a solid foundation for planning 

effectively (Andrescavage et al. 2016).  

 Identifying existing relationships and experience in a region and not necessarily 

in marine context, can greatly assist in MSP undertakings. It not only takes advantage of 

existing communication avenues, but draws on a diversity of relevant skills from 

various parties. Therefore, human relationships can be one of the key enabling 

conditions to marine and coastal planning efforts.  

 Key Message:  Having skilled personnel in organized institutional bodies, 

although essential, is only one facet human capacity. History of other management 

programs, or communication avenues can identify successful strategies and existing 

working relationships. The element of previous trust through communication can 

facilitate MSP greatly and thus must be emphasized.  

 Financial Capacity  

 One of the biggest challenges to MSP is planning within financial means 

(McCann et al. 2014). From a human standpoint, supporting a team of personnel, 

managing turnover and improving technical skill takes time and money (Ashbun et al. 

2013, Armstrong, P. 2009). Even if an appropriate team is assembled, ongoing 

stakeholder engagement can be financially demanding. It requires meetings, conflict 

resolution, public outreach and so on. Furthermore, these engagement strategies have to 

be available to all stakeholders equally, and certain parties may require more assistance 

than others. After the planning stage is complete, long term enforcement, reaching 

objectives and continuous engagement must also be considered (Ehler & Douvere. 20).  

 To address this common limitation of resource management, funding schemes 

must be set up in advance and consider the longevity of a plan. Often, government may 

not have the ability or mandate to adequately fund these projects. As a result, planners 

may turning to private-public partnerships. These arrangements can prove to be much 

more flexible than government funding and may even facilitate better public outreach 

(Ashbun et al. 2013). Others have suggested setting up an MOU with governments to 



agree to commit to implementation prior to the outset of a project (Ashbun et al. 2013). 

The intent of doing so is to ensure that due consideration for financial and human 

capitol is given as a plan moves forward.   

 Key Message: Elements of MSP can be financially demanding. Funding 

arrangements must be created and secured prior to the outset of a program and 

consider future stages of plans. 

4.3.2 Challenge Two: Bias Towards Science 

What is important before looking outside the community for technologies and 
solutions, is to look first at what is available within the community.… Most 
likely, it will be a combination of different knowledge sources and information 
types.— (FAO. 2004).  

 There is no dispute that best available science is a primary criteria in effective 

decision making. However, traditional methods or so called “synoptic” techniques in 

natural resource planning may no longer be appropriate (Lachapelle et al. 2003). This 

synoptic approach stems from a time of ‘technological utilitarianism‘, or when science 

and technology took precedence over other societal values. It is expert driven, works 

towards a singular objective and requires sufficient time, data and money. Critics are 

now concerned that MSPs may focus on strictly western science and the technical 

application of the tool itself (Flannery et al. 2016).   

  

 Using western science as the only decision making tool rarely reflects all the 

needs of a community. Rather, decisions are complicated by obstacles of changing 

politics, pluralistic public opinion, and different economic and social goals. Using 

technology and complex science can lead to alienation of the public, which is reflected 

by apathy or even strong opposition to decisions (Lachapelle et al. 2003) Therefore, 

science alone cannot address this difficult landscape. It is true that MSP intends to 

manage multiple users, but this is distinctly different from managing different world 

views (Flannery et al. 2016). Most resources are no longer just a commodity, rather 

have significant social or cultural value. Data sets and technical analysis do not satisfy 

emotion and beliefs, and thus MSP has to address and encompass these different 
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perspectives. As such, scientific knowledge should merely act as a supporting tool 

rather than the dictating factor in these planning scenarios (Lachapelle et al. 2003).  

 Traditional Knowledge (TK) can play a considerable role in achieving 

sustainable resource management (Berkes et al. 2000).  This type of knowledge is 

defined as the “cumulative body of knowledge, practice and belief, evolving by 

adaptive processes and handed down through generations by cultural transmissions, 

about the relationship of living beings (including humans) with one another and with 

their environment” (Berkes et al. 2000). Another body of information that often 

overlaps with TK is called ‘local knowledge’. Pertaining to developed skills, experience 

and insight, local knowledge develops over time and is based on the surrounding 

environment (FAO. 2004).  

 There are endless examples of the vast importance and utility of TK and local 

knowledge in ways that cannot be approached by conventional western science. 

Although each have their own values, western science and TK adopt different methods. 

For instance, science tends to break things down into individual components while TK 

often applies a more holistic approach (FAO. 2004). By using a balance of both 

knowledge systems, it gives the opportunity not to compromise, but rather enhance all 

available knowledge (Mazzochi, F. 2006).   

 Accommodating TK may also be a means to enhance indigenous population 

engagement in MSPs (McCann, J. 2014). As discussed in the 2015 MSP symposium, 

different actors in a planning process often have “complementary goals” and varying 

degrees of power and knowledge (McCann. J 2016). Again, in the case of the Oregon 

Territorial Sea Plan, managers stated the importance of local stakeholder input to 

enhance their data inventory (CRC. 2015). Listening to locals and indigenous 

population’s information can assist in reaching goals and better interpret data or 

information in a way that creates tailored plans for an area (Ashbun et al. 2013).   

 Despite the challenge of being inclusive, scientific knowledge does play an 

extremely valuable role in marine management. It informs on biologically significant 

areas, fish stocks, sensitive conditions and so forth. Without it, plans may be ineffective 



and have limited long term impacts.  Reaching consensus or decisions in the face of 

lacking science is exceedingly challenging.  Furthermore, a lack of understanding of the 

available science can greatly compromise the ability to make informed decisions 

(UNEP & GEF-STAP. 2014). If involved parties have differing degrees of 

understanding, coming to agreement and solutions is more difficult (WeAdapt. 2015). 

The value of science and its application must be communicated effectively to 

stakeholders so that its utility can be understood (UNEP & GEF-STAP. 2014). 

Effectively conveying the value of science in MSPs inevitably empowers stakeholder 

groups rather than alienate them.  

 Key Message: Application of western science and technical tools is important to 

achieving certain aspects of MSPs such as identifying biologically significant areas. 

However, not including a diversity of knowledge types can alienate stakeholders and 

result in apathy. Rather, accommodating other avenues to supply information to MSPs 

can assist in a more complete inventory of information. Additionally, the effective 

communication of applied science can positively influence stakeholder support. 

4.3.3 Challenge Three: Data Limitations  

 Practitioners recognize the necessity of data to make sound decisions and are 

seeking ways to manage incomplete information. Data is required to be complete or at 

least the best available to ensure informed and long term decisions can be made (Ehler 

and Douvere. 2009). In a Belgium MSP case study, McCrimmon & Fanning found that 

missing information on certain industries (gravel and sand extraction) and their impact 

on migratory fish stocks limited the ability for any meaningful plans to be achieved 

(Mcrimmon and Fanning. 2011). Referring back to the Oregon case, where stakeholders 

filled information gaps, managers found that the lack of participation of a certain 

industry resulted in data limitations. By not being able to access their information and 

data, planners were unable to make sound decisions surrounding that particular industry 

(CRC. 2015).  However, as Raphael Bille points out in his 2008 paper, science is 

constantly evolving and, in some respects, controversial. Ecosystems and the oceans — 

which we generally know little about — vary so much it is nearly impossible to ever 

expect that all necessary information will be available (Bille, R. 2008). Bille further 
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argues that data can be used by different actors as a tool to argue in favour of their own 

motives —be it with information or lack of it. 

 In theory the ‘precautionary principle’ can mitigate the challenges data 

limitations pose. As defined by the UN, the principle states that “where there are threats 

of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty shall not be used as a 

reason for postponing cost-effective measures to prevent environmental 

degradation” (United Nations, 1992). This approach has been utilized for decades and is 

an accepted principle of management (COMEST. 2005). In reality, its application may 

be limited and in particular to new ocean users with whom managers may have limited 

experience. For instance, the ecosystem impacts of aquaculture are just beginning to 

emerge and may prove damaging to native fish populations and the local benthic 

conditions (DFO. 2010). Or in the case of offshore wind developments, potential long 

term impacts still remain unclear (Bailey et al. 2014). Despite this uncertainty, such 

projects are being approved and developed at a rapid rate without what could be 

considered adequate scientific knowledge. Logically speaking, the precautionary 

principle should be applied most forcefully to new users but its application may be 

waning in favour of economic expansion or political mandates (Flannery et al. 2016). 

 The consideration for lack of data should not only extend to ecological features 

but also social and cultural ones. Social data is described as a “missing layer” in MSP 

and must be addressed with equal gravity (Dalton and Di Jin. 2010). As mentioned in 

the previous argument, not accounting for social and cultural conditions can seriously 

undermine the capacity to create effective zones. In the development of a Rhode Island 

offshore wind development, managers found that their initial data may have been 

insufficient. As a means to remedy this challenge, practitioners continuously sought out 

all available information through a variety of regional agencies and by continuous 

outreach to organizations to encourage information sharing. By expanding their 

approach to data accumulation they found that having more information assisted in their 

decision making process (CRC. 2015). 

  In contrast to having a lack of data, there is also the possibility of having too 

much. In the same Rhode Island example, the resulting volume of data has created 

concerns of how to manage and apply it all in the future (CRC. 2015). Continuously 



managing and updating high volumes of information requires the capacity to do so and 

may pose a challenge to MSP managers. 

 Key Message: Although incomplete information or lack of agreement may prove 

inevitable, having the best data possible greatly assists in making informed decisions 

for MSPs. Information sharing should be encouraged to fill any gaps. The 

precautionary principle should be applied to all industries and not be compromised for 

economic or political benefit. Data management should be considered in order to either 

continuously fill data gaps or to manage a high volume of information.  

4.3.4 Challenge Four: Mapping Boundaries    

Defining appropriate management units is important and particular effort will 
be required where these do not align with ecosystem boundaries.— (Gilliland 
and Laffoley. 2008). 

 Jurisdictional complexities and ecological characteristics often complicate 

effective boundary setting. Ranging from strict international borders, municipal 

designations, or ecological transitions zones; boundaries not only denote political 

authority, but also can influence economic potential and cultural identity (Paasi, A. 

2010). As a result, they are a source of conflict worldwide. In the marine context, the 

complexity of ownership of the South China Sea and the controversy over Arctic 

territory are excellent illustrations of these conflicts. Ecosystems, in most cases, span 

over several geopolitical and administrative boundaries. For example, the boundary 

between Nova Scotia and Cape Cod in the U.S has remained in dispute due to the 

complicated nature of the geophysical and resource potential of the area. This 

eventually required court action to reach a ‘fair’ outcome consisting of three different 

line segments (LeGresley, E. 1993). 

 This particular challenge is relevant, as MSPs requires designation of two spatial 

boundary types. The first being the geographical area which the entire plan covers. The 

second are a series of block spatial zones which are decided through the MSP process. 

Within national borders delineating a plan area boundary would seem politically 

straightforward, but may not be the case. In Canada, for example, territorial boundary 

disputes between FN and the government has remained a point of contention for 

centuries (Section 2). Inevitably, political debate will also impact block zoning. As 
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discussed in the upcoming section on jurisdictional complexities, overlapping 

authorities greatly exacerbates the difficulty of boundary setting (Monahan et al. 2000). 

 Unfortunately, political and economic parameters may supersede ecological 

considerations. Superimposition of manmade boundaries onto fluid, dynamic 

environments also poses a problem to MSPs. Although these carefully contemplated 

zones may be followed by human users, marine biota and water do not. Sea level rise, 

pollution or animal migration patterns cannot be controlled by these boundaries and 

compromises their effectiveness (Ehler, C. 2008). Brennan and Smith discuss this issue 

in their 2012 paper, stating that maps can develop a “reality” that may not exist. For 

instance, a protected area creates the perception that it is safe and pristine from external 

forces when indeed it is subject to them regardless of its delineation on a map (Brennan 

and Smith. 2012).   

   

 Conversely, others may argue that the designed boundaries are so focused on 

biological characteristics that ‘social landscapes’ are undermined (St.Martin and Hall-

Arber. 2008). The human and cultural element of communities who rely on the 

resources being managed by MSPs is not emphasized enough. In Rhode Island, 

mapping of human activities was essential to reaching both environmental and social 

goals in the area (Dalton and Di Jin. 2010). This required surveys of all activities, 

industrial and recreational, to sufficiently understand the ecological pressure caused by 

spatial and temporal differences of human uses. The value of social elements in MSP 

zoning is further explained in the following statement; 

By characterizing the spatial and temporal heterogeneity of human uses in the 
marine environment and analyzing how these uses relate to the complex human 
and natural systems in which they are embedded …..  can positively contribute 
to marine spatial planning and management efforts designed to achieve 
ecological, economic, and social objectives.— (Dalton and Di Jin. 2010).  

 The limitation of boundaries setting does not have an explicit technical solution, 

but rather must be planned for appropriately. As Ehler and Douvere state in the 

UNESCO step-by-step guide, it is only possible to manage human activities not 

ecosystems or their individual components. Applying EBM, a primary tenant of MSP, 



ideally enhances zoning effectiveness (Ehler & Douvere. 2014). This may be reflected 

by networks of protected areas, buffer zones, or compatibility with land based activities.  

 Key Message: Political controversy, whether large or small scale, greatly 

influences setting boundaries in the marine environment. The political debate may 

compromise ecological compatibility and or social landscapes within an MSP. The 

application of an EBM framework may assist in equal consideration for ecological, 

social and economic goals when making zoning decisions.  

4.3.5 Challenge Five: Meaningful Engagement  

 It is critical to ensure that stakeholder engagement is ongoing and transparent to 

foster a shared vision, ideally avoiding market driven outcomes or unequal influence of 

certain groups (Flannery et al. 2016). This is a pillar to all natural resource planning and 

is essential to the acceptance of any MSP. If engagement is meaningful, it has the 

potential to achieve transparency, trust, reflect local conditions and encourage long term 

compliance. Working very closely and continuously with local citizens provides the 

capacity to create a shared vision which incorporates key issues relevant to local and 

social values rather than primarily economic ones (Flannery et al. 2016). Stakeholders 

must feel empowered through trust and ownership in order to achieve effective MSP. 

Ideally, this would create a fair process which would ensure that exploitation is avoided. 

However, stakeholders are often disconnected and identifying what ‘meaningful 

engagement’ actually is poses a challenge to MSP practitioners. 

 Even if stakeholders are engaged they may have limited power in decision 

making and thus participation can appear tokenistic (Flannery et al. 2016). Indeed, 

many case studies indicate that stakeholders were merely consulted on strategically 

important developments (Jones et al. 2016). In the example of South West England’s 

MPA project,  large-scale offshore fishing and infrastructure projects circumvented 

participatory platforms and rather sought approval through ‘broader political 

means’ (Jones et al. 2016). In this manner, sectoral goals may again impede effective 

participation and remove stakeholders from larger decisions (Jones et al. 2016). 

Furthermore it is possible that certain groups end up being the dominant driver in an 

MSP process, such as an environmental group, which could serve to alienate other 
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groups (UNEP. 2014). The risk of excluding stakeholders is that plans will not succeed 

or will be met with substantial friction in the long term (Ehler, C. 2008) thereby creating 

obstacles to their implementation. 

 While some planning initiatives operate in-depth consultative methods, others 

may use stakeholders in an advisory capacity and argue that soliciting advice on drafts 

may be more effective (Bones, J. 2015). Both are viable strategies but what constitutes 

“meaningful”  can vary depending on political requirements, previous management 

strategies and stakeholders’ expectation. Mistrust in current engagement structures may 

exist, stakeholder’s interest can turn stale and engagement may even exhaust 

participants (Alley, J. 2016). Therefore practitioners are encouraging one another to try 

alternative methods of engagement to match the needs of stakeholders (Alley, J. 2016). 

There are many strategies for engagement ranging from formal meetings and consulting 

exercises to informal social gatherings and casual interactions. For instance, 

practitioners at the Rhode Island symposium on MSP found that engaging stakeholders 

in informal conversations assisted to build trust and can enhance their commitment to 

the plans (McCann, J. 2016).  However, each stakeholder has different objectives 

regarding the depth of engagement they wish to have (Alley, J. 2016). In Alley’s 2015 

report on future governance strategies for MPAs in Canada, it is argued that participants 

should be able to choose when, how and how much they engage to achieve their 

specific objectives, and therefore a diversity of engagement mechanisms is essential. 

  

 Key Message: Consistent engagement of stakeholders assists in achieving 

balanced outcomes, transparency and longterm support for MSP implementation. Due 

to the diverse interpretation of ‘meaningful engagement’, a variety of engagement 

opportunities and mechanisms should be available to match the needs of different 

stakeholder groups. 

4.3.6 Challenge Six: Achieving Agreement     

 Dominant management strategies at present are often so focused on consensus, 

that they fail to recognize that, it may not create equitable outcomes. Society and 

political structures inherently favour certain parties and places others at a disadvantage. 

As Flannery et al. 2016 explore in their “MSP winners and losers” bulletin, they argue 



that western society favours a neoliberal outlook and thus economic development and 

powerful stakeholders (industry) hold more power in decision making. In terms of 

resources, lobbying power and political voice it seems unlikely that a large industry 

would have similar interests to a less dominant stakeholder to result in a fair consensus. 

Of course, compromise is essential to any planning scenario, but there may be 

favouritism towards which users garner more “wins” (Jones et al. 2016).  

  

 Bille argues that there are ingrained “illusions” about reaching goals through a 

potentially flawed system of coordination, consulting and consensus via a ‘round table’. 

Theoretically if stakeholders do not communicate, friction evolves creating a political, 

social or environmental issue and therefore, if managers are able to coordinate these 

stakeholders at the same “table”,  solutions will form. Bille notes that this is hugely 

generalized and cannot possibly be true in all scenarios.  He argues that the only way to 

create solutions is to consult stakeholders to achieve this ultimate goal of consensus. 

The risk is that this may only act to satisfy stakeholders in the short term (Bille, R. 

2008). Those who hold a weaker position may settle for less, while more influential 

stakeholders benefit from the “consensus”. Bille states that it merely provides assurance 

to those who do not wish to be impeded that they will not have to make any significant 

changes. For instance, users who have limited regulations and potentially high 

environmental impacts—namely industry— enhance their image by being a ‘partner’ in 

a consensus, round table discussion rather than appearing as uncooperative (Bille, R. 

2008). Bille even discusses that consensus based approaches may be favourable to 

politicians who wish to minimize the appearance of conflicts. 

  

 Consensus can potentially undermine real and substantial conflicts. As a result, 

it creates winners and losers by forcing parties to compromise into a situation beyond 

what is desirable. In this case they feel at a loss, leave the process, or even choose to 

obstruct the progression of a plan (Flannery et al. 2016). This idea is supported by 

Nursey-Bray  (in Flannery et al. 2016) who argues MSP does not allow conflict to be 

acknowledged when perhaps it should. Bille supports this notion by stating;  

For an environmental problem to be effectively handled, that the various parties 
involved reach a deadlock, following a period of conflict. One then becomes 
fully aware of the balance of power between stakeholders, and by extension of 
all power relationships. We recommend that stakeholders …..incorporate these 
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three notions – conflicts, balance and relationships of powers – in their strategic 
vision.— (Bille, R. 2008). 

  Nursey-Bray also discusses the epistemological limitation of consensus. It 

assumes that there is a simple, general common goal of society, leaving no room for a 

diversity of perspectives. In reality, stakeholders have a spectrum of goals and beliefs 

and to assume that all parties exist in agreement on these is naive.  

  The concept of “distributive management” or sharing the burden of changes be 

that cost or otherwise obstructs true consensus (Bille, R. 2008). The optimum level of 

trade-offs for one party may not be optimal for another (Jones et al. 2016). Ostrom 

identified that outcomes, both positive and negative, must therefore be distributed 

equitably. For example a poor community and a wealthy community cannot share the 

cost equally because the burden is felt much more heavily in a poor community.  It is 

true that the structure of any institution and unequal resources and capacity may offer 

different levels of influence (Flannery et al. 2016). To consider that not all stakeholders 

are equal and perhaps should not be treated as such seems unconventional, but it may be 

critical to making more equitable outcomes. 

 Similar to the previous argument on engagement, ‘agreement’ has a variety of 

meanings to different stakeholders. Practitioners are beginning to realize that consensus 

in a traditional sense may not be practical. Lessons learned from establishing an MPA 

network in the state of California through an MSP exercise, argued that “not everyone 

will love the plan” and sometimes neutrality is a win (Gleason et al. 2013). Other MSPs 

are beginning to use advisory committees, and smaller working groups rather than large 

consensus methods to see what range trade-offs would be acceptable rather than a 

singular outcome (MEAM. 2015).  

 Key Messages: Consensus based methods of reaching agreement may not offer 

the most equitable outcomes and tend to be resource heavy. Instead, consensus may 

favour more powerful industries who benefit from ‘status quo’ outcomes. Therefore, 

planners should accommodate the differences between stakeholders and apply different 

methods of seeking agreement. 



4.3.7 Challenge Seven: Communication 

 Without dialog, honesty and reciprocity do not exist and therefore trustful 

relationships cannot form (Lachapelle et al. 2003). Communication through the entirety 

of an MSP assists with meaningful engagement, clear directives, and participant buy-in. 

Conversely, if correspondence is weak then plans will likely be misunderstood and in 

turn lack support (CRC. 2015). In conference notes from the 2015 MSP symposium 

held in Rhode Island, communication was listed explicitly six times, trust fifteen times, 

and managing expectations twelve times (McCann, J. 2015). In an Italian case study, 

effective communication was deemed the most important tool to attain trust and support 

from stakeholders. If people become confused, then a process has effectively failed 

(Agardy et al. 2002). However, in the example of California's MPA network, actively 

communicating the benefit of MPA’s to the future of fish populations was critical in 

receiving buy-in from the commercial fishing industry  (Ashbun et al. 2013). 

 While planners are obligated to keep stakeholders informed, inter-agency 

communication is also necessary. This should ensure that efforts are not duplicated, are 

mutually compatible and that other agencies are be ready for upcoming changes (Alley 

& Topelko. 2007. McCrimmon & Fanning. 2011). Of equal importance is the 

facilitation of effective communication between different stakeholder groups. During 

engagement, practitioners must encourage mutual respect amongst stakeholders and to 

convey that everyone is in it for the ‘collective’ (CRC. 2015). By doing so, information 

sharing and active listening between participants can for the necessary empathy to make 

conflict resolution and decision making more straightforward (McCann, J. 2015). 

 Managing expectations through the process of MSPs has been a challenge for 

practitioners.As discussed previously, there are different expectations and needs towards 

engagement thus planners must accurately convey what role stakeholders have in an 

MSP process to avoid conflict. Furthermore, participants must understand that plans are 

unlikely to solve every issue put forth (CRC. 2016). Management actions should be 

clear and concise and be accompanied by clear baseline information (Ehler, C. 2014). 

This transparency must also to extend to how management goals are prioritized and 

must be clear that trade-offs are inevitable (UNEP&GEF-STAP. 2014). Effectively and 

clearly communicating what will be achieved, who is in charge, what role each 
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participant plays and how certain decisions were made maintains a level of trust in the 

planning team (Gleason et al. 2016).  

 Key Message: Solid communication is at the root of maintaining stakeholder 

support. Clearly expressing management actions and how planning will be conducted 

assists in understanding of the plans and managing expectations. Additionally, fostering 

mutually respectful dialogue between participants creates empathy and may assist with 

conflict resolution and decision making.  

4.3.8 Challenge Eight: Balanced Outcomes  

 At the outset of an MSP, a set of desired outcomes and goals must be set to 

provide direction. Objectives often have a very specific goals in mind, be that 

environmental protection, economic stimulation or otherwise (Flannery et al. 2016). 

This runs the risk that the plans become driven by a specific sector rather than by a 

diversity of environmental, social, cultural and economic goals and objectives (Flannery 

et al. 2016). 

  

 MSP, although designed to provide more sustainable outcomes, only has the 

capacity to reflect existing policy (Flannery et al. 2016). Management organization is 

disjointed or what is often referred to as the ‘silo effect’ wherein industry interests are 

addressed individually rather than touching on the general public interest. As mentioned 

previously, this puts MSP efforts at risk of being dominated by ‘market logic’ and 

inevitably favour economic development. Of course, this is dependent on what political 

objectives or goals are present in any given region. If an MSP’s goal is to provide an 

optimum trade-off of different uses, then it is possible that sectoral interests may make 

that impossible (Jones et al. 2016).  For instance, the European Union’s goal of 

achieving 20% wind generated power has certainly had an influence in how ocean 

planning has progressed (Green and Vasilakos. 2011). The Belgium North Sea Plan 

attempted to limit the designation of MPAs as a means to reduce impact to offshore 

wind developments (Jones et al. 2016). Although the wind development may not have 

necessarily overridden other important goals, it became the primary criteria of the plan 

(Jones et al. 2016).  In order to avoid reflecting powerful interests, it is critical to 

understand all relevant objectives and the motivations behind them at the outset of an 



MSP to understand how these may favour outcomes towards particular sectors 

(Flannery et al. 2016).  

 Another issue which stems from these arguments is that MSP fails to foster 

enough ecological emphasis in its plans (Foley et al. 2010). To maintain and restore 

ecological integrity, diversity of species, habitat and connectivity of these areas must be 

taken into account on various platforms including economic and social (Foley et al. 

2010). Although it is obvious to assume that powerful industries may achieve more 

economically biased outcomes, that is not always the case. In California’s recent effort 

to create a network of MPA’s, recreational angling was excluded from protected areas in 

an effort to reach ecological goals (Flannery et al. 2016). It was argued that protection 

of these more biologically productive areas excluded stakeholders and only acted to 

enhance fishing pressure elsewhere, resulting in a socio-economic downturn. In this 

case, fishermen felt that their industry was already heavily regulated enough and to 

further impede its activity would only cause further economic suffering (Gleason et al. 

2013). These stakeholders felt that the significant tradeoff between ecological protection 

and socioeconomic consideration was unjust. Additionally, they argued that that it 

remained unclear if ecological benefits were emerging from such actions (Gleason et al. 

2013). 

 Key Message: The intent of MSPs is to equitably create management outcomes for 

a diversity of goals and sectors, yet they are still subject to external pressures. This 

includes political mandates and economic drivers. As a result, the MSP outcomes may 

be biased towards a particular industry thus compromising ecological and social 

outcomes.   

4.3.9 Challenge Nine: Jurisdictional Complexities 

 MSP is promoted as a way of overcoming the “inefficiencies” that stem from 

conflicting and overlapping responsibilities between agencies (Flannery et al. 2016). 

One of Ostrom’s keys to sound management is to have defined roles and power 

structure. However, large ocean planning efforts are infrequently afforded this luxury 

and cross sectoral integration is weak at best (UNEP. 2014). This particular challenge to 
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ocean planning creates a sundry of issues which compromise the success of an MSP. 

Jurisdictional complexity in this case refers to the differing roles, legal authority and 

licensing power by various agencies in a given area. This can result in the omission of 

activities in an MSP thus making it potentially less effective. For instance, a federal 

level government may have sole control over a particular industry while a sub-national 

or local government has power over another relevant sector. Each government has the 

authority to provide licenses to their respective industry which operate in the same area. 

This becomes complex when government agencies have different mandates. For 

example, Belgium carries obligations to several international marine related treaties 

while simultaneously trying to satisfy their internal agencies’ mandates. This creates a 

huge challenge in prioritizing varying ocean users and activities (McCrimmon & 

Fanning. 2011). The result of such complications was to exclude commercial shipping 

and all fisheries activity (arguably some of the most important industries to regulate), 

from Belgium’s MSP and eventually resulted in a loss of momentum on the project 

(McCrimmon & Fanning. 2011).  

 Jurisdictional complexity may compromise the capacity of MSPs. For example, 

large developments are licensed federally in the UK, rather than through smaller MSP 

initiatives (Flannery et al. 2016). Additionally, the Great Barrier Reef — with perhaps 

the most renowned and integrated MSP/MPA to date— previously existing licenses and 

plans were not integrated into the MSP. In such cases, the complexity or failure to 

integrate different authorities on licensing potentially create future activity conflict even 

before an MSP reaches successful implementation (Flannery et al. 2016). 

 Relying on cross agency integration or cooperation is a massive challenge to 

MSP (McCrimmon & Fanning. 2011). Some argue that the solution is a formal 

institution directly and solely responsible for coastal management (Bille, R. 2008). 

Ideally, this would horizontally and vertically integrate government agencies and the 

various levels of government to merge all legal power into one place. However, this is 

often not feasible or realistic based, again, on the original complexity of diverse 

political systems. It would likely require the combination of several different ministries 

which would more than likely end up being less transparent and even more complex 

(Bille, R. 2008). Despite this obvious barrier, many authors still argue that complex 



jurisdictional arrangements remains a primary limitation to effective oceans 

management.  

 Perhaps a more pragmatic approach is to enhance agency coordination in a more 

informal manner. As mentioned in the communication section, having clear 

communication over who makes decisions and who has authority maintains 

transparency and consistency (UNEP. 2014). At present this is really the only solution 

offered aside from overhauling a system which could be costly and time heavy. How to 

effectively achieve this level of communication is unclear and is likely up to individuals 

in an MSP to see that sharing jurisdictional authority in an integrated manner is a 

priority.  

 Key Message: Although MSP may assist with more integrated governance, 

overlapping and complicated jurisdiction still influences the effectiveness of MSPs. 

Although solutions still remain unclear, suggesting one simple integrated ocean 

management body may not be practical. Instead, present efforts towards inter-agency 

collaboration may be the task of individuals in an MSP. 

4.3.10 Challenge Ten: Legal and Political Support  

 MSP has great potential but requires support to become a robust tool. This must 

come from regulatory bodies to ensure that good governance practice, EBM and 

adaptive management are accounted for. 

 If planning succeeds and implementation is underway, long term political 

support may become a challenge (Mcrimmon and Fanning. 2011). Changing leadership, 

economic fluctuations or social pressures can alter the landscape in which an MSP was 

developed. Granted, MSP is meant to be adaptive to such changes but it must also 

maintain the desired long term goals. To avoid compromising original directives, 

typically those which are related to ecological outcomes, the establishment of a robust 

legal or regulatory system may be crucial (Flannery et al. 2016). Olsen discusses the 

necessity of having what he describes as ‘first order outcomes’, or enabling conditions. 

One of these conditions is a formal mandate in either the form of a law, a decree making 

the plan a “permanent structure” or formally designating of areas (Olsen, S. 2003). 
"94



Having a legal framework which supports an ecosystem based management approach 

and aims to enforce the regulations designed by any MSP could enhance future political 

support and indeed compliance by ocean users. 

 In the UK’s initial MSP planning of eight different sub-regions, they opted to 

overhaul their legal system to provide momentum for this new management regime 

(McCrimmon & Fanning. 2011). This provided structure to the process and mandatory 

compliance allowed this process to be a success. Similarly, the MPA initiative in 

California relied on political support and legislative mandate to achieve its 

implementation goals. In this case, the argument over whether protected areas are 

worthwhile was no longer up for debate thus minimizing the resistance to planning 

(Gleason et al. 2013). Alternatively, McCrimmon & Fanning also examine the Belgium 

MSP program which did not choose to legally mandate the process. In this case (also 

based on complex jurisdiction issues) the plan quickly lost momentum. UNEP and 

GEF-STEP conducted a global MSP survey and determined that clear legal mandates 

and political will is one of the primary enabling conditions to reach implementation. 

Ehler also suggests in much of his work that MSP must be ‘statutory and enforceable’ 

and indeed found that MSP case studies from Europe met substantial limitations without 

it (Ehler, C. 2008).  

 Key Message: Having a supporting legal framework has greatly assisted in 

getting MSPs off the ground, maintaining political will and enhancing their longevity.  

4.3.11 Challenge Eleven: Plan Complexity 

 Large problems on a global scale can be overwhelming. Although lessons 

learned through smaller scale projects may not be appropriate to larger areas, starting 

small can simplify these challenges. This is why Ostrom identified using smaller, local 

approaches to common pool resource management as a key variable to success (Ostrom 

and McGinnis. 1992). 

 Overly large plans are often host to complications such as too many users with 

conflicting interests. When trying to accommodate too many interests, the sheer volume 

of required management directives alone could weaken the feasibility of an MSP which 



discourages both businesses and government from supporting their implementation over 

time (Ehler, C. 2008). In addition, more objectives means more resources are required 

to achieve them. Therefore, it is critical then that these MSP efforts be broken down into 

smaller more manageable zones (Klaren, P. 2015). Oregon’s Territorial Sea Plan deemed 

this as one of the strategies which made planning efforts clear and concise. In addition 

to making it more manageable, it can provides more “cohesion” in terms of 

biogeography and “sociopolitical values” (Gleason et al. 2016). In the UK’s MSP 

initiative, the creation of eight individual planning bodies rather than one large, allowed 

room for more regional expertise and provided better access to stakeholders 

(McCrimmon & Fanning. 2011). In terms of industry, institutions, local values and even 

driving distances for local meetings this approach can be much more effective. Indeed, 

different regions have unique issues so it is only sensible that they are addressed in that 

matter (Gleason et al. 2016).  

  

 Key Message:  Overly large and or complicated plans may attempt to have too 

many objectives. This limits the feasibility and understanding of an MSP and thus 

support from stakeholders and government may dwindle. Approaching MSP from 

smaller, more manageable areas can create more tailored and concise plans.   

4.3.12 Challenge Twelve: Preparing for Implementation 

 In many examples of MSP, the planning process may have been excellent but the 

resulting plans fail to successfully transition to implementation.  MSPs must not only 

plan for the necessary capacity in advance, but also recognize the structural and social 

limitations that may impede their progression. In the example of the Eastern Scotian 

Shelf Management Initiative in Atlantic Canada, the planning process was perceived to 

be very strong, but lacked the actual political support and in the end the implementation 

was under resourced (Flannery et al. 2016).  

 Even if an MSP initiative achieves a clear and concise planning document it may 

not reach implementation. This could be the result of some of the previously discussed 

themes such as lacking political support or being under resourced. Practitioners state 

that implementation is arguably far more challenging than planning and it must be 

prepared for effectively (McCann, J. 2015). Why this last step so frequently fails is 
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something that perplexes academics and practitioners (Plasman, C. 2008). It may be a 

combination of several aspects, and of course, each case has its own unique obstacles 

which contribute to implementation failure. Some mangers offer that plans may fail to 

“plan to implement” (McCann, J. 2015). Planners may become so focused on 

successfully creating a plan that they do not account for continuing past that completion 

date. They must think long term when considering funding, human capacity, how to 

enforce the plans and maintain ongoing commitment to reaching goals (Gleason et al. 

2016. & UNEP & GEF-STAP. 2014). 

  Key Message: Implementation is the most important element of MSP but 

is planners are often unprepared to transition to this phase. As a result many MSPs are 

never successfully completed. Setting up capacity and planning to implement in advance 

may assist with transition from planning to implementation.  

 Having now described the basic tenets of Ostrom’s common pool resource 

management principles and summarizing UNESCO’s step-by-step Guide to MSP, the 

basic theory of MSP should be clear. In contrast, the identification of twelve emerging 

challenges faced by practitioners and their lessons learned, should illustrate that MSP 

offers a diversity of approaches and potential limitations not addressed by the theory.  In 

light of this, it is critical that different MSPs are studied as they may offer solutions to 

these common obstacles.  

4.4 Matching Theory with Reality: An Analytical 
Framework to Assess MSP Case Studies   

 As experience with MSP grows around the world, synthesizing academic theory 

and critiques with practitioner’s experience can provide utility to evaluating MSP 

projects. Furthermore, by assessing a case study in its early stages can prove valuable to 

that process to strengths and areas of weakness (Ehler, C. 2014). The following 

analytical framework identifies common challenges to the implementation of MSP 

discussed in the previous section. A summary of criteria on how to address these 

challenges has been synthesized from MSP practitioners ‘lessons learned’ as described 

above and is complemented by the theoretical MSP models and natural resource 

management principles.  



4.4.1 Existing Evaluative Frameworks for MSP  

 Jones et al. 2016 

 The inspiration to create an analytical framework, in part, came from Jone’s et 

al’s 2016 work on European MSPing case studies. In coordination with the European 

Monitoring and Evaluation of Spatially Managed Areas Project (MESMA), the authors 

developed an empirical framework using a ‘governance analysis approach’ to 

methodically describe each case study. The framework outlines seven primary themes 

which occurred consistently in twelve European case studies. Ranging from regional 

history to the degree of transparency achieved in each process, themes were used as a 

means to conduct a consistent examination of each case study. In effect, the framework 

touches on many of the criticisms which are discussed in the literature review section of 

this paper. The designed framework in this study has followed a similar method wherein 

it uses ‘themes’ to direct the assessment.   

 Ehler’s 2014 Guide to Evaluating MSPs  

 To improve transparency, demonstrate positive results and improve overall 

program management, Ehler completed another framework with UNESCO called “A 

Guide to Evaluating Marine Spatial Plans” in 2014. Similar to the 2009 Guide to MSP, 

it follows a step by step method to gauge how well a program is doing in terms of 

compliance and management outcomes. It emphasizes the use of indicators to identify 

and communicate the success or issues within the management plans (Ehler, C. 2014). 

The measure of ‘success’ according the the guide should seek out some form of 

performance monitoring. For example, monitoring trade-offs of seeking out one 

particular management objective. 

 Ehler offers three main types of monitoring; state of the system, compliance and 

performance, but these must be tailored to each MSP rather than a strict evaluation 

method. It follows each step and repeats as necessary to effectively;  

• identify the need to monitor and create a plan;  
• identify objectives of the MSP;  
• identify management actions to each objective;  
• identify performance indicators;  
• establish a baseline for indicators;  
• monitor indicators; 
• evaluate results; 
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• communicate results  

 The steps, although applicable, are intended for MSP practitioners and to assist 

them in maintaining a solid management regime. Whereas, the intent of this research is 

to externally evaluate MaPP based on the Twelve Challenges to MSP that have emerged 

through the extensive literature review. However, the twelve challenges to MSP 

effectively act as broad performance indicators that Ehler’s Guide calls for. 

 In this Guide, Ehler very meaningfully points out the necessity of evaluating 

MSPs. Step four, ‘Identifying and Creating Targets of Performance for MSP 

Management Actions’, addresses the concept of ‘governance indicators’. These include 

exploring the progress of planning, financial capacity, stakeholder participation, legal 

authority, clear timeframes and implementation. These are significant because not only 

are these included in the ‘Twelve Challenges to MSP’, but Ehler recognizes that these 

particular indicators are “particularly important at the beginning of the MSP process 

before real outcomes can be measured” (Ehler, C. 2014). This makes a great argument 

for the assessment of MaPP. Because implementation is in the early stages it is quickly 

evolving and as such it can benefit by identifying its the strengths and weaknesses. 

Furthermore, it should appreciate and leverage the strengths within the program that can 

help to better overcome these challenges.  

 Although different in their approach, elements of Jones et al. and Ehler’s 

frameworks have informed the following analytical framework. From structure to 

concepts to explore, the most critical aspect drawn from these is appreciating that 

evaluative frameworks can help improve an individual MSP and therefore advance 

oceans and coastal management. This is why the following analytical framework has 

been designed.   

4.4.2 Analytical Framework for Assessing Marine Spatial Plans: The 
Twelve Challenges to MSP   

 The analytical framework, as shown in Table 5, is proposed as a means to provide 

a directed strategy for assessing MSPs. The twelve challenges to MSP from the 

literature review have been organized into three sub-categories; technical, social and 



structural. Each is accompanied by a brief summary of the issue as explored in the 

critical assessment of MSP (Section 4.3). The ‘criteria for success’  aims to describe the 

best-practice, or means of overcoming the given ‘challenge’. These are inspired by the 

values from Ostrom’s work on managing common pool resources, Ehler and Douvere’s 

MSP step-by-step guides and analysis of MSP practitioner suggestions. The ‘research 

approach’ explains what methods were applied to assess MaPP’s ability to address that 

particular ‘challenge’. This includes background research, interviews and a sample 

interview question. The full list of interview questions can be found in Appendix C. 

Although this is more relevant to the methodology section, as discussed in Section 3.2, 

it was included here to maintain the functionality of the paper. Additionally, this should 

help the reader to grasp what information has formed the arguments in Section 5.  

Table 5. An Analytical Framework for Assessing MSP Case Studies

Technical Challenges 
The following four challenges are based on criticisms related to science, data, tools and 

capacity required to carry out MSP initiatives. 

Enabling Conditions: Appropriate conditions must be present in a region to conduct 
successful MSP. Without a foundation of financial support, skilled personnel and existing 
relationships, MSPs will struggle. Consideration of these factors must be accounted for at all 
phases from pre-planning to implementation. 

Criteria For Success Research Approach for MaPP 

Experience with MSP and technical expertise is 
available at the outset of planning and is 
continuously consulted when necessary. Rather 
than a forced initiative, the plan is pursued as a 
result of public will. The MSP is supported and 
bolstered by the political and social conditions of 
the region. Political support and compliance with 
the plan should be primarily proactive rather than 
reactive. Sufficient funding is arranged in advance 
and considers all stages of planning including 
implementation. 

Background Review: Determine the 
political conditions and current 
initiatives present in the region that 
would affect MaPP. Review of Sub-
Regional Marine Plans and Regional 
Action Framework and funding MOUs. 

Sample Interview Question: Recent 
projects in B.C. (GBR, PNCIMA, 
LRMPs) indicate that there was lots of 
experience and interest in resource 
planning, how do you think this 
influenced MaPP?
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Bias Towards Science: The use of highly technical tools and heavy reliance on western 
science may cause MSP efforts to alienate certain stakeholder groups and limit the integration 
of diverse values. 

Criteria For Success Research Approach for MaPP 

Science is effectively communicated to 
stakeholders as well as the utility of any mapping 
tools being used. Equal consideration is given to 
other values including, traditional knowledge, 
social impacts, cultural significance and potential 
economic influences. 

Background Review: Review of Sub-
Regional Marine Plans and Regional 
Action Framework. Identify the 
proportion of social, economic, cultural 
and ecological data and subsequent zone 
outcomes.  

Sample Interview Question: One 
criticism is that planners overwhelm 
people with tools and science;Was 
science used effectively and in an 
understandable manner?

Data Limitations: Gaps in available data— be it scientific or otherwise—challenge the 
ability to make effective decisions. Incomplete information can impede the progress of an 
MSP process. This concerns not only the amount of data, but its quality and relevance. 

Criteria For Success Research Approach for MaPP 

The best available data has been collected in 
advance of decision making. Attention is given to 
not only the amount of data, but the quality and 
relevance of the available information. Although 
the precautionary principle is applied and rational 
decisions must be made, there is an understanding 
that incomplete data may be inevitable. As such, it 
does not hinder the forward momentum of a 
project in a negative manner. Any significant gaps 
have been identified and a sufficient plan has been 
created to rectify this.

Background Review: Review of Sub-
Regional Marine Plans and Regional 
Action Framework. Understand what 
data was collected, used and continues to 
be collected to date in the MaPP region. 
Identify how MaPP plans to address data 
management and collection into the 
future.  

Sample Interview Question: Thanks to 
the work done by PNCIMA and 
BCMCA it appears at first glance that 
MaPP had access to vast and robust data 
on the region but was anything critical 
missing?

Mapping Boundaries: Mapping human boundaries effectively with biological characteristics 
may not reflect reality or provide management strategies which account for the diverse and 
dynamic quality of an ecosystem. There may also be existing cultural, traditional, economic or 
political human boundaries which may pose a challenge to planning. 

Criteria For Success Research Approach for MaPP 

A plan integrates ecosystem based management 
effectively. Boundaries reflect ecological 
characteristics and the associated human uses are 
compatible with the area. Plans are not constrained 
by arbitrary human or political boundaries. 
Consideration for existing cultural, traditional, 
economic and political boundaries and are 
incorporated accordingly. 

Background Review: Review of Sub-
Regional Marine Plans and Regional 
Action Framework mapping outcomes 
and methods for zone designation. 
Review MaPP’s EBM framework.  

Sample Interview Question: Were the 
established boundaries appropriate in 
terms of ecological compatibility? How 
were overlapping boundaries dealt with?

Social Challenges 
The following four challenges focus on criticisms of stakeholder involvement, decision 

making, effective communication, and equity of outcomes.  



Meaningful Participation: Continuous involvement of a diversity of stakeholders is key to 
building trust in planners-stakeholders and stakeholder-stakeholder relationships but is not 
always done effectively.

Criteria For Success Research Approach for MaPP 

All potentially affected stakeholders are invited to 
participate in the process. Stakeholders, aboriginal 
populations, scientific communities and relevant 
administrative bodies are involved in a continuous 
and open manner. Effective and fair conflict 
resolution methods are available to all. Group 
organization is encouraged and facilitated when 
necessary. Information is not only supplied to 
stakeholders from planners but participants are 
able to provide meaningful input to planners at all 
stages and to each other. 

Background Research: Review 
MOU’s, documentation on meetings, 
bulletins and communications published 
by MaPP. Review of Sub-Regional 
Marine Plans and Regional Action 
Framework to examine what 
stakeholders were present and in what 
capacity they were being engaged.  

Sample Interview Questions: What 
was your experience with participation/
engagement in the planning process and 
was there any particular factor that 
influenced this experience?

Achieving Agreement: Consensus is achievable, but may not result in equitable outcomes. 
Forcing consensus risks the suppression of certain groups who may end up compromising 
more heavily than another. Consensus eliminates the appearance of conflict, when perhaps 
conflict is remains. 

Criteria For Success Research Approach for MaPP 

Consensus is not necessarily the primary goal of 
participant consultation. When possible and 
desired, conflict should be resolved using the 
appropriate avenues. However, conflict need not be 
eliminated when compromise is not equitable in 
the long term. Rather, participant agreements 
should be equal and proportionate to their 
individual means.  

Background Review: Review of Sub-
Regional Marine Plans and Regional 
Action Framework mapping outcomes 
and methods for zone designation. 
Review other relevant MaPP literature 
relating to stakeholders. 

Sample Interview Questions: How 
were agreement reached at the planning 
table (if it was)?

Communication: Ineffective communication can hinder the ability to achieve meaningful 
engagement. Without it, trustful relationships will not form and transparency will be 
compromised. Additionally, expectations in terms of participants roles and what outcomes will 
be achieved by an MSP will vary dramatically. Results of poor communication will impact the 
public, stakeholders, planners and governing bodies. 

Criteria For Success Research Approach for MaPP 

Bi-directional communication between participants 
and planners is clear, transparent and continuous 
through all stages of planning and implementation. 
Participants are made aware of all relevant 
decisions that may impact them. Expectations of 
planning outcomes and proceedings are consistent 
and understood between all parties. Empathy and 
listening is encouraged during proceedings in order 
to ensure all parties are ‘heard’ effectively. 

Background Research: Review of Sub-
Regional Marine Plans and Regional 
Action Framework. Review of MaPP 
bulletins and other published 
communication documents.  

Sample Interview Question:  Has 
communication been consistent? Was 
your information reflectted in the plans?

Balanced Outcomes: Based on various conditions such as the objective of a government or 
the  economic power of a stakeholder group, it is possible that the planning outcomes will bias 
more influential stakeholders. As a result certain aspects, be they ecological, social or cultural, 
may be neglected.
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Criteria For Success Research Approach for MaPP 

Objectives are designed with multitude of 
stakeholder groups with varied values. Economic 
development, should be strategic and encouraged  
but not necessarily be the primary objective of a 
plan. Rather, outcomes should consider a balanced 
trade-off of environmental, social, cultural, and 
economic goals amenable to stakeholders. This 
balance could be reflected in percent of zoning 
outcomes favouring each value or if a predominant 
collection of stakeholders with similar values 
object to the plans.  

Background Review: Review of Sub-
Regional Marine Plans and Regional 
Action Framework mapping outcomes 
and methods for zone designation. 
Determine what proportions of plans 
reflect which values.  

Sample Interview Question: Some 
criticism of MSP’s elsewhere show that 
they biased a particular sector; Were the 
outcomes reflective of the values and 
objectives of all participants?

Structural Challenges  
The final four criticisms of MSP relate to jurisdiction, legal and institutional support, 

complexity and implementation. 

Jurisdictional Complexity: Different levels of authorities often have overlapping 
responsibilities of a resource. Each agency typically has distinct goals and objectives which 
will influence how they wish to operate or manage a resource. As a result, coordinating 
jurisdiction and integrating processes to reach common goals can become an arduous and 
complex task. 

Criteria For Success Research Approach for MaPP 

Governance should be clear and defined in terms 
of who has jurisdiction who has access and how 
this authority can be used. Cooperation and 
collaboration between authorities must be 
consistent and ongoing. Communication between 
representatives should be facilitated by the 
planning process. A degree of self-motivation by 
each agency to maintain this integration may be 
essential. The governance structure should further 
be organized into smaller groupings to offer 
simplified and tailored approach. 

Background Review: Assess the 
governance structure of MaPP to 
determine roles of each group. Identify 
the legal framework and jurisdictional 
structure in B.C.  

Sample Interview Question:. To what 
extent has overlapping jurisdiction been 
an issue in MaPP and how was it 
overcome?

Legal Backing: Planning and implementation of an MSP relies on having appropriate 
institutional and legal capacity. Insufficient legal framework and political will compromises 
the support of a plan and ability to enforce compliance. Bringing respective authorities to 
agreement over plan implementation without Legal and Political Supportcan be a challenge. 

Criteria For Success Research Approach for MaPP 

Decision makers must be officially obligated to 
comply with the MSP in some manner and an 
enforcement structure is present. Structures and 
funding for enforcement are available. This may be 
through a government agency, existing programs or 
the design of a new program to assist with 
compliance. Enforcement is scaled and appropriate 
to the offence. 

Background Review: Determine what 
political mandates and legislative 
documents  exist that support MaPPs 
objectives. Review of Sub-Regional 
Marine Plans and Regional Action 
Framework for enforcement strategies.  

Sample Interview Question: There is 
no legal requirement built into MaPP at 
present. With that in mind, what 
compliance issues do you foresee and 
how could those be dealt with?



Managing Complexity: The risk of over-regulating or creating too many boundaries 
complicate decision making and user compliance. For resource users it may spur confusion 
and in turn impact their support. Complicated plans will also hinder the ability to 
appropriately fund planning outcomes and achieving unrealistic planning goals will be 
impossible. 

Criteria For Success Research Approach for MaPP 

Plans are comprehensive, but not complex to the 
point of confusion. Plans are “place based”, and 
match local conditions in terms of financial 
capacity and human resources required to 
implement and monitor. Plans are user friendly, in 
terms of a readable and  accessible user-interface. 
Boundaries are clear and management conditions 
are concise and feasible. 

Background Review: Review of Sub-
Regional Marine Plans and Regional 
Action Framework. 

Sample Interview Questions: The Sub-
Regional Marine Plans are 
comprehensive, but in what ways do you 
believe complexity will be an issue for 
MaPP?

Preparing for Implementation: Implementation is the most important element of MSP, but 
often the most neglected. Planners get caught up in ‘planning’ and fail to prepare for the 
transition to implementation. By not managing all or some of the previous challenges well 
implementation will not be successful. 

Criteria For Success Research Approach for MaPP 

Previous challenges are addressed to some degree 
or have clear strategies to resolve them. Capacity 
for implementation and monitoring has been 
secured. Plans explicitly build in steps to 
implementation. Agreement on the plans by all 
relevant parties is present and have been signed off 
by appropriate and enabling authorities. Adaptive 
processes have been built into the plans so that 
they may remain relevant into the future. Avenues 
of communication remain open. 

Background Review: Review of Sub-
Regional Marine Plans and Regional 
Action Framework and implementation 
agreements. 

Sample Interview Question: Was there 
planning specific to implementation? 
Are there any implementation issues that 
will have to be dealt with? 
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5.0 Results and Discussion: Insider 
Perceptions and Insights on MaPP 
 Using the analytical framework, this assessment discusses what criticisms and 

lessons from MaPP were uncovered through the interview process. It identifies 

responses to research question two; Has the Marine Plan Partnership of the Northern 

Coast of British Columbia addressed these criticisms? If so, by what means have they 

overcome them? Each of the twelve challenges is accompanied by a summary table 

outlining how MaPP successfully approached this challenge and how it was either 

limited or requires improvement. The reader will find recommendations throughout, but 

these are synthesized in Section 6. 

 Due to the nature of this study, interview results are in the form of transcripts. 

Each interview transcript ranges from five to eight pages in length, while the final 

coding and selection of key statements from transcripts resulted in a 15,000 word 

document. Due to the sheer volume of information and the qualitative nature of the 

study, coding and documentation of direct quotes is presented in Appendix C. 

Supporting quotes throughout this section distinguish if they are from a Partner (P) or a 

stakeholder (S) whereas quotes from an indirectly involved party are referenced as a 

personal communication.  
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5.1 Technical Challenges  

5.1.1 Challenge One: Enabling Conditions  

 Pre-existing structural and cultural conditions from past experiences influence 

elements of planning (Flannery et al. 2016). Although not strictly related to MSP,  MaPP 

planners were able to draw on experience from LRMPs, the GBRA, PNCIMA and FN 

marine plans and apply it in a meaningful way. 

Harnessing Public and Political Will  

 Following the LRMPs and the GBRA, it was clear there was a disparity between 

the amount of planning done on land as compared to the marine environment. Each of 

these planning initiatives were primarily focused on EBM, but failed to adequately 

connect from ‘mountain top to sea floor’ (Nowlan, L. 2016).  

It made it obvious that there was a big gap and someone needed to pick it up. It 
probably helped to provide a bit of emphasis for the start of the MaPP process 
when people finally realized ‘oh what about all those estuaries’ and so on. —
(S2) 

 When PNCIMA came along, it was viewed as the ‘answer’ to encapsulate EBM 

and means to connect the GBRA to a management framework in the the Sea. What 

began as an exciting project between stakeholders, FN and government, ended as an 

incomplete version of the original vision. The federal government’s choice to re-scope 

PNCIMA may have been disappointing, but it paved the way for MaPP’s creation; “The 

agreement is really the phoenix rising from the ashes of PNCIMA” (Personal 

Table 6. Summary of MaPP’s Ability to Address Challenge One, Enabling Conditions

 Framework Criteria: Rather than a forced initiative, the plan is pursued as a result of public will. The MSP is 
supported and bolstered by the political and social conditions of the region. Political support and compliance with 
the plan should be primarily proactive rather than reactive. Experience with MSP and technical expertise is 
available at the outset of planning and is continuously consulted when necessary. Sufficient funding is arranged in 
advance and considers all stages of planning including implementation.

SUCCESSES REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT/ 
LIMITATIONS

• Application of already completed work 
saved time and effort  

• Adapted experience from terrestrial 
planning and previous marine initiatives  

• Leveraged previous working relationships 
to build trust 

• Utilized the evolution of FN’s management 
authority to create co-led governance 
structure 

• Previous stakeholder and public experience 
with planning was not always positive and 
created some apathy or hesitation towards 
MaPP 



Communication, January 6th, 2017). Without spatial planning and no intention to create 

sub-regional plans— a clear request from the partner FN’s— it became clear that a new 

initiative would be necessary to reach the original goals. The FN Partners were driven to 

ensure the region had a robust marine and coastal framework, while the Province was 

committed to maintaining their relationship with FN; 

It really comes down to that relationship with FN. We have been working really 
hard to get into a government to government Partnership with FN so it 
dovetailed really nicely with the previous GBR work.…We thought ‘hey we 
have the funding, a willing FN and the political climate, lets do it! — (P5) 

 The FN Partners harnessed the momentum from PNCIMA to create a co-led 

management structure with the Province to continue the important work on oceans 

management in the region. However, the creation of MaPP out of PNCIMA also had 

some negative consequences. Because PNCIMA was never actually dissolved, but 

rather remains unsigned, the creation of MaPP  has created conflict between the 

Province and the federal government;  

(Following the formation of MaPP) This actually resulted in the federal 
government being upset with the Province and they made it very clear they 
needed to stay out of their jurisdiction. —(S3)  

  

 It is likely that due to this history with PNCIMA, the federal government chose 

not to engage in MaPP and thus limited the jurisdictional capacity of the process. This is 

further discussed in the Jurisdictional Complexity below (Section 5.2.7).  

 Another potentially negative impact from past processes, is stakeholder apathy 

or mistrust. Some participants of this study recognized that past efforts may impact 

some participant buy-in to MaPP. In one example a stakeholder a described that; 

In the GBR, you had a lot of environmentalists…. who created or highlighted a 
division in FN communities— those who wanted economic benefits and those 
who wanted to protect it— this division has cause a lot of problems and there 
are still some who resent that…When those parties see MaPP and an 
environmental agency participating you may automatically lose buy in from 
them. —(S1) 

 Although this example may not have had a great impact on MaPP, it is worth 

considering when discussion the relevance of regional history. Existing relationships 
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and conflicts are more than likely to emerge when trying to reach agreement. This is 

explored further below.  

Using What Has Already Been Done  

 As has been discussed in Section 2 and Section 4.1, duplication of work wastes 

time and effort and should be avoided (Alley, J. 2016).  PNCIMA accomplished a huge 

body of work prior to MaPP and Planners took this to their advantage; “ PNCIMA 

provided a lot of guidance on strategic vision and provided those EBM goals that MaPP 

used.” — (P4). They took inspiration from the work done to identify Ecologically and 

Biologically Significant Areas, applied a similar study area and incorporated much of 

the same data. One of the most critical components of MaPP is its EBM framework 

which was adopted from PNCIMA; 

As an advisory table we needed to provide consensus based information to the 
committee. We created the EBM framework from that. Everyone was brought 
in and fussed over every word…It took us almost two years to complete. 
Everyone was very happy and thats the one we implemented in MaPP. — (S6)  

 The collaboration and effort put into the the EBM during PNCIMA potentially 

saved MaPP two years of extra work. In addition, it was designed through a consensus 

based format (unlike MaPP), giving it broad support.  

 MaPP also had an huge advantage when it came to available regional data. 

Through the work compiled for BCMCA Marine Atlas over the previous decade, MaPP 

had access to a significant database. This would save considerable time and effort in 

terms of scientific analysis and will be discussed further in Section 5.2.3. Furthermore, 

the previous work completed by local FN who accumulated their own marine plans, was 

of great value. Earlier efforts to empower local communities in the region saw the 

accumulation and documentation of local and traditional knowledge that had never been 

formerly completed. As one Partner stated; 

 Traditional values were actually accumulated, written down and mapped into a 
recommendation. Prior they were mostly unknown and undocumented, so that 
was of great value.— (P2) 



 Not only that, but the documents contained completed science that may have been 

missing from other sources. By having these plans, FN were efficient as a high level 

decision maker and  

 Like Ostrom’s nested governance approach, having the community FN plans 

completed prior to the sub-regional planning, gave FN communities an opportunity to 

organize their objectives and be more confident at the decision making table;  

FN had their own plans already. That was the first stage— getting that at the 
community level… Its one of the most powerful things in this (MaPP)! It started 
with the Nations an worked its way up. It created a huge part in how the whole 
thing was pulled together. — (S6) 

 In addition, these marine plans enhanced the ability to implement TK into the 

MaPP plans. The value of TK and the FN marine plans is discussed further in Section 

5.1.2. 

 Drawing on Experience  

 Previous planning has had significant influence on the structuring of governance 

and engagement strategies in MaPP. For instance as one participant discussed, “LRMPS 

have been done for a large portion of the Province and policies had been established 

around that in terms of the approach to stakeholder consultations.” — (P2). Planning 

initiatives have been slowly evolving within the region and that experience has prepared 

the public and private sectors. It is true that many of the stakeholder participants in this 

study had been previously involved in the GBRA, PNCIMA or LRMPs in some 

capacity.  As one Partner commented; “Stakeholders now know what strategic planning 

is and they know what spatial zoning does. That high level planning was not foreign to 

anybody.” —(P5). In addition, the experience with planning highlighted what methods 

would work and which were unsuccessful as shared by this Partner who commented, 

“We had history and knowledge of different planning processes and what we can learn 

from them.”— (P4). 

 Planners developed experience from previous terrestrial initiatives and PNCIMA 

in terms of how planning should progress. This has given MaPP a significant leg up as 

stated by one Partner; 
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Lots of the principles and best practices from that (history) have poured across 
into marine planning. The Province was able to come up with lots of experience 
from that and I think that it set MaPP up for success.— (P5) 

 When previous experience was not enough or specific MSP knowledge was 

lacking, MaPP turned to their Stakeholder Advisory Committees and the Scientific 

Advisory Committee to fill in these knowledge gaps. Figure 10 illustrates the diversity 

of knowledge ranging specifically to MSP to economics. MaPP was even able to have 

Charles Ehler advise. As agreed in the Science Advisory TOR,  this committee offered 

scientific expertise, background research, identified appropriate tools for planning and 

reviewed the plans (MaPP. 2013).  In addition, access to a diverse range of willing 

stakeholders and sector representatives further enhanced the ability to bring well-

rounded experience to the table.  

 Evolution of First Nation Authority  

 A powerful relationship with the Province and FNs is at the core of MaPP.  

However, this would not have been the case without the continuous expansion of their 

role in recent decades (Section 2). The elevation of FN’s management authority through 

previous efforts has seen the slow emergence of government to government 

relationships and set a precedent for MaPP (Thompson, S. 2015). Beginning with the 

LRMPs where FN were recognized as important co-managers, to the partnership formed 

in the GBRA and PNCIMA. As one stakeholder comments, the previous work was 

critical to the emerging relationship seen in MaPP;   

Figure 10. Science Advisory Committee. From mappocean.org

http://mappocean.org
http://mappocean.org


If the Province hadn't built those relationships with FN through land use 
planning, there is no way they would have been interested in going down that 
path with FN for marine planning. — (S3)  

The dedication to this relationship, which is bolstered with Provincial policy on 

Aboriginal reconciliation was of particular significance following PNCIMA. As 

recognized by one stakeholder who commented; 

 (After re-scoping of PNCIMA) The province was very unhappy that they were now 
involved in a process which the FN were furious with. The FN asked the province to 
continue with them which really forged this relationship seen in MaPP…They 
realized not taking the project on would damage their relationship with the FN…— 
(S3) 

 The Partnership and co-led management in MaPP did not just form spontaneously, 

but was the result of slow incremental changes in the region. The ability to form such an 

innovative governance structure to manage a large area like MaPP, is in great part due to 

past struggles through policy change and relationship building 

 Existing Relationships  

 What is often overlooked or missing from management projects, is developing a 

human element. Aside from the important partnership with FN, other sectors and 

participants benefitted from previous working relationships. As mentioned, many sector 

representatives have engaged in previous initiatives in the region. As a result, there was 

existing trust and respect between stakeholders.  One interviewee emphasized its 

importance to MaPP by saying;  

(There is a) personality/familiarity/previous working relationships element. Its 
not all about having the right data, funding mechanism or issue resolution.  I 
find that the working relationships and history also tend to be a factor.  There is 
a “comfort level” or “trust factor” that determines whether participants believe a 
process was well managed. Many of the involved parties have been around in 
the planning process in B.C. for a long time… that level of familiarity made it 
very easy to trust and communicate effectively. — (P3)  

 Other regions which may not all of these advantages, or any at all, should 

recognize that MaPP has been given a considerable advantage by having a very solid 

foundation of regional capacity. Previous planning initiatives have paved the way for 

political momentum towards MSP, developed working relationships with FN and the 
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Province and created an element of familiarity between stakeholders. What may have 

been a negative experience in PNCIMA has been turned into the innovative, 

collaborative and durable project that is MaPP. It is critical to understand that the 

conditions in B.C. truly enabled to emergence of MaPP and have facilitated its 

progression greatly. Other MSPs may learn that any experience, related to marine 

management or not, can be drawn upon to some degree and used to benefit a planning 

process. MSPs should assess what relevant conditions history has created and seek 

methods of utilizing them.  

Financial Capacity  

 Marine Spatial Planning requires considerable financing to accomplish 

meaningful engagement, fund administrative duties, enforcement, hire technical 

advisors and to achieve desired outcomes (Section 4). The Province did not have the 

budget required for such an undertaking and MaPP entered into a Private-Public 

Partnership with TIDES Canada who sourced their funding from the Gordon and Betty 

Moore Foundation (Section 2). Financial capacity was one of the most important 

enabling factors to the success of MaPP and must be emphasized.  

 The provided funding was available from the beginning which assisted planners 

to budget and predict what would be possible long in advance. Rather than identifying a 

need, applying for it and maybe receiving approval (as with government funding), it 

was already available. TIDEs provided funding to bring in technical experts and travel 

expenses for stakeholders to attend advisory meetings. If a stakeholder required extra 

staff to attend meetings, there was resources to do so.  

Table 6a: Summary of MaPP’s Ability to Address Challenge One A: Financial Capacity

SUCCESSESS REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT/ 
LIMITATIONS

• Private-Public Partnership minimized fiscal 
limitations of MaPP  

• Stakeholder engagement and expert 
knowledge was enhanced as a result of 
funding  

• Solid MOU ensured no external influence 
would be possible  

• Residual scepticism from PNCIMA 
towards TIDES/ Moore Foundation 

• Perceptions that government should have 
funded the process  



This reduced any fiscal limitations that stakeholders may have when trying to 

consistently engage during planning. As one Partner recognized;  

They provided capacity building through technical support, workshops, 
production companies to do videos and so on. There was quite a lot of support 
not just for us, but for all the various groups involved in marine planning.. It 
helped to get people engaged and to go into this process with the resources to 
participate.— (P6) 

 The ability for MaPP to meaningfully and equally engage stakeholders (Section 

5.2.1) is in large part due to this arrangement. However, there was some concerns over 

the source of funding. As one stakeholder commented, “ We should be ashamed that 

public money didn't fund this. Marine panning is so important and our government 

should pay for it!”— (S1).  However, at the time of MaPP’s emergence, provincial 

government money for marine planning was relatively limited. It was not seen as a top 

priority for the Province as expressed by one Partner who said that, “At the time marine 

planning wasn't a priority. Partly because they can be costly…” —(P4). Even if there 

was more government funding available, most participants of this study felt that without 

the assistance of private money, MaPP would not have been able to accomplish what it 

had. For example one Partner acknowledged that  “individual departments couldn't 

feasibly fund the whole thing”— (P2). While another stakeholder drew comparisons to 

the PNCIMA process;  

There is no way we could have done it with government funding. PNCIMA was 
being funded by Moore and as soon as the Feds pulled out of the funding 
agreement the whole thing fell apart!— (S6) 

 During PNCIMA, TIDES (and thus the Moore Foundation) came under heavy 

scrutiny. There was question over the legitimacy of American money funding a 

Canadian policy initiative and resulted in the federal government’s withdrawal from that 

funding agreement. This skepticism appeared to remain with some stakeholders, for 

instance;  

I think if we are going to have a Canadian initiative it should be funded 
Canadian. It is part of our solidarity!…I think we need to do a better job at 
finding the money in the forefront.— (S5)  
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 However, the MOU between TIDEs and MaPP was explicit in stating that no 

influence on the partnership would evolve. As illustrated in Figure 11, funding was to 

support the planning needs of MaPP and would in no way influence the decisions— 

final outcomes were only of the Partnerships’ making; “We were planning for an area in 

B.C. and both parties had an interest in this area. They provided the funding, but they 

did not influence the outcomes.”— (P4) 

 After some initial hesitation and acceptance that government money was limited, 

most participants respected what TIDES offered MaPP. When asked how the funding 

agreement influenced the process, all interview participants responded very positively. 

In addition to enabling solid engagement and administration, the MOU also ensured that 

MaPP would stay on a timeline to reach its planning goals and that MaPP would 

complete an implantation plan; “…It tied us to deliverables that we had set and put us 

on an aggressive timeline..It kept us on track and kept us well resourced.” — (P2) 

 It may be useful in future endeavours for MaPP, and other MSPs, to seek out 

broader financial sources if government funding is insufficient. This is not a major 

criticism of MaPP because they took advantage of what was available and it did turn out 

very positively, but as one participant points out; 

No matter how altruistic or even handed a party is, when you hold the 
pursestrings you hold some power and that should be evaluated. Of course, you 
should be able to bring money into these processes because the government 

Figure 11: Section 3.6 of the MOU Between TIDES Canada and the MaPP 
Partnership (MaPP. 2011). 



doesn't have the capacity. But when there is only one Daddy Warbucks, its not 
neutral.— (Personal Communication, December 2016).  

 Through the process (as discussed more in Section 5.2.4), outcomes were 

perceived as balanced but with an emphasis on FN. It is possible that this may have 

been an result of the Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation’s influence on the region. 

They were involved in the GBRA, and have provided funding to FN communities to 

assist with their marine planning in the past. Although this capacity building is very 

essential and has had a positive influence, there is the risk that other stakeholders will 

perceive this as a bias. As was clear through the conflict with PNCIMA, funding can 

indeed become a source of conflict.  

 In order to avoid any future concerns over conflicting interest (even if none exists 

in reality), seeking out more than one ENGO or private donor to support may be 

beneficial. As long as those who are willing to participate, do so in an equally 

transparent way, like TIDES and the Moore Foundation. This will not only potentially 

assist with perceptions of bias, but will also strengthen the financial security of MaPP as 

it works through implementation. 
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5.1.2 Challenge Two: Bias Towards Science  

 One of the primary tenants of MSP is to apply the best available science using 

applicable tools and scientific expertise. Using the Science Advisory Committee to 

conduct technical analysis and data management, MaPP was able to use tools such as 

Marxan Analysis and SeaSketch to support decision making (Section 2). While the 

Partners were confident in the application of science and many stakeholders felt the 

Technical Teams provided sufficient information, others did not feel confident in the 

application of science or its utility. 

 Application of Science: A Spectrum of Understanding  

 The application of Marxan Analysis proved highly valuable to informing potential 

protection management sites. Within the Partnership, Marxan was of great assistance to 

planners who felt that it identified unbiased suggestions for PMZs.  

 It provided us with a neutral start and base of information… instead of the FN 
or Province coming in with designations right away, there were neutral areas 
identified. — (P5) 

 In addition to Marxan, SeaSketch was perceived as an excellent visualization 

tool to convey the immense volume of data in a transparent way (Section 2). One 

Partner stated that “SeaSketch was a good communication and visualization tool… it 

Table 7. Summary of MaPP’s Ability to Overcome Challenge Two: Bias Towards 

Framework Criteria: Science is effectively communicated to stakeholders as well as the 
utility of any mapping tools being used. Equal consideration is given to other values 
including, traditional knowledge, social impacts, cultural significance and potential economic 
influences.

SUCCESSES REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT/ 
LIMITATIONS

• Marxan Analysis was essential to identify 
ecological hotspots without political 
influence  

• SeaSketch was an excellent tool to 
visualize the volume and complexity of 
data  

• Access and understanding of applied tools 
very sound within Partnership (FN and 
Province) 

• Trust from many stakeholders in technical 
teams capabilities  

• Unprecedented integration of TK and local 
knowledge into planning documents and 
decisions

• Communicating science to stakeholders was 
a challenge 

• Some participants confused or 
overwhelmed by information  

• Complaints emerged at the lack of detailed 
science  

• Lack of federal involvement limited 
application of some valuable TK 

• Lacking clarity of application of TK in 
some cases



suited the purpose of the process and it was built by the Partnership which is great!”— 

(P5). 

 Despite having this user-friendly visualization tool, stakeholders were not 

explicitly exposed to science like the Partners and Science Advisory were. As a result 

there were mixed degrees of understanding and trust towards its application. One 

participant commented that “the tools used within the MaPP process were not 

necessarily applied very well.”— (S3). In another discussion, a stakeholder said that 

“the Marxan material was somewhat useful but that all depends on what data was 

originally put into the system.. and some of that data was not reliable. So one tended not 

to put absolute value on it.”— (S7). 

 Although it is likely true there is room for improvement, it is also possible that 

these perceptions stem from the Partnership’s challenge to communicate science. 

Conveying the technical aspects of MaPP was recognized as a weakness; “Models in 

general have their applications, but are they good public communicators? Probably 

not…I think we had some room for improvement on better communication of 

sophisticated tools.” —(P2). This internal observation was further represented by the 

following stakeholder experiences; 

We were not directly informed or interacting with the science side of things… 
We were not able to receive direct responses to questions and concerns we were 
raising in terms of science. — (S3) and; 

There was some community consultation trying to explain the whole process 
and I think it succeeded in alienating quite a few people. Science is the basis of 
what you are doing and it is important, so how do you get around that? — (S1) 

 The challenge here is that stakeholders often have mixed scientific backgrounds. 

For instance one participant recognized that in their sub-region, some Advisors 

struggled with technology; “… There were those without computer experience and for 

them I think it was a challenge..”—(S4). Even for those who did have technological 

experience, it may have become a mountain of information as expressed by this 

stakeholder who said; “Knowing more than most, I still had to ask many questions….It 

was pretty tough for people with no technical background— it can be alienating.” —

(S1). Without adequate knowledge, some concepts overwhelm people, and if this 
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confusion occurs then a process risks having less buy-in (LaChapelle et al. 2003). In 

contrast, there were several stakeholders who had more satisfactory experiences and 

were confident in the Partners abilities to use science well; 

The different tools were explained during various advisory committee meetings. 
I learned how to use SeaSketch as a stakeholder. I asked and received some 
support to figure out the tool….The Tech Teams were really good about being 
there for stakeholders if anything needed explaining. —(S4)  

  This sentiment was reflected by many Partners, who expressed their faith in the 

Technical Teams and how much effort was put into communicating science effectively.  

We spent a lot of time at stakeholder meetings getting into the guts of what 
technologies we were using. We had the stakeholders help to decide which 
parameters to use in Marxan. It gave some ownership to how the results would 
be shown. — (P4) 

 As discussed in Section 4.3.5, stakeholders often have different expectations in 

terms of the amount of engagement they wish to partake in (Alley, J. 2016). Although 

there were some who chose to actively delve into science, there was sometimes limited 

stakeholder interest as stated by one Partner who commented; “There was specific 

meetings set up in order to show the advisory committees how they were able to take 

drafted elements and see boundaries, but there was very limited interest.”— (P3). 

Indeed, there was some degree of stakeholder apathy ranging from those who just 

wanted the basics; “..people just needed to have a basic understanding…”— (S6), to 

those who wanted even less exposure to it; “I felt it was information overload, it wasn't 

necessarily what we needed…MaPP was a political process and the detailed science was 

not really advantageous to us.”— (S2). 

 Although the Scientific Committee and Partners were primarily responsible for 

the technical aspects of planning, they did supply information to stakeholders. Through 

speaking with participants it is clear that there were those who felt it was valuable to 

their objectives to immerse themselves in the science such as Marxan and SeaSketch, 

whereas others did not.  

 The mixed perceptions towards the use of science in MaPP was likely the result of 

varied stakeholder backgrounds, different expectations and a challenge of effectively 



communicating technical information. If a stakeholder does not find value in sitting 

through a lengthy presentation on an analytical model, that should be their prerogative. 

That said, it is their responsibility to understand the plans and report accurately to their 

constituents — as was explicitly stated in the Advisory Committee’s TORs. Perhaps 

more diverse opportunities for informal science education may be of use here. 

Stakeholders should be able to choose how much they wish to engage with science in a 

way that provides the most value to them while planners must continue to be an open 

resource for educating technological elements.  

 Incorporating Local and Traditional Knowledge 

 Because of mixed perceptions and degrees of understanding, western science 

cannot be the only dictating factor in decision making (Lachapelle et al. 2003). Luckily, 

MaPP had the necessary conditions to give unprecedented consideration to traditional 

and local knowledge. By inviting stakeholders to share their information and the 

extensive work done by FN on their marine plans (Section 2, Section 5.1.2), TK was 

accumulated in a way that had not been previously done. 

 MaPP was able to complement the FN work as one Partner stated that “science 

was mostly used as a means to reinforce the already planned areas by FN to see that the 

significantly identified areas were indeed compatible….we used the science as a 

‘check’. ” — (P3).  

 TK was not only accommodated, but was also recognized as a hugely valuable 

element by the majority of interviewees. For example one stakeholder remarked that 

“there was lots of traditional and local ecological knowledge brought into the plans. I 

would say it was a really important piece…”— (S4), while another said; 

We held a high value of those key sources who brought a lot of TK to the table. 
We spoke to a lot of people on their marine use planning committees (FN) and 
they had a lot more data than the Province… BCMCA had a lot of data but it 
couldn't touch what the FN had! — (P4) 

 FN values and their traditional management approach fosters a blend of 

‘interconnectedness’ and ‘balance’, as it has for genera (PNCIMA. 2013). The FN 

approach to MSP was very complementary to EBM principles including ecological 
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integrity, community well-being and even governance. Therefore, the harmonization of 

these plans with western science enhanced the desired outcomes of MaPP.  

 Furthermore, by accommodating the FN work into the Sub-Regional Marine 

Plans it is actively creating what Ostrom discussed as appropriate localized solutions 

(Ostrom and McGinnis. 1992).  By starting small and scaling up, actions are more likely 

to fit local conditions and cultural norms (Ostrum & McGinnis. 1992). 

 However, without the federal government, there were some jurisdictional 

limitations in regards to implementing elements of TK, in particular over the inclusion 

of fishing activities.  As expressed in Section 2 and later in Section 5.2.4, FN have very 

important spiritual connections to fish and fishing itself. However, because the federal 

government is responsible for commercial fishing activities and fish populations, MaPP 

could not touch on these activities. This inevitably became a point of contention 

between the Partners. The FN who were trying to include all of their values, as it should 

be in an integrated framework, versus the Province who received substantial pressure to 

remain silent on the topic of fisheries management (Section 5.2.1).   

 In addition to jurisdiction limitations, there may have also been some clarity 

issues with some participants over the use of TK. These individuals expressed that they 

“…didn’t know what weighting to TK was used…. Was it 80-20, 50-50?”— (S5) or in 

one particular case one stakeholder stated;  

There was significant zoning along the shoreline, as requested by FN, and I 
never found out why…How do you judge if something is culturally sensitive 
and therefore it deserves protection when you don't have the facts? You cant 
argue the facts when you don't even have them.”— (S7) 

  Similar to the previous argument on communicating science, the Partnership was 

mostly responsible for managing data internally, while stakeholders were just there to 

provide advice (Section 2). Mush like the science, not having complete access to TK 

information created questions of transparency for some stakeholders. However, there is 

confidentiality required over sensitive cultural information. In the case of TK, there are 

certain spiritually significant areas that are not public domain as explained by one 

Partner who said,  “..a lot of information was private .. traditional knowledge was often 

not public access due to FN rights” —(P7).  Although privacy was critical for trust 



between the Partners and to FN rights, this necessary trade-off to transparency may 

need to be conveyed more clearly to stakeholders.  

 Overall, TK played a very valuable role in the MaPP planning process. It 

complemented scientific data and allowed the outcomes to be far more place-based. The 

Partnership between FN and the Province provided a much easier avenue to incorporate 

TK and community level information rather than if FN had participated as stakeholders. 

Although the governance structure was a huge facilitator, the previous work done at the 

community level should not be overlooked. The level of organization greatly 

empowered FN to be strong on their position and objectives. However, in order to avoid 

any confusion over its application, MaPP could have spent more time explaining the 

confidentiality agreements or how TK was applied in certain decisions.  

5.1.3 Challenge Three: Data Limitations  

  

 MaPP had access to an immense database called the BCMCA Marine Atlas 

(Section 2) which contains over 300 ocean characteristics (BCMCA. 2011). This created 

a starting point which was invaluable to saving time and effort required to make 

decisions in MaPP. Both planners and stakeholders recognized what an advantage this 

created. One Partner commented that “we were very fortunate that BCMCA had 

catalogued all that information. If we didn't have that, we would have had to do a lot 

Table 8. Summary of MaPP’s Ability to Overcome Challenge Three: Data Limitations

Framework Criteria: The best available data has been collected in advance of decision making. 
Attention is given to not only the amount of data, but the quality and relevance of the available 
information. Although the precautionary principle is applied and rational decisions must be made, there 
is an understanding that incomplete data may be inevitable. As such, it does not hinder the forward 
momentum of a project in a negative manner. Any significant gaps have been identified and a sufficient 
plan has been created to rectify this.

SUCCESSES REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT/ 
LIMITATIONS

• BCMCA, PNCIMA and existing FN 
marine plans provided an excellent starting 
point to “best available science” 

• Accumulated data from a diversity of 
sources 

• Human user gaps mitigated through 
engagement process and impressive 
information sharing 

• Plans address expanding knowledge in the 
future

• Still missing some socio-economic 
information and user data 

• Granularity of data was often too broad 
• Some layers lacked sufficient metadata, 

was dated or not relevant to the scope of 
the plan 

• Jurisdiction limited application of certain 
information 

• Stakeholders may not have comfort level to 
question the data 
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more work to do”— (P5). While another said, “ to start any process off with already 

peer-reviewed information that has been merged into one piece? Its great to have that at 

your disposal!”— (P4). In essence, the Marine Atlas was the ‘best available’ data for the 

MaPP region. However, there were some significant concerns raised on the quality of 

some of the data. One Partner recognized that “although there was lots of data…. the 

quality was not always superb. Many of it was at the wrong scale, was lacking metadata 

or was stale dated.” — (P7).  

 Often data was scaled too large for each of sub-regions to make truly informed 

decisions. For instance, one participant pointed out that the “granularity of data needed 

to be finer. All the data that was useful from PNCIMA and BCMCA — species, 

fisheries, metric data, sediment data etc— was all relatively coarse.”—(P2). As a result, 

it was recognized that there were some decisions that may have been made with less 

than ideal information, for example; 

Maps can be a very powerful tool. At first they look very impressive but when 
you dissect what the layer it based on it could be based on thousands of data 
points or maybe just a few. So we needed to understand the level of confidence 
in each layer. — (P1) 

 Without fine granularity assumptions had to be made, as pointed out by one 

participant; “There were tons of gaps… We did have to do a lot of proxying and 

assumptions based on what we did have.”— (S6)  

 One particular element that seemed to concern most participants was gaps in the 

socio-economic data. For example one Partner recognized that “…the gaps were mostly 

related to socio-economic concerns and what the people would think of things.”— (P1). 

The Partnership recognized that these data gaps were present and attempted to 

encourage information sharing from stakeholders to fill in user data (MaPP. 2015d). In 

many cases, this was perceived a success; “It was a cordial and cooperative process… I 

was favourably impressed with the way people cooperated and shared information” — 

(S7). Again, as mentioned in the previous segment on the application of TK, the FN 

marine plans also offered a huge amount of information which helped to account for 

knowledge gaps; “That is where engagement became more important.. for looking at 

those missing pieces..The traditional knowledge study filled the gap”— (P6).  



 Despite this encouraged data sharing, several stakeholders still expressed 

dissatisfaction with industry information such as tourism, employment data, fisheries 

and even small boat traffic. For example, as one stakeholder remarked; “we wanted a 

better breakdown in the employment data in tourism. There was too much ‘clumping’ 

where each sector was being given equal weight”— (S4),  or as another participant 

stated, “… what is still missing is a lot of data on human activity. How many people 

visit an area, how many boats are going through… a lot of that was pretty patchy”— 

(S7). These human use gaps, could be the result of information just not having been 

collected in the MaPP region or, as it was identified, could have been a matter of 

confidentiality;  

For the most part we really relied on participants to fill gaps in the user data…In 
a lot of cases, people did not want to share their data, for instance sharing their 
fishing ground places.— (P2)  

  As mentioned previously, there are elements of  TK that remained private. The 

majority of stakeholders accepted and respected certain confidential aspects but there 

were some who expressed concerns over transparency. However, as FN continue to 

elevate their management influence and rights within the Province, this will likely 

become more widely accepted and less controversial.  In this respect, one partner 

suggested offering similar privacy options for other stakeholders so that they too may 

share sensitive information; “We needed to offer better data confidentiality so that 

people would be able to share their information without feeling it would compromise 

their interests” — (P2) . If this became a reality in the future, hopefully it would allow 

MaPP to have access to more well-rounded and comprehensive data. In addition, it 

could limit any potential feelings of animosity towards any other stakeholder group (Re: 

FN).  

 In the end, MaPP planners were able to achieve their comprehensive documents 

with what they had available; “we did the best job we could with the available data and 

I think the economic sectors would say the same” — (S6). In many cases, despite the 

previous complaints, data limitations have not greatly impeded the process for the time 

being; 
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Some folks wanted finer detail…. You can always go out and get more inventory 
but for this scale of planning it was enough….. the only thing would be to have a 
bit more detail but i’m not sure that would have changed things.— (P5)  

 As all good management plans should, MaPP has outlined actions to continue 

opportunities for research. Elements within the Sub-Regional Marine Plans and the 

Regional Action Framework have outlined ongoing assessment and monitoring actions 

to collect data. This ranges from cumulative effects, climate change and risk 

assessments (MaPP. 2016d). As MaPP continues through its implementation, and 

perhaps in future stakeholder engagement, data should hopefully only continue to 

improve.  

5.1.4 Challenge Four: Mapping Boundaries   

 Setting boundaries on a fluid environment with multiple users requires 

thoughtful planning. In MaPP, consideration for zone designation included existing 

boundaries, ecological value, cultural/FN use, buffer zones, future economic activity, 

adjacent land use and navigation (Section 2.; MaPP. 2015b-e).  All of these uses were 

confined within the three zone types; special management zones (SMZs), general 

management zones (GMZs) and protected management zones (PMZs) as outlined in 

Section 2.  This scheme created room for all marine activities in some capacity. 

Table 9: Summary of MaPP’s Ability to Address Challenge Four: Setting Boundaries

Framework Criteria: A plan integrates ecosystem based management effectively. Boundaries 
reflect ecological characteristics and the associated human uses are compatible with the area. 
Plans are not constrained by arbitrary human or political boundaries. Consideration for existing 
cultural, traditional, economic and political boundaries and are incorporated accordingly. 

Succeseses Requires Improvement/ Limitations

• Large planing area is based on the North 
Pacific Shelf Bioregion 

•  Zoning scheme considers variety of 
characteristics and accommodates all 
marine activities in some capacity 

• Boundaries and zoning all fall within a 
robust EBM framework  

• PMZ designations identified through 
Marxan Analysis of ecological hotspots  

• Zones are adaptable 
• Overlapping boundaries were dealt with 

effective conflict resolution methods

• Ecological considerations may have been 
compromised for political reasons 

• Mistrust over local knowledge and the 
potential that too many characteristics 
were assumed to designate a zone 

• Suggestions to use regional district 
boundaries as opposed to FN boundaries 



  In terms of ecological compatibility, the larger regional boundary of MaPP was 

based on the North Pacific Shelf Bioregion as delineated by the PNCIMA LOMA in the 

Oceans Act. The Bioregion is defined by continuity of bathymetry and oceanography, 

habitat conditions and associated species (CSAS. 2009) and, as such, the larger study 

region was perceived by participants as being environmentally appropriate; “Ecological 

compatibility was suitable in terms of broader study area”— (P2).  In addition, the plans 

bolstered PMZ designations with the help of Marxan Analysis to identify areas of high 

conservation value (MaPP. 2015b-e). Buffer zones were also designated surrounding 

areas of high restriction to provide additional protection to particularly sensitive areas. 

(MaPP. 2015b-e). As a result, many participants were confident that mapping decisions 

were sound; 

The mapping portion was very well done. We had a great team. There were GIS 
specialists on the FN teams doing mapping and analysis and the Province and 
conservation sector spoke with them and compared maps. That was done well, 
very well. — (S6)  

  However, as discussed by Charles Ehler, it is rarely possible to keep impacts 

contained and thus spatial zoning can only be one parameter of effective MSP (Ehler, C. 

2008). As expressed by a participant who stated;  

I personally have more interest in EBM than PMZ’s. Unless they are imbedded 
in EBM they are too small to be effective. Its like having a non-smoking area 
on an airplane, it does nothing!” — (S6)   

 As such, each zone has an associated table with management parameters to 

which allowed activities must prescribe. These a-spatial components of the plans were 

critical to improving the robustness of the zone’s impact; “The spatial management was 

only one component. The non-spatial — which was the EBM— had very strong 

conservation values within it.”— (S6). The MaPP plans go into great depth over the 

value and necessity of applying an ecosystem based management framework (Section 

2). 

 EBM influenced all spatial zoning decisions through its four management goals 

(Table 2) and particularly the two concerning ecosystem structure and supporting 

human connectivity to the environment. These goals encouraged planners to apply the 

best science, the precautionary principle, be adaptive and for designations to be 
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‘equitable, collaborative, inclusive, participatory and respect Aboriginal right” (MaPP. 

2016b). 

 Ecology and environment, as set out in the EBM framework, were obviously 

given serious attention, but as recognized by MaPP, “social boundaries were equally as 

important as ecological ones.”— (S3). To illustrate, economic development is critical to 

the region and it relies on few industries to maintain its growth and well-being (Section 

2). Therefore, zones that could impact current uses such as commercial tourism and 

fishing, were evaluated to ensure that any impact to their activity was minimized (MaPP 

2015b-e). Additionally, evaluation of potentially appropriate zones for development 

were identified to encourage growth in the region. Aside from the already existing 

fishing and forestry industry, MaPP created SMZs for potential economic diversification 

by presenting potential off-shore wind development and shellfish aquaculture sites 

(MaPP. 2015b-e). Dealing with the human element to boundaries did present challenges 

but the Partnership aimed to facilitate the best possible outcomes and was mostly 

recognized by participants of the study; 

Overlapping boundaries were dealt with in a iterative process. Sector reps were 
tasked with consulting their constituents about the “zone” boundaries, gathering 
information/inventories, conflicts/concerns, and would present the findings. — 
(S8) 

 That said, when creating zones and the sub-regional boundaries, some conflicts 

emerged in terms of FN territory overlaps. In one case it resulted in the removal of an 

area from the MaPP plans;  

Many FN territories overlap and thus could not meet agreement on where to 
plan certain areas. Some FN chose not to engage and because of overlapping 
boundaries with those that were engaged, they had to un-zone at the last 
moment.— (P7) 

  Again drawing on the existing relationships and trust in the region (Section 

5.1.1) and through facilitation and communication, the Partnership was able to 

effectively resolve these issues in most cases; 

There was already good relationships between the FNs and it was dealt with 
very easily in the back and forth between them. If a nation did not agree with a 
boundary then either the Province would take over that negotiation or through 
their own internal communication process, they were able to agree that 
whatever the other decided would be mutually respected. — (P3)  



  

 Although MaPP appears to have taken a well-rounded approach to zone 

designations, there have been consistent concerns over how informed they were. As one 

stakeholder explains; 

It is very simple in a mapping exercise for people to just place a circle over an 
area. They are assuming that area has certain attributes… rarely is there an 
initiative that allows or has the ability within the plan to re-visit and change 
what was assumed from what is actual. —(S5) 

In addition, interviewees consistently discussed the political and administrative 

influence that may have took precedence in the mapping decisions. Sub-regional 

boundaries were primarily defined on the basis of FN territory— which was semi-

critical to the functioning of the co-management partnership— but many participants 

believed that this perhaps took away from environmental parameters. For instance, one 

partner recognizes that “the ecological boundaries were somewhat compromised due to 

the political debate for instance… The Hecate Strait was arbitrary from an ecological 

perspective.” — (P1). While another stated that “it seemed there was a lot of politics 

that went on in terms of drawing the lines which took away from the ecological side of 

things”— (S2). 

 Aside from the ecological debate, some participants argued that it may have 

been sensible to operate off of existing administrative boundaries rather than the FN 

territories;  

It may have been practical to put a bit more of an emphasis on regional districts, 
but the discussion on this matter was primarily between the Province and FN— 
(S3) 

However, the intention of the Partnership somewhat demanded this outcome and in 

terms of  regional demography it may have been appropriate to operate in this matter. 

Indeed, it must be recognized that “in planning and making borders there is always 

some sort of administrative override to biological boundaries” — (P3), and some 

stakeholders recognized that trade-offs are inevitable;  

Looking at a situation where you have so much compromise… I left the process 
feeling the zoning was about as good as we could do to meet the needs of the 
stakeholders — (S1) 
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 All arguments towards the mapping have valid points and may either enhance or 

compromise certain planning objectives. But MaPP, as an MSP, is designed to be 

adaptive and planners and stakeholders alike recognize that zones may not be perfect, 

but they can change; “The zones aren't carved in stone. They are more a place 

marker”— (S6). 

 Overall,  the mapping of boundaries and zones may not have been a perfect 

balance of socio-economic and ecological considerations, but by applying a robust 

EBM framework and acknowledging that they can change makes them sufficient for the 

first iterations of the MaPP plans.  

5.2 Social Challenges  

5.2.1 Challenges Five-Seven: Meaningful Engagement, Achieving 
Agreement and Communication  

 Although explored separately in the literature review, meaningful engagement, 

achieving agreement and communication will be discussed in combination here. 

Table 10: Summary of MaPPs Ability to Address Challenges 5-7: Meaningful 

Combined Framework Criteria: All potentially affected stakeholders are invited to participate in 
the process and all are involved in a continuous, open manner. Effective and fair conflict resolution 
methods are available to all. Information is not only supplied to stakeholders from planners but 
participants are able to provide meaningful input to planners at all stages and to each 
other.Consensus is not necessarily the primary goal of participant consultation. Participant 
agreements should be equal and proportionate to their individual means. Bi-directional 
communication between participants and planners is clear, transparent and continuous through all 
stages of planning and implementation. Additionally, different authorities and sectors are 
continuously updated with developments and decisions. Empathy, mutual respect and listening is 
encouraged during proceedings in order to ensure all parties are “heard” effectively.   

SUCCESSES REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT/ 
LIMITATIONS

• Communication and collaboration within 
Partnership very solid 

• Well-rounded sectoral representation on 
each committee 

• Participants understood their role and 
often reached agreement  

• Conflict resolution and internal resolution 
pathways available  

• Input and advice documented and 
responded to individually  

• Important relationship building between 
committee members 

• Stakeholders felt that certain elements of 
consensus would have been desirable 

• Failure to engage elements of fisheries, 
commercial shipping and concern over 
FN representation  

• In rare instances, feelings of unfairness 
towards the Partnership and the 
heightened role of FN 

• Instances of poor communication 



Participant experience with engagement was largely a reflection of the ‘agreement’ 

model used in MaPP and was further influenced by elements of communication.  

 Engagement and the human aspect of resource planning is one of the most 

impactful elements and arguably the most challenging to manage. To achieve ongoing 

and transparent collaboration and have continuous agreement seems a challenging feat. 

Stakeholders have diverse needs and expectations in terms of engagement which must 

be accounted for. Therefore, practitioners must seek a range of flexible engagement 

methods to support this diversity(Alley, J. 2016). Planning history in B.C. would give 

indication that stakeholders should expect a formal consensus based approach to ocean 

planning. However, the GBRA took over a decade to complete and PNCIMA re-scoped 

because of conflicting interests (Section 2). In contrast, MaPP has approached 

engagement from a unique perspective of using co-management and engaging 

stakeholders as ‘advisors’ (Section 2). This structure uses FN representatives and the 

Province as the primary decision makers in the outcomes of MaPP while stakeholders 

provide input to inform these decisions. This was hugely beneficial to FN and 

Provincial relations, but for various reasons, was not received positively by all 

stakeholders.  

  

 Due to the nature of this governance structure there must be a clear distinction 

between Partner and stakeholder experience. The Partnership, as primary decision 

makers, had very different experiences compared to stakeholders who just advised on 

the process. As such, each will be investigated separately.  

 Collaboration and Communication Within the Partnership  

 Within the Partnership, collaboration and trust between each Co-Leads provided 

a very solid internal governance structure. One Partner stated that ,“between Partners it 

couldn't have been more collaborative, it was hand in hand through the scoping and 

development.”— (P2) Each interviewed Partner felt that Provincial and FN authority 

was mutually respected as discussed in the original 2011 Letter of Intent and was 

continuously reflected throughout the process. This level of collaboration was occurred 

at each level within the Partnership from the Sub-Regional Technical Teams all the way 
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to the Executive Management Teams. As a result positive working relationships 

developed that further facilitated the process on a more informal platform; “The 

Partners are now friends. We built really great relationships which helped the 

process.”— (P4)  This element of trust between Partners became essential when trying 

to get through tough decisions. As previously discussed, FN goals did not always match 

the jurisdiction capabilities of the Province. As one partner mentioned, “managing 

expectations is always challenging. For instance, FN tried to put aside jurisdiction and 

title, but communication around this issue was a bit muddy.”— (P2)  In these instances, 

trustful relationships acted as the critical instrument of moving forward;  

There were some difficult and challenging conversations but in the end we had a 
plan that both sides were comfortable with and hoped to have supported. We 
definitely developed some strong relationships. — (P5) 

 High level decision making requires sound communication and transparency, 

and the Partnership took this aspect very seriously. It was also a main condition set out 

in the Letter of Intent that communication was a mutual responsibility. “A lot of 

attention was paid to communication; materials, bulletins, drop boxes etc. There were 

many meetings so there was lots of opportunity.” —(P5) This attention to 

communication was expressed by Partner interviewees who all agreed there was a 

constant network of exchange. However, managing turn over of personnel, proved to be 

logistical burden. As explained by one Partner; 

You must account for turnover. New people arrive and there has to be new 
relationships managed and developed. Keeping everyone on the same page and 
getting them up to speed is very challenging. —(P2) 

 Overall, the participants of this study expressed their satisfaction with the 

Partnership in terms of agreeing and collaborating throughout the process. 

Unfortunately, beyond what was expressed here, there was little else discovered on the 

internal workings of the Partnership. There has been some discussion towards the 

challenging of managing FN’s expectations in light of jurisdiction complexities (Section 

5.2.2) . However, it is possible that Partners did not want to highlight any dissatisfaction 

so as to not compromise the strength of the Partnership. Otherwise, it insight into the 

Partnership is very positive.  



 Stakeholder Engagement: The Advisory Committees 

 Insight on the Advisory Committee through this study is much more complex 

and intricate than that on the internal workings of the partnership. Challenges to equal 

representation, satisfying interests, relationship building and communication (both good 

and bad) were all central to stakeholder’s perceptions on engagement. Both Partners and 

stakeholders shared their experiences with the strategy and is discussed here. 

 Challenges to Sectoral Representation   

 Participants from all marine related sectors, conservation, and any other relevant 

interest groups were invited to participate in the MaPP planning process.Partners put in 

every effort to engage a range of stakeholders to represent all relevant parties in the 

region as expressed by one Partner, “ We worked really hard to make sure that we had 

representatives from different sectors. We made sure there was a balance of local vs 

outsider representation.”— (P4) To illustrate, Figure 12 shows the representation 

structure from the Regional Advisory TOR.  

 Most stakeholders felt that representation around the planning tables was fairly 

complete and well-rounded. For instance one stakeholder stated that “there was diverse 

representation. We had forestry, fisheries, renewable energy, there was oil and gas… 

there was a lot of different view points”— (S4). But, due to the glaring authority gap 

from the federal government, certain sectors chose to either not engage or to participate 

in a limited fashion. For example, the commercial fisheries sector, although primarily 

under strictly federal control, chose to participate on each committee;  
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Figure 12. Representation on the Regional Advisory Committee. (MaPP. 2013). 



We did have fisheries at the table… But within that interest group, the large 
faction of big corporate fisheries withdrew after participating for about 3/4 of 
the process. The remaining was more small boat operators, labourers and small 
scale fisheries. Their interest was in knowing where certain recommendations 
on infrastructure would be. — (P2)  

 In this manner, the fisheries sector was able to advise on aspects which were 

within the jurisdiction of the Province and still were able to engage meaningfully. In 

contrast, commercial transportation and shipping participant was must more limited. 

While there was representation from infrastructure, shipping chose to not participate. 

Again, although it may have been a function of jurisdiction limitation, it may be a red 

flag. B.C. acts as the main  route to Canada’s Pacific export and import market (Graham 

and Mullen. 2016). In addition, the recent approval by the federal government for the 

Kinder Morgan pipeline which intends to ship liquid natural gas from Edmonton, 

Alberta to Burnaby, B.C. The project is anticipated to bring over $CDN40 Billion in 

government revenue and over 800,000 jobs over the next twenty years (Kinder Morgan. 

2016).  As such, this project is of huge national interest and could have substantial 

economic and environmental implications for the region.  

  

 Because the shipping industry did not engage in MaPP, there was limited 

consideration for upcoming projects like the Kinder Morgan Pipeline. Although, there 

was some accommodation for this sector, it was certainly much more limited than 

others. This was a major concern of one stakeholder who felt that MaPP may have done 

the region a disservice; 

If the plan is going to address that type of activity and mention that it is 
negative, we don't like it and we don't want to accommodate it. Well thats 
fine..But you cannot turn around and pretend it doesn't exist. That is a poor 
approach to planning. — (S5) 

 However, the concerns over oil and gas, as voiced by other stakeholders, was 

mostly focused on its transport to and from foreign markets. This is again a result of 

jurisdictional conflict, not a lack of planning foresight. MaPP has chosen to address this 

within their jurisdictional capacity by creating emergency response and clean up plans 

as a means to address this sector to the best of their ability (MaPP. 2015b-e). The 

limitation of jurisdiction is explored further in the upcoming section on jurisdictional 



complexities. It is also necessary to consider that even if the federal government had 

engaged, there is no guarantee that commercial shipping would have been heavily 

incorporated. Upon the review of PNCIMA 2013 Integrated Marine Plan draft, plans 

specific to the shipping and oil and gas industry were still limited  

 Drawing off of Stakeholder Five’s opinion on not accommodating sectors 

because of the Partnership’s apparent lack of interest, there were also concerns over 

finish aquaculture. While MSPs intend to fit the local needs and wants, they must also 

remain adaptable for future changes. For instance one stakeholder mentioned the current 

moratorium on salmon finish aquaculture until 2020 on the North Coast (Alley, J. 

2013). As a result of the moratorium, that sector may not have adequately been 

incorporated in the North Coast Sub-Regional Plans. However, come 2020, if there is an 

opportunity for a finish company to come in and make an application or otherwise, there 

has been limited consultation to that industry in that sub-region and may lead to some 

controversy or challenges. “If circumstances change and the appetite for that activity 

changes, then there is a plan with zero accommodation for that particular stakeholder” 

— (S5). 

 Despite this concern, the plans have now been completed and have flexibility 

and inclusivity built in. The GMZs are inclusive to a huge array of users and thus should 

be able to accommodate other users that may not have been accounted for effectively in 

the initial planning cycle. This is discussed further in the next section on balanced 

outcomes.  

 The absence of these larger industries, although may compromise the plans in 

the future, may have worked in favour of the planning process. Factions of commercial 

fisheries, shipping and oil and gas have significant lobbying power in B.C. and Canada. 

It is possible that these large industry interests could have co-opted the process, leaving 

less room for other interests and substantial slow down planning. The Partnership 

recognized this trade-off;  “Not having those huge parties certainly made things faster 

but it limited us.”— (P2). One Partner stated “ … If they had been at the table, there is 

no way we would have been done yet. So is it better to have half a plan or no plan at 
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all?”— (P1) while another commented quite truthfully “ If you wait for everyone to be 

there you may end up never doing something.”— (P6)  

 Ideally, as the plans progress through implementation, the adaptability of the 

plans will allow these industries to engage in the future. MaPP is not a closed off 

process, rather it is open and has maintained an open door policy from the beginning. If 

the time comes for one of these important industries to participant, they will 

undoubtedly be welcomed. MaPP must continue to seek avenues of discussion with 

these industries in order to improve the integrated nature of the plans as it progresses.  

 First Nations Representation  

 FN representation may not have been as wholesome as portrayed. Although the 

Partnership was a co-led process between the Province and FN representatives, these 

Partners came from what can be called ‘umbrella organizations’. While the CHN only 

represents the Haida Nation— the only Nation in the Haida Gwaii Sub-Region— The 

Nanwakolas, NCSFNSS and the Coastal First Nations represented several FNs 

throughout the planning process (Appendix  B). Aside from these organizations there 

were concerns that engagement of non-member FN may have been limited and that 

those member groups may have been represented too generically.  “By corresponding 

primarily with these organizations it may have cut through the complexity of dealing 

with several FN, but it perhaps oversimplified FN affairs”— (Personal Correspondence, 

July 21st, 2016). This sentiment was shared by a stakeholder who made this comment; 

It seems a great weakness of the process that this area was not addressed. I don't 
know if there are any plans to deal with this at a later time…..On the whole, I 
was never satisfied that the interests of these non-member or sometimes-member 
FNs were properly represented. — (S7)  

 This topic is somewhat complex due to the nature of Aboriginal Affairs in the 

region but should be considered. Just as with the missing industry, MaPP may consider 

seeking opportunities to engage and create a more detailed forum of discussion with 

FN.  

Perceptions on Co-Governance  

 The elevation of FN, who have traditionally been consulted as a stakeholder (or 

less), to a key decision maker appeared to make some discomfort with a few 



stakeholders. It is possible that the history of engagement in the region created some 

friction towards this new model (Flannery et al. 2016). How people identify their own 

position as well as others at the table could have influenced how this new role of FN 

was perceived. For example one stakeholder discussed how there was some discomfort 

towards the new model; 

When you have a group of people who are non-FN (not true for everyone but for 
some) that equality began to feel like they, as non-FN, were being treated 
unfairly… That issue came up several times in the comments that people made. 
—(S1) 

 When changing the status quo there is bound to be an adjustment period. FN as 

the key decision maker is relatively new and thus there may be different expectations on 

their responsibilities, and even developing comfort;   

There was some discrepancy over our understanding of certain areas in terms of 
FN governance… I would have expected the FN to be more directly involved, 
but in many cases they weren’t. — (S7). Or for example;  

In some cases being completely open and honest about certain issues was hard. 
No one wanted to offend (FN) and there was some hesitation because of that. — 
(S2) 

 Some comments made during interviews made it clear there were varied degrees 

of comfort with the Partnership. As explained in the application of TK, there was some 

confusion over privacy of FN information and speculation that it was given a more 

significant weighting. Through some interviews it became apparent that there was a 

certain bitterness towards the partnership. When this scepticism emerged in 

conversation, it was tough to determine if it was a function of personal bias or unclear 

communication. As discussed in the application of TK in Section 5.2.2, perhaps if more 

transparency or clarity had been provided to other stakeholders, then these feelings may 

have been quelled.  

  This challenge aside, the vast majority of stakeholders greatly respected and 

valued the role of FN as a key decision maker. Comments made by stakeholders truly 

gave the impression that they felt that this was the natural direction management should 

be moving in the region.   
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 Concerns With Non-Consensus 

 Engagement strategies are always going to receive varied degrees of satisfaction 

from participants as was elaborated in Section 2 and MaPP is no different. The terms of 

reference (TOR) sent out to participants as a means to initiate the relationship between 

stakeholders and the Partnership. The document explicitly defined the role that 

stakeholders would hold and proved critical to managing expectation prior to the outset 

of planning. All members of the Advisory Committees were required to sign this 

agreement if they wished to participate in MaPP.  The TORs included a range of 

information to stakeholders in terms of expected meeting procedures, codes of conduct, 

communication responsibilities, but most significantly states the following; 

The meetings will follow a collaborative process. General consensus or 
agreement on advice is a desirable meeting outcome, but not a pre-requisite for 
moving on to review other draft regional products identified on a meeting 
agenda. (MaPP. 2013). 

 Partners realized that the precedent set from the GBRA and PNCIMA would 

create an expectation for a consensus format. Interestingly, many participants 

interviewed in this study had been previously involved in other planning initiatives in 

the region ranging from LRMPS to PNCIMA. This may have tempered their 

expectations to how engagement should have been conducted and many participants 

were inclined to feel that consensus should have been a goal; 

I think they lost out on conflict management and resolution that they could have 
benefitted from…. It is always slower and harder to work together, but it is so 
much more rewarding. Each sector can get so much more done on their own 
much faster, but it wont be as long lived.— (S6) 

 It was also voiced that consensus could have helped to empower stakeholders. 

As pointed out, “consensus would have been nice on certain aspects. For instance, when 

all the stakeholders had a particular idea that wasn't used, maybe we could have used 

consensus to challenge that decision”— (S5) 

  Concerns over consensus may become valid as time goes by, for instance one 

stakeholder said; “We were really looking for a collaborative and common 

understanding and consensus model so that the plans would be more durable” — (S3). 

It was further argued that consensus would have paved the way for easier 

implementation;  



Rather than having companies proposing actions that they will take in order to 
align with the needs of others, it is going through the province. Consensus 
comes from horizontal integration, not vertical — (S6)  

  It is true that many participants expressed their discontent with the strategy, but 

Partners knew that the TOR was clear and that by agreeing stakeholders knew their role;  

This (resistance) was dealt with by setting out clear and explicit TOR’s. By 
inviting people to join the advisory committee to simply ‘advise’… if you 
agreed to join, you must abide by that.— (P3)  

 With no voting or veto power for stakeholders, plans would be moving forward 

based on the integration of sectoral advice but the final decisions came from within the 

Partnership. 

  It was recognized that there are trade-offs to each model of engagement. 

Experience with past planning in the region proved that long engagement methods and 

reaching consensus could drain resources and exhaust participants. For example one 

participant mentioned that “It took ten-ish years to complete the GBRA using a 

consensus based model, so people didn't want to go through that again.”— (P3). 

Additionally, one stakeholder argued that in MaPP  “consensus would have been 

disastrous, there are too many conflicting interests to even hope for it. It wouldn't have 

worked.” — (S1) It was also made clear that it was the intent of the MaPP to make the 

Province and FN the main decision makers and so consensus would not be the goal.  

 Taking and Responding to Advice 

 Because consensus would not be the main goal, MaPP planners had to exercise a 

very transparent and concise process to ensure that engagement would still be 

‘meaningful’. Although stakeholders expressed a spectrum of satisfaction with the 

engagement strategy in MaPP, the methods were relatively well received. Through each 

interview, participants explained to great lengths how the Advisory meetings were 

conducted. Through these discussions it became very clear that there were two key 

themes that were paramount to reaching the final plans; communication and 

relationships. 

 Not using a consensus based model meant that MaPP had to achieve effective 

feedback and ensure that stakeholders felt they were accurately represented. The bi-
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directional communication between stakeholders and planners was a critical factor in 

receiving participant support to the final plans. 

 At the beginning of each meeting Technical Teams would present new 

developments to the drafted plans whereupon stakeholders would provide their sector’s 

recommendations. Every single piece of advice was logged in a ‘catalogue’ which was 

then reviewed by the Partners. Each comment was individually considered and then 

responded to. If the decision was incorporated, partly used or not at all that outcome 

was recorded and communicated to that stakeholder. Partners relied on this method to 

ensure that stakeholders could see they were being taken seriously;  

We kept track of all their (stakeholder) comments on whatever we were 
discussing and had a comment log sent out to them to say ‘this is what we heard 
from you…. this is how we have included it. are you comfortable with that?’ So 
stakeholders immediately saw that we weren't just having the meetings just 
because. We were looking to them for advice… They came out with more 
ownership and more buy in— (P4) 

 The Partnership did an excellent job in ensuring that this was done in a 

respectful and transparent manner and most participants felt positively towards this 

experience. As described by one participants; 

Through the process they really listened to input. They took advice and put it 
into the plans… people felt like they were listened to…The tech team leads were 
really good at what they did. Listening and remaining calm and level headed. It 
was a good forum to have people hash out their differences. — (S4)  

 The communication enhanced the ‘meaningful’ nature of the advisory committees. 

Stakeholders could see where and how their advice was being integrated. As one 

participant said, “the information we provided was definitely included. I could see 

specific places in the plan which was a direct reflection of what I brought up”— (S1).  

Furthermore, the transparency of how advice was used greatly ‘managed expectations’ 

so that stakeholders would be confident in the outputs of the plans. This was expressed 

by many stakeholders. and as one participant mentioned,“There were always different 

things going on and tons of communication to be up to date with…. we pushed really 

hard and didn't get everything, but we didn't expect to. But we also understood why 

things turned out the way they did” —(S6) 



 Another much more practical way of creating fair engagement, is to spread the 

burden of travelling. Although travel costs were provided for the stakeholders, it still 

requires time and effort to travel around a rural region. As such, the Technical Teams, 

offered a different meeting destination which would be convenient to stakeholders. 

While some representatives came from Vancouver or other major centres, many others 

operated out of smaller more remote areas; “Because we had the money, meetings could 

be in Richmond and in others we were bringing people to places like Bella Coola.. 

because stakeholders came from large organizations while some were more local we 

wanted that blend.”— (P4) 

 Stakeholder Relationships    

 As a means to create understanding of other stakeholders needs and discussing 

possible solutions, each stakeholder was given an equal platform to participate. Just 

because consensus was not the main outcome did not mean that conflicts were not 

resolved or amicable solutions were not reached. Information sharing and collective 

vision building created an enthusiastic and positive attitude towards the Advisory 

Committees. There was a general impression that stakeholders were taking this 

opportunity seriously for example, on stakeholder expressed; “ It was great. Everyone 

was engaged enthusiastically!” — (S4)  

  

 The continuity of people on each of the committees meant that not just working 

relationships could evolve, but informal more personal connections. As one stakeholder 

commented; “The camaraderie that was established around the table was incredible. 

People were going out for beers, there was lots of laughter!”—  (S1). In addition 

participants were learning about one another in a way that fostered empathy amongst 

participants; “ It was a good learning experience. Different stakeholders were learning 

about other industries and viewpoints” — (S4). This element of mutual respect made 

the planning table a very supportive atmosphere;  

You had a great group of people who were involved from beginning to end. You 
aren’t seeing the “such and such rep” you are seeing “Adam”. It brings the 
people side to planning… There was conversation and it wasn't antagonistic. 
People got along.— (P5) 
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  In all stakeholder interviewees, despite concerns over consensus, there was 

unanimously positive attitudes towards the engagement process. Here is a small sample 

of some comments made by stakeholders in reference to their experience as an advisor;  

•  “I liked the model that they used for stakeholder participation”— (S1) 
•  “Being a stakeholder representative, it was very positive.”— (S4)  
• “It was good participation and I think engagement was great.”— (S5)  
• ”It was a cordial and cooperative process… I was favourably impressed with 

the way people cooperated and shared information”— (S7) 

 Of course, when dealing with varied interests, conflicts will always emerge. In a 

certain cases, existing mistrust resulted in conflict. Instead of accessing available 

communication avenues within MaPP, certain sectors chose to go directly to senior 

levels of government. A few examples were provided on fisheries or others such as; 

There was an attempt by the forest industry to go straight to the Deputy 
Minister about some phrasing used by the tourism industry that they disagreed 
with. In this case it could have been dealt with simply by calling the right 
person and clarifying.— (P3) 

 In the examples explained by interview participants, these conflicts could have 

been avoided through communication. However, MaPP had conflict resolution avenues 

available to manage and resolve these issues. For example, “In certain cases we flagged 

disputes which were then elevated to a separate higher governance table.”— (P2) or as 

mentioned by another Partner, “ sometimes we would send it up the line to management 

level for them to discussion…. If there a conflict at the table then we dealt with it right 

then and there.” — (P4)  

 Even though this was not a consensus based model, agreement amongst 

stakeholders was often achieved and strived for as much as possible. As one Partner 

pointed out, “just because its not ‘consensus’ doesn't mean you don't listen to concerns 

or work things out.” —(P6) and in another example one partner comments that;  

Although there was not consensus, there was a high degree of agreement. Im 
sure some people would like to see certain differences… At the end of the day I 
doubt anyone would ever say ‘this is outrageous! — (P1) 

 Setting realistic expectations, building rapport and mutual trust between 

stakeholders and Partners, sector representatives were able to agree that plans were 

acceptable. In the end, the final drafted plans were agreed upon and letters of support 



from stakeholders were sent to the government to endorse the decisions. The application 

of this model in B.C. is relevantly new and based on the responses by stakeholders 

perhaps it should be sought out more frequently. As stakeholders become more 

accustomed to reaching agreement through this mechanism and positive relationships 

are encouraged, this model will potentially become increasingly effective. 

 Weak Public Outreach  

 MaPP has been very forthright with their information.  They have hosting 

several public announcements, post published documents and newsletters to their 

website and all planning documents are available through the website mappocean.org. 

Each of the FN Partner organizations also have kept their websites informed with MaPP 

updates. Despite these resources, reaching the general public remains a challenge. 

Either by virtue of just not knowing what is going on or general apathy, the public was 

largely left in the dark.  Partners recognized that public informing could have been 

better, for example one Partner admitted that, “we could have done a better job of 

keeping the public informed” — (P2). 

  It may be that the Partnership relied too heavily on stakeholders to maintain 

public outreach. Reporting to stakeholder constituents was a required parameter to 

being an advisor as laid out in the TOR (MaPP. 2013). Of course, it is critical that 

stakeholders do their part and are engaging their individual sectors so that plans gain 

broad support. However, communicating a planning process to a larger audience is not 

always achieved.  

Many (stakeholders) fail to do this in a meaningful way or at all! Often, you 
will see groups who don’t know whats going on and will start to think its an 
unfair process when really their representatives may have failed to hold up their 
end of the bargain. — (P7)  

 Sectors have various levels of organization and capacity to communicate to who 

would be considered their constituents. Representatives that are part of a largely 

organized sector often have a massive breadth of communication, for instance; 

We had a huge number of stakeholders on our email list, so information was 
getting out to over 250-300 stakeholders… Within our sector there was good 
communication through newsletters, emails, public meetings and open 
houses.”— (S4) 
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 On the other hand, there are those sectors that do not necessarily have the 

resources or information to effectively inform all possibly interested constituents.  

I think that my sector is disorganized because there is no clear mechanisms for 
getting feedback. Its not even clear who all is in it…..so its difficult to know 
whether one is properly representing one is supposed to be representing.— (S7)   

 Because representatives may face their own limitations, perhaps MaPP needed 

to take more initiative to public outreach. To illustrate, there are only four newsletters 

that have been published by MaPP, three from 2014 and only one as of December 2016. 

These newsletters are typically sent out to those who sign up for email contact. The 

website also contains a ‘MaPP News’ section which has more (still infrequent) entries, 

but these are not sent out to their email list. At present, it remains unclear if lacking 

public communication has impacted the outcomes or buy-in to MaPP. However, that 

does not give license to maintain limited outreach. Rather, MaPP should dedicate more 

resources to public outreach.  

 Radio Silence from April 2014 - August 2016 

 Following the completion of the planning and engagement in 2014, 

communication between the Partner and the advisory committees dropped off 

significantly. Although Partners were still busy prioritizing objectives, securing funding 

and drafting the implementation agreements, stakeholders (and the public) were not 

kept informed to the previous level. This was expressed by multiple stakeholders. As 

one participant commented, “….Up until we were waiting to hear if the Province was 

going to sign off. I would ask ‘whats going on with MaPP?’ and I would get 

crickets!”— (S1). Which is supported by another example;  

From a stakeholder point of view, things have really gone black for about two 
years since the plans were completed in the fall of 2014. … There has been 
limited discussion with stakeholders since those plans were put into their final 
draft and endorsed. — (S3) 

 Although Partners expressed that much of the activity going on during this time 

was mostly ‘irrelevant' to stakeholders, by not keeping them abreast could have created 

doubts in the plans. In some cases, however, the Partnership was aware that they were 

somewhat negligent; 



 Near the end when the final drafts were getting approved, communications 
were racing down and some angst developed. In that sense we could have been 
more proactive with communication.— (P2)  

 Some participants expressed that previous experiences had made them skeptical. 

After putting in time and effort to planning in the past and not being satisfied by the 

outcomes, some participants expected to never see the plans again. Regardless of why, 

there was a general frustration surrounding the lack of communication through this 

period; 

There was not a lot of info and that led to a bit of frustration. There were maybe 
two conference calls in the intermediary period to give a sense of what was 
going on but even then there wasn't a ton of info.— (S6) 

 As practitioners have said, maintaining that ‘collective’ attitude towards plans is 

critical to ongoing support (CRC. 2015). Not keeping stakeholders up to date with 

progress, how implementation is going to move forward and what timeline to expect 

may damage the positivity created during the engagement period and diminish how 

‘meaningful’ the engagement was perceived as. As one participant said, “When plans 

don't seem like they are staying relevant and just seem to disappear then that 

deteriorates their confidence in planning. People are less willing to get involved”— 

(S1).  

 Luckily, the plans are still fairly fresh and the August 2016 Implementation 

Agreement announcement has renewed the interest in MaPP. However, each sub-region 

is operating at a very different pace. Only one implementation committee has been 

assembled on NVI while the others remain unsure of how MaPP is moving forward. It 

remains unclear what may be holding the Partnership back from reaching out. There 

was suggestion that some regions may be waiting for the federal government to start 

MPA planning before moving forward or that other sub-regions do not intend to have an 

implementation committee or perhaps the lack of resources to do so.  Regardless of the 

rationale MaPP must improve its communication and outreach at this stage. 

Stakeholders still hold vested interest in the plans and want to know what to expect. By 

not maintaining that level of meaningful engagement form earlier planning stages, 

MaPP may compromise trust and support from stakeholders. 
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5.2.2 Challenge Eight: Balanced Outcomes  

 It is also necessary to understand that there was no specific driving factor to 

MaPP. In many EU cases MSPs have been pursed as a result of economic mandates to 

offshore wind power development. The resulting outcomes emphasized wind 

development over others perhaps to the detriment of equitable outcomes (Flannery et al. 

2016).  In the case of MaPP, the ‘driver’ was to achieve an integrated marine 

management plan, not a specific sectoral driver.  

 As discussed in Section 2 and Section 5.2.2  consideration for all interests was 

built into the zoning scheme. Additionally, engagement of stakeholders allowed input 

from all users who participated. Table 12 shows the percent of zone types in each sub-

region as well as the overall MaPP planning area. In total the area is made up of 56% 

GMZs, 4.3% SMZs and 18% to PMZs. In the region, there is an additional 15.6% that is 

already protected in the area and is not included in the PMZ percent making for a total 

of 33.6% areas with an emphasis on protection management.    

Table 11: Summary of MaPP’s Ability to Address Challenge Eight: Balanced Outcomes

Framework Criteria: Objectives are designed with multitude of stakeholder groups with varied 
values. Economic development, should be strategic and encouraged  but not necessarily be the 
primary objective of a plan. Rather, outcomes should consider a balanced trade-off of environmental, 
social, cultural, and economic goals amenable to stakeholders. This balance could be reflected in 
percent of zoning outcomes favouring each value or if a predominant collection of stakeholders with 
similar values object to the plans.  

SUCCESSESS REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT/ 
LIMITATIONS

• Meaningful engagement meant that planning 
outcomes were mostly perceived as equitable  

• Planners took responsibility to ensure no bias 
or sway was occurring  

• Ecological and FN may have been favoured, 
but this was perceived as a success

• Limited concern that FN were favoured  
• Not possible to fully accommodate 

nonparticipant sectors 

Table 12: Summary of Management Zone Types within MaPP Area

Zone Type Percent of Planning Area

General Management Haida Gwaii: 72.4%
Central Coast: 78.65%
NVI: 45% 
North Coast: 78.29%
TOTAL: 56% of MaPP 



 Although not a 1:1:1 ratio, the outcomes are reflective of the planning process. 

Through meaningful engagement of a variety of sectors (Section 5.2.5) the zoning 

outcomes were a reflection of the local conditions and interests as stated by one 

participant; “ It is relatively balanced. The zoning could only reflect the local people’s 

interests and the information that was available to us.”— (P3) 

 Partners also realized that it was their duty to ensure that all party’s interests 

were heard, respected and considered equally and that no sector received favour. This 

was also one of the objectives of the EBM framework. Maintaining a balance of interest 

is necessary to reach the overall goals of MaPP. As one planner put it, “ You always 

have your big voices but its about the planners coming in and balancing those voices. 

Just because you are loud doesn't mean you are going to be over-represented”— (P4) 

 As has been commented by other MSP practitioners in the literature, evidence of 

true balance often manifests itself in the complaints of participants (CRC.2015) If 

everyone has had something to say, then it is likely that there has been a good amount of 

trade off. In the case of MaPP, almost every interviewee had some comment towards 

another sector getting more or less than theirs. However, the most of the comments were 

towards the ecological emphasis. For example on stakeholder commented;  

I felt that environmental sustainability of salmon, herring and eelgrass beds 
were a focus. But without those we are screwed!… It was all about 
environmental protection… I think that was inherently built into the plan.— 
(S1) 

Special Management Haida Gwaii: 0.5%
Central Coast: 3.43%
NVI: 22% 
North Coast: 4.83%
TOTAL: 4.3% of MaPP 

Protection Management Haida Gwaii: 19.6%
Central Coast: 17.53% 
NVI: 10% 
North Coast: 12.76
TOTAL: 18% or MaPP

Already protected but not included in PMZ TOTAL: 15.6% of MaPP  

Not Zoned TOTAL: 6% of MaPP 
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 Although all zones fall within an EBM framework that emphasizes ecological 

considerations there were some concerns that there should have been more PMZs. As 

one stakeholder says;  “Economic development and eco-tourism rely on preservation so 

there needs to be more emphasis on that.”— (S2) Additionally, some letters of support 

from parties express dissatisfaction with the amount of areas designated for protection. 

In a statement from the conservation sector they argue that it is not sufficient;  

A balance of development and conservation has not yet been achieved in the 
plans, given that 85% of the region remains open to a variety of uses and only 
about 15% is being recommended overall for protection in the MaPP region.  
(Carter et al., 2014).  

 As many MSPS struggle to achieve enough ecological protection this is certainly 

something that MaPP should consider. However, by having a third of the region is now 

under protected management, MaPP has been able to achieve more than most. 

Stakeholders and partners alike recognized that in order to achieve EBM and protect 

socio-economic interests, the environment must be given priority.  

 Many participants also expressed that they felt that FN interests took precedent. 

Due to the nature of the Partnership this was mostly respected. For example one partner 

stated, “If there was a bias it was probably towards the FN. But that is expected and 

respected. MaPP was driven by FN and everyone — including private sector— defers to 

that”— (P1). This was supported by a stakeholder that commented “If there was a bias 

it would be towards the FN plans, which is good. If there is a bias thats where it needs 

to go.”— (S6)  

 Conversely, the same participant who questioned the application of TK, did not 

see this positively and stated;  

I perceived that the FN got everything that they wanted and not everyone else 
did. The FN were basically running the show…. It is clear that the Province is 
making great efforts to give FN as much of what they want as possible.— (S7)  

 Even if this is true, it should be clear that FN have a diversity of interests that 

many other stakeholders also supported. For instance, FN helped to include emergency 

response planning to oil and gas spills, continuously fought for local economic 

development opportunity and wish to enhance their involvement in regional 



enforcement of the plans (MaPPb-e. 2015). In this way, there was likely some overlap 

of interests of other sectors and FN that would have assisted the balance of outcomes.  

 Further evidence that MaPP outcomes were balanced is illustrated by 

stakeholder endorsement, partner signatories and approval at executive level of the 

Provincial Government. Letters of support from endorsing stakeholders are published 

on the website and within the Sub-Regional Marine Plans. This statement from the 

David Suzuki Foundation letter of endorsement says;  

 The final planning documents that we have seen reflect a collaborative 
approach, rather than the interests of any single sector. We believe that this 
provides a strong foundation for the approval and implementation of the plans. 
(Ritchlin, J. 2014).  

 This was a very valuable asset to completing the plans in 2014 and to determine 

if the plans were well rounded.  As one Partner said, “We received blessing from 

everyone. Getting is signed by FN and the Province, getting those letters of support… 

For us to reach that point is indicative of balance.” — (P5) If there were serious 

concerns, that party was free to express them to the Province and hold back their 

support for MaPP and as one stakeholder pointed out, “ in order to the Ministry and FN 

to sign off, there had to be agreement amongst stakeholders” — (S4). 

 In the end most stakeholder participants agreed that the balance isn't perfect but 

that they were pleased enough with the outcomes to support it; “In the end I'm sure 

everyone felt a little hard done by, but they still felt the outcome was fair”— (S1).  

 There is a risk that the outcomes are perceived as fair internally, but there must 

also be consideration for the sectors which did not engage. As has been expressed at 

various points, as in Section 5.2.3 on missing fisheries data and in Section 5.2.5 on 

missing stakeholders, the outcomes may not have accommodated all present and 

potential future activities well. The lack of coordination with transportation, oil and gas 

and fisheries may make it bias against those sectors (Graham & Mullen. 2016). 

Additionally, there is no real way to predict how their input would change the current 

balance of outcomes.  
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5.3 Structural Challenges  

5.3.1 Challenge Nine: Jurisdictional Complexities  

 MSP can be used as a means to facilitate horizontal and vertical integration of  

authority to make a coherent management strategy. Ideally it should provide a 

framework and common goals for all agencies to operate under. However, the 

complexity in B.C. ocean management framework, requires more innovated approaches 

(Alley, J. 2013) that MaPP may have only partially addressed. Figure 13 has been 

included to re-iterate the jurisdictional complexity discussed in Section 2 and to help 

discuss how it has impacted MaPP.  

 Absence of Federal Government  

 As recognized repeatedly within the plans, the most obvious and glaring issue 

with MaPP is the absence of the federal government and thus its jurisdictional powers 

(Section 2). It not only limited the application of important data to inform zoning 

decisions (Section 5.2.2,  5.2.3), but without Federal influence, certain sectors failed to 

engage and the plans were incapable of interfering with anything under Federal control 

(Nowlan, L. 2016).  

 

 Without the DFO, it was recognized that the MaPP plans would not be complete; 

“As much as we wanted to have integrated marine plans, they are not. There are no 

Table 13: Summary of MaPP’s Ability to Address Challenge Nine: Jurisdictional Complexities

Framework Criteria: Governance should be clear and defined in terms of who has jurisdiction who 
has access and how this authority can be used. The governance structure should further be organized 
into smaller groupings to offer simplified and tailored approach. Cooperation and collaboration between 
authorities must be consistent and ongoing. Communication between representatives should be 
facilitated by the planning process. A degree of self-motivation by each agency to maintain this 
integration may be essential.

SUCCESSESS REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT/ 
LIMITATIONS

• Provincial Government and FN jurisdiction 
together expanded authority 

• Province and FN do have robust capabilities to 
manage marine and coastal users  

• Optimism towards future Federal engagement 

• Federal absence prevented MaPP from being a 
true ‘integrated management plan’  

• Concerns over longevity and potential increased 
conflict between Federal and Provincial 
Government 

• Managing expectation towards FN authority 
proved a challenge  

• May need to enhance horizontal integration of 
provincial agencies 



fisheries and there is no marine shipping.”— (P2) This was expressed again by another 

Partner who commented that “ It is the achilles heal of MaPP, because you cant say you 

have a true marine plan when you are missing fisheries.”— (P3)  

 It is inevitable that there will be competing mandates from different levels of 

government. Regardless if there is an EBM framework or not, the plan will not be able 

to effectively address potential developments in the area. As discussed in Section 5.2.5, 

increased commercial shipping of oil and gas products to and from B.C. is  a very real 

possibility. Due to the jurisdictional limitations of the Province, this was not given the 

emphasis it needed. This was pointed out by a stakeholder who said, “ If something 
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Figure 13. Jurisdiction over areas and activities at various levels of Government in British Columbia. 

(Stocks, A. 2016). 



happens under Federal jurisdiction, say a tanker spill, then the marine plan isn't going to 

be all that helpful of a document…” — (S1).  

 To address a different issue, concerns were also voiced that MaPP could stir 

tensions between the Province and Federal Agencies. It was suggested that MaPP 

‘piggybacks’ the work done in PNCIMA and while taking it in a different direction. 

This was expressed by one stakeholder who said;  

It became a challenge where you have two separate visions in respect to some 
activities; one federal and one provincial. If there is an opportunity in the 
federal department to move ahead and the Province says no, then you can go to 
the Feds. It becomes a point of contention!— (S5) 

 This may encourage an attitude of  “ if mom says no, go ask dad”.  For example, 

if an industry that is federally regulated seeks out a license to do something 

incompatible with MaPP, then it is possible they can go over the Province’s head to 

achieve what they want. Questions on the topic generated a lot of frustration in 

interviewees and quite a bit of cynicism towards the the efficacy of the plans. Most 

interviewees did not believe that these complexities will ever be overcome and any 

future efforts will continue to be plagued by it. As put by one stakeholder; 

It was a huge obstacle. Its a structural problem with the organization of the 
country that is probably never going to get fixed…. Unless here is a great deal 
of cooperation, more than normal, then the whole thing is futile.— (S7)  

 Unfortunately, the federal government’s decision is beyond the control of the 

both the Province and FN. The need and desire to do marine planning in the region was 

present and as such the Province decided that it would move forward regardless and 

their decision to do so was mostly supported; “ The Province did the right thing in 

saying we will do it without the Feds because its better to do something rather than 

nothing.”— (S7). Partners spent considerable time scoping the plans and explicitly 

stating in their authoritative capacity. For example as stated in the North Coast Marine 

Plan; “ the plan does not make recommendations on matters that the Province believes 

are solely within federal jurisdiction” (MaPP. 2015d).  

 Despite this limitation, together with FN, the Province exerts quite a broad 

jurisdiction that accounts for a substantial part of the marine and coastal environment in 



B.C. As discussed by one Partner who said; “there is a common perception that the 

oceans are managed by the Feds, but thats not entirely true. Certain aspects are, but not 

all of them. We had to show people that.” — (P2).  As shown in Figure 13, the Province 

is able to grant or withhold licences to aquaculture, commercial fishing activities and 

infrastructure related to fishing and transport (Stocks, A. 2016). In addition, FN have 

substantial control over activities within their territory. Therefore, the Province and FN 

do have substantial influence and authority over what activities can occur in the MaPP 

area. In a recent exploration of MaPP in the Journal of Environmental Law and Practice, 

author Linda Nowlan, explores jurisdiction to great depth. She explains that the co-

leadership structure successfully integrates Indigenous Law thus expanding their 

authority. Indigenous Law has has successfully been applied to ban net pen aquaculture, 

tanker traffic and even offshore oil and gas development in territories (Nowlan, L. 

2016).  More insights from Nowlan on exercising authority is expanded upon in the 

following Section on Legality. 

 Need more Agency Collaboration  

 Although integration and collaboration between two main authorities is a huge 

development, horizontal integration within government may still be weak. The Province 

was represented by the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations, but 

that is merely one of several provincial agencies that touches on coastal and marine 

related activities. As expressed by one participant,  “As for now, at the government level 

I don't think integration has been great. Communication with other agencies remains a 

bit of weakness.” —(P1) In addition, one stakeholder pointed out that DFO is merely 

one agency at the federal level as well and perhaps there needs to be better inter-agency 

collaboration; “ I don't think it is enough for the province to want to do this. It has to 

come from the Feds, not just DFO but Environment Canada and other agencies.”— 

(S6). Although this would take more effort and complicate planning by adding more 

interests, collaborating more broadly could enhance the effectiveness of the plans.  

 Managing First Nation Authority  

 Although the Partnership with FN expanded authority, overlap between FN and 

Federal jurisdiction became a reoccurring topic of debate. The history of FN (Section 2) 

and their hardships exerting jurisdictional control has added an extra element of 
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complexity. There were several pieces related to fisheries and economic development 

(section 5.2.3) which FN wanted to address but were not able to. As one Partner 

commented;  

 I think in many cases, FN thought that MaPP was going to be their venue to fix 
all the wrongs created over the years. Unfortunately, this wasn't the case 
because so much was out of jurisdiction.— (P1) 

 In spite of these complications, there remains a positive outlook towards the 

future in terms re-engaging with the federal government. Many participants of this study 

appeared to have a sour taste in their mouths towards the previous Federal 

administration under the Conservative Party of Canada but are optimistic; 

Its not quite as bad as it was. The government wasn't even allowed to 
acknowledge that MaPP was happening (after PNCIMA)… they thought 
PNCIMA was the be all end all and they didn't want to give it any validation… 
but the new government are much more amenable. They are going to consider it 
in their own planning. — (S6) 

 In the end, the plans exercise jurisdiction that was available to them and now 

have done their own work for a time when the federal government wishes to take action.  

Much in the way that the FN did their own marine plans and were able to bring that to 

the planning table of MaPP, perhaps the plans can be brought to the larger discussion 

and be assimilated in a similar fashion. Even though some hesitation and uncertainty of 

how things will progress with the new Liberal government, they are prepared for a time 

when the federal government may choose to engage. As these two Partners stated; 

FN and the Province would be interested in anything that the Feds would want 
to do int the future. We could say ‘hey, guess what? We’ve already put in all this 
work! — (P5) and; 

I think we are at this stage where we are making good linkages in federal 
processes. We have these plans developed and we can bring them forward.— 
(P6)  

 Overall, MaPP should be commended for achieving these plans in light of the 

jurisdictional limitations that were imposed by federal non-participation. As expressed, 

if the Province had decided to hold off, the region would be relying on the 

unimplemented PNCIMA plans and the limited capacity of the smaller FN marine plans 



for management. Furthermore, by combing jurisdictions, MaPP expanded their capacity 

to enforce the plans. 

5.3.2 Challenge Ten: Legal and Political Support  

 Coordinating initiatives for FN enforcement, reviewing and increase funding for 

compliance, developing public outreach to encourage compliance with laws and policies 

in marine planning are all objectives of the RAF (MaPP. 2016d).  However, MaPP is not 

legally enforceable and intends to use ‘voluntary measures’ instead. MaPP is currently 

seeking out the use of existing methods to enforce its plans. The RAF mentions existing 

programs from the Provincial Government as well as FN in the area will assist with 

monitoring and enforcement of MaPP (MaPP. 2016d). This includes the Coastal 

Guardian Watchmen Program which consists of a network of local FN community 

members that monitor the natural resources in their areas. The Watchmen work with 

relevant industries such as fisheries to makes sure that use plans are being implemented 

effectively (Coastal First Nations. n.d). At present, there are training programs 

underway for the Coastal Guardians on MaPP and will continue as plans progress 

(MaPP. 2016d). Additionally, some commercial and NGO groups are also involved in 

monitoring. However, the plans are very upfront with the capacity limitations in terms 

of money and trained personnel which is required to monitor large areas. In addition 

there are questions to jurisdiction limitations (section 5.2.7), political commitment and 

Table 14: Summary of MaPP’s Ability to Address Challenge Ten: Legal Support

Framework Criteria: Decision makers must be officially obligated to comply with the MSP in some 
manner and an enforcement structure is present. Structures and funding for enforcement are available. 
This may be through a government agency, existing programs or the design of a new program to assist 
with compliance. Enforcement is scaled and appropriate to the offence. 

SUCCESSESS REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT/ 
LIMITATIONS

• First Nation involvement and existing 
enforcement programs add value to the 
enforcement of the plans  

• Province has responsibility and mandate to 
maintain commitment to Partnership  

• Meaningful engagement has created buy-in 
from stakeholders  

• Optimism that future MPA planning may offer 
legality to PMZs

• Skepticism over Provincial commitment is 
evident  

• Tenure applications have been going through 
in contradiction to plans  

• Enforcement and implementation may be 
relying too heavily on FN  

• Feelings that making plans legal would make 
sure MaPP does not become obsolete 

• Legality may also assist decision makers 
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the ability to maintain planning outcomes in the long term. To lessen this burden, some 

propose that MaPP seek out more robust legal action. In contrast, others may believe 

that legalization is an unnecessary, resource intensive process.  

 Argument In Favour of Legalizing  

  It is argued by Nowlan that in order to meet the objectives of MaPP and for its 

longevity, there must be some legality. In the global perspective, many successful MSPs 

and MPA plans around the world have been assisted by a legal framework and has been 

identified as one of the most crucial elements by practitioners (McCrimmon & Fanning. 

2011., McCann, J. 2015). In addition to gaining political support towards planning, 

businesses and public must adhere to legislation making the impact of plans more 

substantial (Nowlan, L. 2016). Many interviewees— Partners and Stakeholders— 

expressed that making MaPP legal would greatly help. For example, “ I think a political 

act will be required to prevent non-implementation.”— (P1) 

  There are several reasons to seek out legal obligation and some of which are 

starting to become apparent in MaPP. The office which grants tenures in the FLRNO for 

activities within the MaPP area is called Front Counter B.C. They are statutorily 

responsible to consider all relevant information and documents prior to allowing an 

application submission. Relevant information includes the MaPP plans (Personal 

Communication. November 16th, 2016). However, there are several designations and 

management criteria in the area that also have to be considered. For example, some 

LRMPS have coastal components (Section 2) which may overlap with MaPP 

designations. Because MaPP is not legal, decision makers at Front Counter may 

question which plans supersedes. As one Partner points out;  

The idea was always that MaPP would have more authority, but at present they 
are all just laying on top of each other. So now decision makers have to decide 
how they align… When you are a land officer and you get an application in a 
‘no go zone’ but there is no legal status… things get a bit messy.— (P1) 

 Perhaps as a result of this confusion and others discussed later, there are tenure 

applications going through in opposition to MaPP plans. Among other examples, two 

aquaculture applications in the region to switch from shellfish to salmon pens were not 

in accordance with MaPP (Nowlan, L. 2016). If tenuring continues on this trajectory it 



will be at the detriment to public and stakeholder trust in the planning process and in the 

Partners.  

If these applications keep happening, stakeholders will be watching and 
thinking ‘why did I spend years of my life just to have the Province blow us 
off?’ It will not bode well for future planning efforts— (S2) 

 Many believe that seeking legal means of enforcement is the necessary response 

to ensure implementation. Particularly without federal authority, it may be especially 

important. Nowlan, also advocating legal avenues, proposes using the powers of the 

Land Act.  It grants the Province the ability to control tenures for the foreshore which 

includes aquaculture, oil and gas, logging activity and has the power to designate 

protected areas (Section 2). The LRMPs in the GBRA utilized the the B.C. Land Act to 

make legally protected conservancies and ensure the plans would continue into the 

future while maintaining the present governance structure (Nowlan, L. 2016). Cleverly, 

Nowlan proposes that current PMZs be expanded to include foreshore area of existing 

conservancies, thus allowing them to be legally protected within the Land Act. 

 Another valid reason to pursue legality is a shifting political and economic 

landscape.  At present, the Province and FN are in favour of MaPP, but as governments, 

participants and economic conditions change, the directives of a plan may no longer be 

suitable to them (McCrimmon & Fanning. 2011). Of course, that is why MSPs are 

designed to be adaptive living documents so as to accommodate for these changes. 

However, change should be within a range of acceptability and ideally remain within 

the EBM framework. Depending on circumstances, the there is a risk that future visions 

will be compromised in favour of short term economic boosts or other options which 

may not be in line with the original visions. For example, the Conservative Government 

under Stephen Harper (which ended in 2015) had extremely different views and 

mandates towards resource use and marine planning than the current administration. It 

appears at first glance that the current Liberal Government may be more supportive of 

marine and coastal planning (Liberal Party of Canada. 2016). However, if another new 

government is elected in the coming years, their approach to oceans management is 

likely to change as well. MaPP will also be prone to the same challenges of a shifting 

political landscape. If a FN leader changes or the Province creates a new economic 

directive, MaPP may no longer be suitable. As this stakeholder elaborates;  
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 IN PNCIMA governance changed. Pretty much most of the stakeholders felt it 
would be typical for the government to turn around and toss it and if these are 
going to be future challenges the MaPP plan…The Province may change 
governance, so it will be interesting to see if they come in and say ‘this plan is 
archaic and it needs too many changes to accommodate our mandate.— (S5) 

 So rather than just casting away MaPP when it is no longer perfect, giving it 

some legal teeth could protect elements of the plans to reach the environment, 

community-wellbeing and governance goals. Nowlan, also suggests pursuing a more 

robust ocean framework in the Province. Ideally, this would integrate legally binding 

coastal and marine strategies, much like the ones used in MaPP  (Nowlan, L. 2016). 

 Overall there are certain advantages to legalizing parts of MaPP that could assist 

with enforcement, protect the original objectives and enhance the long term positive 

influence of MaPP.  

 Argument Against Legalization 

 Although providing a legal framework could certainly help to avoid the 

previously discussed issues, it may not be possible at this juncture. In the case of 

Canada, legal reinterpretation requires parliament approval to pass any proposed 

changes to the legal framework. The cost and time required to implement MSP into a 

mandatory tool may be unnecessary to see its implementation (Flannery et al. 2016) 

Indeed, cost and time are a critical consideration for MaPP as well, even if acts through 

lower legislative bodies. As one Partner said,“ the implications of going that route 

(legalizing) would be beyond the current available budget and would be very time 

consuming.”— (P2)  

 Additionally, considerations on the adaptability and variance of the plans must 

be accommodated. As plans become more rigid, their ability to accommodate new users, 

say users who were not engaged, is limited. Rather than seeking out immediate legal 

authority it may be wise to wait a few years for the “kinks” to work out. Particularly 

because MaPP did not use a consensus based model there is likely changes that need to 

be made in the near future. For example, this participant recognized that “In a sense 

there needs to be some flexibility within the plans. Not everything may be completely 



perfect so there needs to be some room for variance.”— (P3) and this sentiment was 

shared with several other interviewees. 

 Furthermore, there is the possibility that the plan may be adhered to through 

social enforcement.; “ There is no legality, but I think there is enough people on board. 

There were so many people involved and they wanted it to work…“ (S4) Indeed, the 

consensus amongst the Partners with a strong MOU, and stakeholder support creates a 

strong foundation of social capital. This notion was supported by a Partner who 

said,“there is no legal ramifications but lots of social and political repercussions.” —

(P2)  

 FN are very dedicated to see these plans through and essentially perceive them 

as ‘legal’ documents. There is also vested interests from the Province ranging from 

responsibility to Aboriginal reconciliation to the economic certainty that MSP can bring. 

For example, as one Partner makes clear; 

In the big picture there is a jobs plan and a Pacific Gateway plan and we need a 
functioning marine environment to do that. Knowing we have a good EBM 
approach to managing those areas is a key component to that success. — (P5) 

 There is faith within the Partnership that the document will succeed and many 

argued that it does not necessarily need legality. The social and political climate is in 

favour of MaPP and as such legal measures may not be essential; 

Do they need a legal basis if both parties agree to it? Especially now that we 
have an agreement to do it collaboratively?… Implementation agreements 
captured that intent to achieve the objectives and follow the zoning… Not 
everything needs a legal basis.— (P6) 

 Although Nowlan’s strategies could greatly assist MaPP through implementation 

and ensure its longevity, their application may be premature. The implementation 

agreements were only signed as of August 2016 and there may be an adjustment period 

as objectives are implemented. This has been discussed within each of the Sub-Regional 

Marine Plans and the RAF as one of the primary directives. It intends to develop 

outreach programs to inform decision makers at all levels of authority to make sure they 

are following zones and management needs (MaPP. 2016). As this objective progresses 

it will become clear if legal pursuits are necessary. As suggested by one Partner; 
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The government needs to monitor the implementation of the plan over time. To 
see how often recommendations are not followed or how often is a certain 
activity tenured against a plan…You could go to legalizing, but I would wait to 
see how it goes. — (P5) 

 Therefore, making elements of MaPP legal, may be a feasible and desirable goal 

in the future. As Nowlan points out, voluntary approaches to ocean management may be 

insufficient as pressures increase and despite present Partner confidence, stakeholders 

would like to make commitment cemented. This will help to manage issues of changing 

political landscape, assist with enforcement and ensure that long term visions of the 

plan are maintained. However, MaPP should work through the first few phases of 

implementation in order to identify conflicts that need to be addressed and account for 

necessary changes prior to making things legal.  

5.3.3 Challenge Eleven: Managing Complexity  

  

 In terms of engagement and the actual planning process, MaPP’s complexity 

was manageable. Management strategies typically start with a larger overall guiding 

framework to which smaller plans follow. In a sense, MaPP has operated in the opposite 

order and may have assisted simplified efforts. The small FN marine plans (although 

created externally from MaPP) informed the Sub-Regional Marine Plans which in turn 

informed the Regional Action Framework. This provided more direct focus and limited 

the overwhelming tasks of tackling such a large region. The RAF then filled gaps on the 

larger, more abstract issues such as cumulative impacts and climate change. As explored 

Table 15: Summary of MaPP’s Ability to Address Challenge Eleven: Managing 

Framework Criteria: Plans are comprehensive, but not complex to the point of confusion. Plans are 
“place based” and match local conditions in terms of financial capacity and human resources required 
to implement and monitor. Plans are user friendly, in terms of a readable and  accessible user-interface. 
Boundaries are clear and management conditions are concise and feasible. 

SUCCESSESS REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT/ 
LIMITATIONS

• Operating at Sub-Regional level simplified 
engagement 

• Zone designations and management directives 
are very clear 

• Plans are comprehensive to accommodate the 
diversity of stakeholders and range of ecological 
characteristics  

• Prioritization of objectives assists in managing 
complexity 

• Size of documents and volume of objectives is 
hard to consume 

• Planning did not streamline prioritization and 
delayed implementation agreements 

• Volume of objectives may not be feasible  



by Ostrom, starting at a smaller scale can minimize complexity (Ostrom & McGinnis. 

1992) and indeed this method proved successful in the MPA/ MSP network planning in 

California (Gleason et al. 2013). 

 The planning documents themselves are not very complex and are fairly clear as 

one Partner said; “..The plan itself is not complicated. The maps are great, it shows 

intent, allowable uses and so forth.”— (P1) and supported by another who said that “ 

they are not that complex… They are just directions for tenuring and strategic policy 

statements. ”— (P3)    

 The full documents are actually very lengthy, but Sub-Regional Plan Overviews 

are available in an abbreviated and readable format. Additionally, the use of SeaSketch 

and has made MaPP fairly easy to comprehend (Section 5.2.2)  However, it is 

recognized that some of the objectives and conditions on zones are quite extensive;  

Some of the management tables are a lot to consume, but this really comes 
down to prioritization exercise and the realities of implementation.. You can 
manage that complexity.— (P5) 

 Most aspects of complexity surfaced when discussing the sheer volume of 

objectives and planned outcomes. Each of the Sub-Regional Marine Plans has 

approximately five main topics of interest each with two-six objectives to achieve for 

near term implementation and countless others that need attention to reach the twenty 

year vision. The RAF has nine main ‘goal’ categories (Section 2), each with their own 

set of actions ranging from three-six per goal. Actions in some cases are specific such 

as;  

Develop an agreement that enables on the ground agencies or staff to work 
collaboratively with existing monitoring and assessment programs in order to 
collect data that inform the adaptation of management policies and programs 
(MaPP. 2015b), 

  

While others are far more abstract; “Encourage the application of new technology by 

existing businesses and agencies to create efficiencies where consistent with 

EBM.” (MaPP. 2015e). The ambitious and sometimes conceptual nature of actions may 

pose a long term challenge. Questions on how these objectives will be achieved and if 

there is capacity to achieve them are beginning to emerge. For instance one Partner 

argues there is too many objectives “ The complication around getting it done is because 
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of the number of objectives.”— (P3) while another feels the goals need to be more 

concrete; “When formulating objectives the issue was ‘how is this going to be 

implemented?” There weren't very many answers.”—(S7) However, as one participant 

points out, sometimes complexity is a desired element to MSPs;  

A certain amount of complexity is a good thing… If you simplify (the plans) it 
wont address EBM or cumulative impacts and its not going to keep sectors 
communicating, not the way it would if you kept it in all its complexity… 
Integrated management is like an ecosystem. If you go in and say ‘we are only 
going to look at invertebrates’ you are missing the point!— (S6)  

 Maintain that ‘complexity’ while managing all these goals may just be a matter 

of prioritization and being realistic. Prioritization exercises were completed near the end 

of the planning process by Advisory Committees. Each of the sub-regions identified 

‘near term implementation’ activities that could be established quickly and would have 

a substantial impact. For example, the Haida Gwaii marine plan has a priority action to 

create a Recreational Fishing Code of Conduct and increase the awareness of the plans 

through a “coordinated CHN/B.C. outreach and education” plan (MaPP. 2015c). 

However, this was not enough and even more time was required to prioritize before 

signing the Implementation Agreements in August 2016. The effectiveness of this 

prioritization strategy will become clear as MaPP progresses in implementation. 

5.3.4 Challenge Twelve: Preparing for Implementation 

 A planning process is really only as successful as the output product. It is 

important to ensure that a plan becomes a reality so in order to do so, plans must 

Table 16: Summary of MaPP’s Ability to Address Challenge Twelve:Preparing for 

Framework Criteria: Previous challenges are addressed to some degree or have clear strategies to 
resolve them. Capacity for implementation and monitoring has been secured. Plans explicitly build in 
steps to implementation. Agreement on the plans by all relevant parties is present and have been signed 
off by appropriate and enabling authorities. Adaptive processes have been built into the plans so that 
they may remain relevant into the future. Avenues of communication remain open. 

SUCCESSESS REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT/ 
LIMITATIONS

• Prioritization and securing funding for 
implementation were done proactively 

• Prioritization during planning may have been 
insufficient 

• Funding has only been considered for the next 
five years 

• Transition from planning to implementation has 
so far been slow and perceived as being 
disorganized 

• Lack of communication over how 
implementation will progress    



incorporate sufficient planning specific to implementation. In the 2011 Letter of Intent, 

it was explicitly stated that the plans  must create conditions that ensure implementation 

would absolutely be reached (MaPP. 2011). However, the planning that was done 

towards implementation may not have been sufficient.  

 In each Sub-Regional Marine Plan, as mentioned in (Section 5.2.9),  each 

Advisory and Technical Team put effort to prioritizing activities so that implementation 

could get underway. In general, stakeholders felt that there was some foresight in terms 

of implementation. In one comment, a participant stated; “They were told they needed 

an implementation strategy before they signed off the plans. It was recognized early that 

it couldn't be left until after the fact, it needed forethought.”— (S6)  

 Aside from prioritization, the majority of planning for implementation appears 

to have been towards setting up another funding agreement. Funding is one of the 

enabling factors of an MSP and tends to be overlooked beyond stages of planning 

(Section 2). This effort was reflected in the renewed 2015 Memorandum of 

Understanding between TIDES and MaPP. Similar to the previous MOU drafted to 

complete planning, TIDES intends to support MaPP through their hiring needs, public 

engagement and most importantly the ‘priority implementation activities’ that were 

identified by each sub-region for the first five year iteration (MaPP. 2015a).  Again, 

much like the original agreement, it intends to only further MaPP implementation goals 

as per their original objectives and does not “advance any interest, sector or 

organization” (MaPP. 2015a). This facilitated implementation to begin as commented by 

one partner; “Funding action was taken right from the get go as mandated by TIDES. 

That really helped to get implementation to become a reality.”— (P3)   

 However, aside from securing funding, there is concerns that planning on how to 

proceed may have been insufficient. As was reflected by the communication drop off 

(section 5.2.4) following the planning stage and the almost two year time before 

implementation agreements could be signed. As discussed, activities within the 

Partnership were occurring during this interim period such as confirming funding and 

commitment, but perhaps these negotiations should have taken place sooner. There is a 

chance that planners were rushing to finish the plans in order to meet deadlines set out 
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in the funding MOU. This sentiment is reflected by several participants who recognized 

that planning for implementation needed to be better. For example as one stakeholder 

said; “ Emphasis was put on getting the plan done first and then to deal with 

implementation. I don't really think that it was planned for.”— (S1)  

 As a result, the progression of MaPP has been impeded as recognized by this 

Partner who states;  

We failed to incorporate a transition plan to achieve implementation. As a 
result, implementation is taking a bit longer than anticipated.… we have so 
many things that we wanted to do, prioritizing and breaking it down into 
component parts is challenging. —(P2) 

 Despite securing another funding agreement, there is questions on how capacity 

for such an undertaking will be maintained beyond the next five years. Getting funding 

for to  implement each individual action has been voiced as a concern; “Funding will be 

the biggest challenge. They are looking 20 years ahead for this plan. It is a long term 

vision.”— (S4). Furthermore, maintaining human capacity from partners, enforcement 

bodies, stakeholders and public will also prove a challenge. For example, the Province 

may struggle to keep enough personnel required to keep MaPP going;  

It is fair to say that the Province was probably under capacity relatively 
speaking, especially compared to the number of FN staff that were involved 
versus the number of provincial staff.— (P2) 

 This is a pertinent criticism of MaPP because the impacts of poor implementation 

planning have manifested themselves in various ways. The transition period saw poor 

communication, required extra work towards prioritization and added an additional two 

years to the process. If MaPP had potentially spent extra time during planning to 

effectively set out a plan of action, this could have been avoided. 

 Perceptions on Implementation To Date  

 As of August 2016, Implementation Agreements have been signed by involved 

parties for the Sub-Regional Marine Plans (MaPP. 2016e). These agreements prioritize 

objectives and confirm the commitment of each Partner to reaching the implementation 

of both the RAF and each Sub-Regional Marine Plan.  



 However, reflections on implementation at present seem to suggest that it is 

lacking direction and is disorganized. Since August 2016, only the North Vancouver 

Island Sub-Regional Implementation Committee has been created. However, this 

information has not even been published on their website. The other sub-regions are still 

waiting to hear how MaPP will proceed with implementation further. Because of the 

minimal communication outreach during the interim period (section 5.2.4), this has left 

many of the stakeholders in the dark about implementation. For example one 

stakeholder expressed confusion by saying,“ I don't know if there is a framework in 

regards to implementation. Is it going to be info sessions, consensus? No idea.”— (S5) 

This has tainted the perceptions towards implementation so far. For example one 

stakeholder says that “Sure we had strategies but I don't think anyone is using them. I 

think people are making it up as they go. Implementation is feeling very messy and very 

segregated.”— (S6) 

 Even so, participants still retain a strong interest and optimism to continue 

through implementation. In a press release on the Agreements, signatories from both the 

government and FN proclaimed it as a landmark for natural resource management in the 

region and declared their support for the project. Dominant sentiments over the 

improved relationship and positive trajectory for government-FN relations, enhanced 

community and ecosystem health in the MaPP region and in signing they agree to 

maintain the co-management strategy. 

In MaPP there is money that has been secured and in general the plan is still 
fresh— all the players are still around. We are just starting to get the teams 
together on who is going to decide how this is going to work.— (S5)  

 There are still many concerns over what aspects will impede the successful 

implementation of MaPP. For instance, capacity, and the lacking federal authority were 

all consistently referred to. As MaPP moves forward through implementation the 

importance of monitoring and reporting outcomes will be very critical to maintaining 

stakeholder and public support and enthusiasm; “At this stage we need to focus on 

demonstrating success… just focus on a few things that we really know we can get 

done… that reflects very well on the process.”— (P2) Additionally, having solid 

implementation strategies and monitoring those outputs in an observable manner will 
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greatly assist with maintaining all those working relationships and trust built during 

MaPP. 

 Question on the Province’s Commitment  

 Although the Partners may feel confident, the Province’s apparent disinterest in 

making MaPP legal, and contradictory tenuring has made some stakeholders question 

the Government’s commitment. In one comment, a stakeholder said, “the Province isn't 

making as much of an effort as the Nations. The FN are the ones who are going to make 

this happen..”— (S6). Similar to the previous argument about changing political 

landscapes, one stakeholder insisted that turn over may already be compromising their 

responsibilities;   

The planning team in FN has largely remained the same, but the provincial 
government has had a very large amount of turn over. This makes it very 
difficult to maintain momentum of the government side to the agreements. — 
(S3) 

 At present it appears the FN are the main drivers of this process, but they cannot 

do it alone. In order to avoid loosing stakeholder confidence, the Province will need to 

illustrate its dedication to the plans as it moves through implementation. This could be 

by seeking out legal means or by communicating better.  

5.4 Overall Perceptions: Pragmatic Optimism  

 In general, Partners had much more positive understanding and commentary 

towards all elements of MaPP, whereas stakeholders illustrated a spectrum of both 

positive and negative feedback. Each participant recognized that what has been 

accomplished is commendable, but understand that MaPP faces some serious challenges 

ahead. The remarkable relationships formed between FN and the Province through 

adopting a government to government management structure greatly expanded the 

breadth and capacity for this massive undertaking. As one Partner stated, “ one of the 

important things was FN working together in Partnerships. If we hadn't done that it 

would have been impossible to create plans of this scale.”— (P6).  If the Province had 

operated alone, without both the Federal and FN Government, it is very unlikely that 

MaPP would be as comprehensive. It is true that in a relatively short time span—

compared to other projects in the area— MaPP was able to complete a huge body of 

work. As pointed out by this Parter who states:  



It was a success! We accomplished four MSPs within a Regional Action 
Framework in three and a half years. It’s not perfect, but to get it signed off on a 
political level, set up for financing and with the number of involved partners? 
Pretty good…— (P2) 

 In another quote, a Partner elaborates that this has been a crucial step for FN 

relations in the Province; “ In spite of legal and jurisdiction limitations we got 17 FN 

and the Province to the table to discuss future planning for the coast which has never 

happened… Success!”— (P1)  

 While it is true that the Partnership has tackled some very important elements of 

coastal and ocean management in B.C., this MSP is not finished. Through collaboration 

and engagement, a shared vision has been created for the region. However, this is only 

half the required task, because implementation is arguably the most crucial element of 

successful MSP. If neglected, successful planning goes to waste at the cost of public and 

stakeholder trust. Despite the general optimism from stakeholders, there are mixed 

perceptions on implementation (Section 5.3.12) and many participants realize that the 

‘proof is in the pudding’. For example as one stakeholder commented;  

It was a successful planning process in our sub-region. But that doesn't mean 
anything. The implementation and management portion have to continue in 
order for it to be a true success.— (S1) 

 In the letters of support, there was a similar reflection of praise and concern. 

Support for the collaborative co-management structure was universal, but many 

encouraged changes into the future. Depending on what sector the letter was written by, 

recommendations ranged from increasing protection, clarifying how jurisdiction will be 

dealt with in the future and creating a mechanism for future decision making.  

 Through the exploration and analysis of MaPP it is clear that it has experienced 

a series of trade-offs. For example, the lack of jurisdiction and limited engagement of 

important sectors, but moving forward allowed the completion of these comprehensive 

plans. The innovation, dedication and conditions in the MaPP study area have given it 

the ability to overcome and effectively address elements of each challenge. However, it 

is clear that MaPP has been limited by several factors that will negatively influence its 

implementation. In light of the insights from this discussion section, the following 
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chapter proposes potential recommendations for MaPP and lessons learned for the field 

of MSP.   



6. Recommendations and Lessons 
Learned  
 The application of the analytical framework designed here has been successful in 

identifying notable strengths of the MaPP MSP process. For example, the meaningful 

application of existing work and its ability to foster strong working relationships. 

However, the exploration also identified potential weaknesses that must be addressed. 

The assessment of MaPP’s ability to overcome the twelve challenges to MSP has 

informed the thematic basis to provide tailored recommendations. Furthermore, critical 

lessons learned from MaPP are discussed to improve the practical application of MSP 

more generally.   

6.1 Eight Recommendations to MaPP: Elements that 
Require Attention   

 Despite the successes and innovations of MaPP, all the work done by dedicated 

participants hinges on successful implementation. If MaPP loses momentum and fails to 

overcome the obstacles it faces, these important coastal ecosystems and the 

communities that rely on them will suffer. 

 As became apparent through the interview process, there are some concerns that 

can and should be addressed by the Partnership. The following section will discuss eight 

key recommendations that can help  resolve these concerns  as identified by 

stakeholders and Partners alike. Although there are several other potential 

recommendations that can be identified from the material in section 5, such as the need 

to improve monitoring programs, these will focus on the main over-arching themes 

which emerged through the research process. 

6.1.1 Diversify Financial Resources 

 MaPP has relied on the private-public partnership with TIDES Canada ( thus The 

Moore Foundation) to supplement government funding of ocean and coastal planning. 

This had hugely positive implications for stakeholder engagement, available technical 

expertise and gave MaPP a flexibility that would otherwise not be available. However, 

the appearance of a conflict of interest remained from the PNCIMA initiative due to the 
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perceived environmental focus of the Moore Foundation. Despite the strong, transparent 

MOU and limited truth behind these concerns, seeking out other more diverse funding 

avenues could be beneficial.  

 As has been encouraged by many interviewees and in letters of support, the 

Province must allocate more resources to coastal and ocean management. This will not 

only demonstrate government commitment, but will give the Province more capacity to 

hire dedicated staff for marine planning and therefore strengthen MaPP as it moves into 

implementation. Additionally, in light of the federal government’s renewed interest in 

ocean planning, MaPP may pursue funding from the Government of Canada to support 

the plans.  

 Although MaPP has signed another five year funding agreement with TIDES 

Canada as of 2015, seeking multiple streams of income could be an option. It may 

require more effort to establish other funding arrangements but by having more than one 

source, concerns regarding a potential conflict of interest are diminished and will 

provide a more secure financial future.  

 MaPP has essentially relied solely on TIDES to supplement the limited provincial 

government money that is available. Even though the partnership between the two 

organizations seems strong, if anything changes, such as failure to renew the funding 

agreement, MaPP may be in a struggle to secure sufficient financing. However, if there 

is more than one partnership to support the implementation of these very ambitious 

plans, it would provide more certainty over the twenty year vision. Additionally, it may 

help to increase the capacity for implementation in terms of dedicated staff, 

communication outreach and continued stakeholder engagement.  

 By having a more well-rounded and diverse financial foundation, MaPP will be 

able to address the obstacles it faces more easily and with confidence that they have the 

capacity to do so.  

6.1.2 Improve Elements of Communication 

 Communication seems to have been at the heart of many criticisms that emerged 

through this analysis. In many instances, concerns from the planning process were 



mostly a result of poor transparency between Partners and stakeholders. For example, 

confusion over the application of TK and science may have been unclear for some 

stakeholders and the limited outreach from the Partnership following plan completion in 

2014 increased uncertainties for a number of participants. Although during the planning 

process communication was very consistent, the Partnership appears to have failed to 

actively manage expectations and define roles of participants during the initiation of the 

implementation phase. 

 Public outreach was admitted as a weakness and based on the varied capacity of 

sector representatives to reach their constituents and therefore, MaPP may need to put 

more resources towards communicating to the public. To illustrate, updates to the 

organization’s website and infrequent newsletters were seen as an indication that 

communication has not been a priority. Furthermore, the inadequate updates to 

stakeholders from the partnership during the interim period after plan completion and as 

implementation progresses has negatively influenced support.   

 Hiring a dedicated communications officer to manage information sharing could 

be a potential mechanism to alleviate the burden of communication responsibilities. 

Ideally, by dedicating staff to this important element it will be easier for MaPP to 

enhance transparency between the Partnership and all other parties. They would be 

responsible for keeping the website up to date and send more frequent newsletters. Most 

critically, the officer should be used to send updates to stakeholders on the decisions and 

timelines from within the Partnership on a much more regular basis. Although it was 

conveyed that activity since 2014 has been mostly relevant to Partners, this effort would 

help stakeholders understand their role in implementation and more importantly see that 

progress is being made. Filling in these periods of non-communication with information 

will make it easier for MaPP planners if and when they do re-engage stakeholders.  

6.1.3 Clarity in Decision Making  

 Internal inter-agency communication may also be a weakness for MaPP. As 

elaborated in Section 4.3.7, communicating within levels of government (horizontal 

integration) helps to make sure that plans are known about and applied appropriately.  

Concerns over the decision making at Front Counter B.C. is evidence that there needs to 

be more immediate emphasis on this.  Although, Partners agree that this is a function of 
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an ‘adjustment period’, it must be addressed in the very near future. There may be 

intentions to address this, but it must take precedence so that MaPP can prove the plans 

are being used. Communication alone will not be enough to address this challenge. 

Instead, there must be a clear protocol surrounding how statutory decision makers at 

Front Counter B.C. approach the MaPP plans. 

  In a similar research study on the Gwaii Haanas Marine Agreement, it is 

recognized that those who designed a plan, be that through a collaborative effort or 

otherwise, are not the ones who enact it (Sargeant, J. 2015). Therefore there are 

differences in interpretation of how the plans should be used. MaPP Stakeholders 

perceive that the plans should supersede previous planning efforts and give provide over 

what applications will be approved. However, statutory decision makers at Front 

Counter B.C. may only consider it as advice.  

 If this disparity is not addressed, there is already indication that it will impact 

stakeholder buy in. Similar to what was suggested by Sergeant’s study, MaPP must 

manage its relationship with Front Counter B.C. and to clarify interpretation of how 

MaPP should be used. One option is to seek changes to legislation to make statutory 

decision makers legally obligated to abide by the MaPP plans (discussed in Section 

6.1.8). Or  adopt a strong policy that develops protocol for Front Counter B.C. to make 

appropriate decisions under the Land Act  in regards to MaPP (Sareant, J. 2015). This 

would set concise guidelines on which plans supersede  (ex. MaPP vs. LRMPs) and 

define parameters of acceptable ‘variance’.  

  Improved understanding for decision makers will make the plans more useable 

but also provide ‘economic certainty’ and  potentially save businesses money though 

streamlining the application process (GHK Consulting. 2014). Development 

applications that do not match MaPP zones, are unlikely to get approval from the local 

community even if Front Counter B.C. allows their application to be processed. The 

intention of MSPs is partly to provide certainty to businesses who wish to invest in a 

region (Ehler & Douvere. 2009., GHK Consulting. 2014), but if these applications do 

not match the desires of the local population, it is an ineffective process. Therefore, if 

Front Counter B.C. is able to make decisions that match the intent of the Sub-Regional 

Marine Plans it will save money and make the application process more efficient.  



 If all affected parties, be they public, industry or government, are kept to a similar 

degree of understanding it will vastly improve the support for and effectiveness of 

MaPP. Even if Partners feel that things are improving, it is not being conveyed 

effectively. Therefore they must seek out clear mechanisms for decision makers to 

adequately meet the intent of the Marine Plans.  

6.1.4  Vary Learning Opportunities for Science 

 Access to the comprehensive BCMCA Marine Atlas and having financial support 

for scientific expertise is a major asset. MaPP was able to use a variety of science and 

tools to assist with decision making, but stakeholders expressed mixed degrees of 

confidence in the data and science applied.  

 The challenges to communicating science were addressed by the Partners to some 

degree, but it remains unclear how successful these efforts were to rectify the matter. 

Just as participants have different expectations towards engagement (Alley, J. 2016), 

stakeholder’s have different scientific backgrounds and interests in the science. 

Therefore MaPP needs to provide a range of learning opportunities to match. It is clear 

that Partner’s tried to provide as much possible information but only required the 

advisory panel to have a ‘basic understanding’. However, there were instances where 

participants felt alienated and overwhelmed. To manage these differences, MaPP may 

consider creating more informal means where stakeholders may choose to engage as 

they feel is appropriate. 

 Formal lectures and presentations can only be so effective and are unlikely to get 

a lot of interest. Rather, giving a range of opportunities may be more valuable to 

stakeholders. One suggestion could include creating an online forum of educational 

tools that are user friendly regardless of the participant’s scientific background. This 

would provide an opportunity for stakeholders to investigate as much as is valuable to 

their objectives. Further it could give them the opportunity to explore the science and 

tools on their own time in a comfortable environment to avoid feeling embarrassed or 

alienated based on potential knowledge differences.  
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 Of course, this just one potential possibility, but MaPP should investigate how 

stakeholders would benefit more greatly from understanding science in the planning and 

implementation processes. 

6.1.5 Establish a Mechanism for Formal Input 

 Many Partners recognize that the plans are not perfect and will require some 

changes as their implementation progresses. Additionally, this may be one of the main 

arguments against providing a more constricting legal framework. MSPs do have to be 

adaptable documents so that they can be responsive to changes in ecosystem and human 

communities. However, MaPP has no clear mechanism for feedback at present.  

 As was mentioned in the letter of support from the B.C. Commercial Fisheries 

Caucus (McIsaac, J. 2014), MaPP needs to have open avenues of discourse from 

stakeholders so that managers can consistently collect important complaints or advice 

that may emerge through implementation. The next iteration or ‘plan review’ is not for 

five years time. Between now and then, it remains unclear how MaPP intends to address 

concerns and find the right balance between flexibility and certainty.  

 Stakeholders and the public must be able to report areas of weakness that can be 

addressed by MaPP. For example, if tenure applications continue to be approved in 

contradiction to the Marine Plans, the Partnership must be made aware of this. Because 

of the potential of weak inter-agency communication, stakeholders and community 

members could assist with making the plans more effective.  

 In another example, a stakeholder commented that there should be opportunities 

to directly interact with MaPP in terms of ‘variances’. In this particular example, the 

discussion surrounded the ability to re-visit a zone designation if a stakeholder is 

willing to do more research so that their activity may be allowed. Although this may 

benefit MaPP by having more robust science, nothing currently facilitates this 

interaction.  

 Again, this boils down to effective communication and a clearly understood 

process for adapting the plan. Firstly, the Partnership needs to communicate what is 

expected and possible for stakeholders during this first phase of implementation. Only 



the NVI implementation committee has been formed but it is unclear what level of 

feedback is possible and this is even less clear for the other sub-regions.  

 If MaPP was able to turn the communication as discussed in Section 6.1.2 into a 

bi-directional opportunity, it may assist in gradual adaptations. Rather than having years 

worth of suggestions from every stakeholder emerge at the five year review, MaPP 

planners would know what to expect and have an idea of how to approach it in advance. 

In this manner, MaPP could truly be a living document in a more inclusive way. 

6.1.6 Prepare to Engage, Engage, Engage!   

 Federal jurisdiction, limited engagement of commercial fisheries and commercial 

shipping are among the obvious limitations to MaPP. The unfortunate reality is that no 

matter how well the Province and FN have planned around this, it will cause conflict. 

However, MaPP is a very important document of best available science, TK, local 

community and industry input. These management documents should be a building 

block to reaching comprehensive integrated management in the region. Drawing 

parallels to the approach used by FN, the existing marine plans paved the way for the 

FN partners to be organized decision makers. MaPP should recognize that the Sub-

Regional Marine Plans and the RAF are attractive incentives to engage the federal 

government and missing sectors.  

 Graham & Mullen discuss the expectation for federal re-engagement in their 2016 

report and urge better communication with industry. They argue that impacts to 

economically important parties such as commercial shipping have not been clearly 

explored, but need to be addressed to accommodate for the economic element of EBM 

(Graham & Mullen. 2016). While these authors call for more clarity and better 

collaboration between government and industry to protect the economic interest of the 

region, Nowlan offers a more conservation focused approach. Using examples from the 

UK, Norway and Eastern Canada, she argues that MaPP has available approaches to 

address navigation issues. The example used in Canada, discusses the successful 

recommendation to the International Maritime Organization (IMO) to shift shipping 

lanes in the Bay of Fundy to protect whale populations. Another example that is 

relevant in light of potential increase of oil and gas shipping, is Noway’s request to 

move navigation lanes away from the coast to reduce risk of oil spills (Nowlan, L. 
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2016). MaPP has completed the appropriate work to create recommendations to the 

Federal Government on these matters, and therefore the IMO (the official authorizing 

body on shipping lanes). In this way the Province can engage the shipping industry. 

This strategy is certainly worth considering, but requires the cooperation of the federal 

government.  

 Outlooks on federal re-engagement seem optimistic and have been expressed by 

several stakeholders. It does look promising as the DFO intends to ‘enhance 

collaboration for oceans management’ through the MPA Planning Initiative in Canada 

(DFO. 2016b). The Canadian Oceans Strategy recognizes the significance of integrating 

management efforts and the ‘concept for continued respect for the legislative mandates 

of individual departments and agencies’ (DFO. 2016b). In light of these conditions, it is 

very possible that the federal government should take a serious interest in the work 

completed in MaPP.  

 The Canada-B.C. MPA Network Strategy to create an MPA network in Pacific 

Canada and intends to do so through a joint federal-provincial approach (Canada-B.C 

MPA Strategy. 2014). MaPP Partners must take advantage of this opportunity. Authors 

such as Nowlan, Graham & Mullen and many participants of the study suggest there is 

an opportunity to use PMZs as recommendations to the joint Federal/Provincial 

initiative. This can be a mutually beneficial approach and although the PMZs took 

inspiration from the ESBAs from PNCIMA, MaPP has gone many steps further with 

stakeholder engagement at the sub-regional level. By using the recommended PMZs the 

joint MPA initiative could save money and time by using the work completed in MaPP. 

In addition it will help Canada’s international commitment to reach 10% protected 

oceans areas by 2020 as dictated in the UN Convention on Biological Diversity 

(Nowlan, L. 2016).  The Province should actively seek out and apply these suggestions 

to engage the federal government.  

 Nowlan further suggests that the federal government, Province and FN could 

collaborate on combining PNCIMA with MaPP to meet the original intent of PNCIMA 

and fulfill the goals of Oceans Act. In this manner it would combine the significant 

work from MaPP while accommodating shipping, fisheries and other poorly addressed 

sectoral interests to MaPP (Nowlan, L. 2016).  



 Completing an integrated management regime with EBM is an expressed interest 

of all non-engaged parties. Therefore, through Nowlan’s suggestions or otherwise, 

MaPP should continue to leverage the completed Sub-Regional Marine Plans to engage 

industry and the federal government. 

6.1.7 Demonstrate Provincial Government Commitment  

 Partners expressed their confidence in the strength of the Partnership and the 

Province’s commitment, but this sentiment was not shared by all stakeholders. The 

Province’s apparent disinterest in considering legalization, communication weaknesses 

and contradictory tenuring have raised questions of the Government’s commitment. In 

one comment, a stakeholder said, “the Province isn't making as much of an effort as the 

Nations. The FN are the ones who are going to make this happen..”— (S6). Similarly, 

there were concerns that government turn over and inadequate budget for marine 

management will threaten the longevity of MaPP. Even though there are plans to 

remedy many of the issues and work is being done, negative comments on the current 

state of implementation concern the Province’s application of the plans.  

  In a Canadian context, the public is typically wary toward government 

capabilities or commitment (EKOS Politics. 2014). Experience with PNCIMA and some 

dissatisfaction with LRMPs further evidence that trust in the Government’s ability to 

plan ocean and coastal resources may not be complete. At present, it appears FN are the 

main drivers of this process, but they cannot do it alone. In order to avoid losing 

stakeholder support, the Province will need to demonstrate its dedication to the plans as 

they move through implementation.  

 These perceptions could be remedied by adequately communicating MaPP’s 

progress and improving inter-agency coordination (See Section 6.1.2 and Section 6.1.3). 

By improving visible outcomes of the plan and illustrating success, the Province will 

improve its image as a strong and reliable Partner. Additionally, an increase in 

government financing for marine planning could be used to hire more staff dedicated to 

MaPP (Section 6.1.1). This would not only assist in a stronger implementation phase but 

be an indication of commitment to the shared vision of the region. Another possible 

suggestion is seeking legal means to solidify provincial commitment  through  
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providing a concrete legislative mandate on integrated ocean and coastal management. 

The potential of legality will be discussed in Section 6.1.8.  

 The Province must be aware of how it is perceived by stakeholders at this 

critical juncture. Even though the FN are also a Partner and may not have 

communicated effectively either, stakeholder concerns lay with the Government. 

Despite the Provincial Partner’s dedication to working with FN, their internal focus has 

neglected their other collaborative duties. In order to maintain the trust that was so 

carefully built during the planning process, MaPP needs to improve communication and 

take serious action to demonstrate their support.  

6.1.8 Consider Legal Avenues in the Future  

 Practitioners and academics agree (Section 4.3.10) that an appropriate legal 

framework is essential to a successful MSP. The recommended zones and management 

parameters in MaPP are only enforced through voluntary means and the commitment of 

Partners. As discussed in Section 6.1.5, the zones and management directives are not 

‘set in stone’ and must remain flexible. In the face of potential economic development 

and the joint Federal/Provincial MPA Planning Initiative, the MaPP area faces rapidly 

evolving conditions. There are possibilities to improve upon the Sub-Regional Marine 

Plans to integrate sectoral interests better and apply federal jurisdiction and authority 

where necessary. This may be why implementation is slow and Partners express 

hesitation on legality. While these are valid reasons, MaPP should not dismiss the value 

of legal support. It enhances accountability and will help MaPP to avoid getting 

‘steamrolled’ by shifting political interests.  

 The piecemeal approach to exercising jurisdiction over the coasts and oceans and 

the over-reliance on the Land Act in implementation may prove insufficient. As Alley & 

Sandborn point out, the economic and social prosperity of the region relies on a 

functioning coastal and marine environment. The poorly defined jurisdiction over these 

resources is not adequate to achieve integrated marine management. The authors’ 

suggest an alternative strategy of creating a new  ‘Coastal Management Act’ for B.C. 

Taking inspiration from the Canadian Oceans Act  and the US Coastal Zone 

Management Act, would ideally create a legislative framework for developing a coastal 



management strategy and provide, among other things, a statutory basis for marine 

spatial planning. Most interestingly they suggest that the Act could enable the province 

to ‘enter into agreements and to delegate and accept powers from other orders of 

government’ (Alley & Sandborn. 2013). This could coordinate governance and simplify 

authority to more effectively manage the Pacific Coast of Canada.  

 This suggestion is interesting and could certainly be a long term goal for the 

Province of B.C. However, based on the criticism (Section 4.3.10) that changing 

legislation within the Canadian political system is costly and time intensive, MaPP 

should focus on more readily available options in the near term.  

 Linda Nowlan suggests (Section 5.3.2) expanding existing legal conservancies 

that are adjacent to PMZs to include the foreshore area to grant legal protection under 

the Land Act. She further suggests applying the Act  to ‘reserve’ areas of foreshore for 

future use as a marine protected area, effectively making it off limits for development 

(Nowlan, L. 2016).  Because theses would not require new legislation and have already 

been tested in the GBRA, these are feasible strategies. It is also possible that though 

Federal/Provincial MPA planning, some PMZs may become legal designations under a 

variety of statutes. 

 MaPP could take two approaches to this challenge. Either it can wait for the 

engagement of the federal government and missing industry sectors to make new plans 

— with several likely compromises, or apply available legal mechanisms to protect 

valuable PMZs. While there are arguments for either option, MaPP should address some 

of its most pressing conflicts prior to legalizing. This will provide MaPP the flexibility 

it needs to improve over the next five years and during that time it will become clear 

what requires legal action. If upon the next review there are serious impending 

compromises to the environment, MaPP should consider new legislative reforms to 

uphold the interests of the region.  

 Other suggestions emerged through the interview process and are touched on in 

Section 5, but these seven recommendations were identified as the most reoccurring and 

significant. Although all should be considered, arguably the easiest to address with the 

most significant benefits would be improving communication. In doing so, it will 
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address elements of the other recommendations as well the benefits discussed in Section 

6.1.2. Of the challenges, legislative reform and engagement are the most challenging 

and will require more thought to be addressed. It is hoped that these recommendations 

will be considered by MaPP to assist in overcoming the twelve challenges to MSP.  

6.2 Lessons Learned from MaPP  

 To completely address research question three, this section discusses the 

important lessons that can be learned from MaPP and that can inform over MSPs. While 

some are positive, others point out limitations that still exist to MSP based on this case 

study.  

6.2.1 Co-Management Strategy with First Nations: Win-Win  

 Although MaPP had the advantage of building off existing relationships between 

FN and the Province, the governance structure used by MaPP is clearly an approach that 

should be used as a model for future MSPs.  It provides a strategy to achieve the much 

needed diversity of innovative governance models required to effectively manage 

marine ecosystems (Alley, J. 2013). Giving equal power and ensuring mutual respect, 

government to government platforms can expand jurisdictional authority over a 

resource and reach out to more stakeholders. Furthermore it can develop a strong 

relationship between governments and indigenous communities which can be leveraged 

for future efforts. This can be particularly pertinent to countries where Aboriginal 

populations struggle to exercise their authority and rights.  

 Partnering with FN also gives an opportunity for significant consideration to TK 

thus accommodating a diverse body of knowledge. In this case, the TK and goals of the 

FN were compatible with and enhanced the EBM goals of the MSP. By adopting this 

approach, MSPs can avoid certain challenges currently faced by practitioners. 

Facilitating a diversity of values, elevating traditionally oppressed populations, 

expanding jurisdiction authority and enhancing EBM has the potential to address the 

challenges of science and tool bias, data limitations, meaningful engagement, 

communication, balanced outcomes and jurisdictional complexity. 



6.2.2 Take Advantage of Regional History 

 As pointed out by practitioners and academics, the history of a region influences 

management of a resource. The evolution of planning towards co management and  

EBM initiatives set a precedent in MaPP and created a strong foundation of support. 

There was a network of existing working relationships, and valuable experience with 

and stakeholder understanding of engagement procedures. It is unlikely that all of these 

conditions would be available everywhere and so should be considered when using 

MaPP as a case study. What is of value here, is that the Partnership took every 

advantage of what was available and applied it very meaningfully. They adopted 

appropriate strategies, data, and a applied a large portion of previously completed work 

to minimize required duplication of efforts. 

 Practitioners cannot just approach MSP without first considering what past 

negative experiences will need to be addressed and what previous experience can be 

drawn on. Managers can use existing relationships between stakeholders to assist with 

planning efforts and apply strategies from other initiatives, even if they are not directed 

to the maritime affairs. Effectively assessing regional history and drawing on the 

positive elements, can assist with the challenges surrounding enabling conditions, 

meaningful engagement and communication.   

6.2.3 If Capacity is Limited, Seek Alternative Funding  

 Additionally, MaPP was approached with a funding arrangement which became 

arguably the most important condition to address certain challenges to MSP.  Of course, 

the value of the people involved and effort by all participants should not be undermined, 

but without funding, the collaboration and ability to bring these people together would 

not be possible.  

 These types of arrangement should be sought out in future planning and could 

be a model used in other parts of the world if available. Of course, policy arrangements 

and planning should typically be the responsibility of an individual government but that 

is not always a possibility within a public budget. In the case of B.C, which in global 

comparison is relatively well funded, government financing was not sufficient to 
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undertake MaPP. In developing countries or those with far less resources for marine 

planning, this model could have very helpful application. 

  

 By having substantial resources, it greatly reduces many of the challenges to 

MSP. Without fiscal limitation, meaningful engagement can be more easily achieved, 

communication and outreach is accounted for and science and data gaps can be 

addressed.   

6.2.3 Advisory Committees Can Work 

 Although consensus has traditionally been regarded as the best practice in 

engagement of stakeholders (Section 4), this is not always the case due to the possibility 

for lengthy delays in reaching agreement. Even if stakeholders want an in depth forum 

to reach agreement, meaningful engagement can be achieved through the application of 

‘advisory committees’. In light of some concerns, the dedication of the technical teams 

in taking and responding to advice elevated stakeholder experience.  

6.2.4 Jurisdiction Remains a Challenge to MSPs 

 Although jurisdiction is one of the most frequently raised issues surrounding 

ocean and coastal management, it still remains problematic. MaPP has extended its own 

jurisdictional capabilities through government to government management but remains 

plagued by the absence of the federal government. MaPP was unable to overcome this 

challenge completely and how it will do so in the future remains unclear at the time of 

writing.  

6.2.5 Do Not Undervalue the Necessity of Communication 

 It could be argued that lack of communication is at the root of all 

misunderstanding. Conversely, when done well, it facilitates conflict resolution, builds 

trust, understanding and momentum. MaPP experienced both sides of communication 

and thus the benefits and roadblocks it can produce.  

 Communicating on the advisory committees was the enabling factor for MaPP to 

achieve meaningful engagement. The back and forth discourse and response to all 

advice was of huge value to the partnership and stakeholders. It allowed mutual sharing 



of information and stakeholders could see that their concerns were addressed. This 

managed their expectations for the final outcomes of the plans. Communication and 

open avenues of respect are also critical to increasing trust and reciprocity between 

stakeholders and between planners and stakeholders. Without open channels and forums 

for these communications to occur, it will be much more challenging for an MSP 

planning committee to reach agreement or resolve conflict. MAPP relied on this success 

to complete the plans in 2014.  

 However, when communication was lacking, it was to the detriment of MaPP. 

Poor communication of science resulted in various levels of understanding and 

confidence. The lack of outreach to stakeholders for nearly two years following the 

completion of the planning process from 2014 to August of 2016 created frustration and 

bred apathy towards the plans.  

 In addition, the communication internally within different government agencies 

appears to have slowed the process of implementation and lengthened the so called 

‘adjustment period’ as evidenced by tenure applications going through in opposition to 

the plans.  

6.2.6 Planning for Implementation Remains a Challenge to MSP  

 This was one of the original challenges identified by the literature review and 

discussed by practitioners (Section 4), but MaPP illustrates why this is such an 

important element. Although the Advisory Committees did spend time creating priority 

objectives, this was only half of the work required to transition effectively. A nearly two 

year period after planning was needed to arrange a funding arrangement, do further 

prioritization and draft implementation agreements. The associated issues that this 

created ranged from communication failure, stakeholder frustration and lacking clarity 

towards implementation. At present, perceptions of implementation are varied and it 

still remains unclear how MaPP will progress.  

 Therefore, the importance of implementation should be emphasized. With 

appropriate planning for transition it will help to make sure that all the necessary 

conditions are in place prior to completing work with stakeholders. This will save time, 

keep strong momentum and maintain buy-in to plans.  
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 Having now explored the challenges to MSPs from global literature and 

experience, proposed an analytical framework for assessing MSPs, analyzed MaPP as a 

case study and provided recommendations, the three research questions from Section 

1.1.3 have now been addressed. Section 4 encapsulates the answers to question one, 

Section 5 provides insight to question two and Section 6 informs question three. The 

original intent of the study has been met and the final conclusions from this research 

will now be discussed.  



7. Conclusions 
 This research has covered a huge body of information which is valuable to the 

insight of the Marine Planning Partnership and Marine Spatial Planning as a coastal and 

ocean management strategy. Through extensive background examination, a valuable 

analytical framework was designed and applied successfully to the case study of MaPP. 

It has illuminated the strengths and weaknesses of MaPP as an MSP and identified eight 

clear recommendations to the program to improve as it moves through implementation. 

Furthermore, it highlights lessons that can be applied by MSP practitioners elsewhere. 

In this final section, the utility of the framework will be discussed as well as future 

research questions for MaPP and the field of MSP.  

7.1 Utility and Future Application of The Analytical 
Framework 

 Charles Ehler emphasizes the importance of evaluating MSPs as a means to make 

informed improvements and enhance transparency (Section 4.4.1). Through the 

extensive exploration of global theoretical and practical MSP experience, the analytical 

framework designed here may assist with that.  

 The framework provided a direct and focused approach to guide interviewees 

through discussion on the twelve challenges of MSP. The linear model gave structure to 

interviews and assisted with simple data analysis by organizing responses by themes. 

Each challenge was broached with specifically related questions and therefore 

participants were able to naturally discuss what they thought would be valuable to that 

specific challenge. This simplified the process of identifying main themes rather than 

attempting to gain insight through more general questions. Additionally, it assisted with 

examination of background information on MaPP and informed what elements of the 

Marine Plans (and otherwise) should be examined. 

 The twelve challenges covered a huge breath of themes and as such were able to 

delve into not only technical aspects, but into deeper elements of personal relationships 

and institutional complexity that may otherwise be missed. In this way, the analytical 

framework provided a well rounded approach to understanding the elements that are 

practical to MSP in real world applications, not just the text book version. As an 
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example, the original assumption surrounding the challenge of mapping boundaries was 

that MaPP had addressed it through EBM. However, through investigation it became 

apparent that it was influenced greatly by the existing history and political landscape.  

 The framework, although a linear model, was able to reveal the 

interconnectedness of all the challenges. Discussions on one topic often touched on 

elements of another challenge. This insight would not likely have emerged without the 

application of the analytical framework and the identification of MSP criticisms. 

 The information uncovered by using the framework on MaPP is indicative of its 

efficacy and is further illustrated by the identified recommendations and lessons 

learned. In light of its success, it could be applied to other MSP case studies as an 

evaluative tool. The methodology and criteria has been derived from global literature 

and thus could be easily applied to other MSP case studies to inform recommendations 

for improvement. Of course, questions may have to be more tailored to that region, but 

the approach is sound.  

7.2 Future Research  

Based on the size and scope of MaPP, there is still much left to be explored. This 

study, although insightful and important, paves the way for more in depth assessments.  

The analytical framework has illuminated the strengths and weaknesses of MaPP, but 

there are many aspects that can be researched deeper. Assessing the entirety of MSP and 

MaPP within one research project and by one individual may have been overly 

ambitious. For future research efforts, focusing on one aspect or challenge to MSPs and 

doing an in depth focused inquiry may result in more detailed outcomes. Any of the 

twelve challenges to MSP outlined in the analytical framework could be explored to the 

depth of a full research study. For example, challenges to ‘meaningful engagement’ as it 

applies to MaPP could be discussed at great lengths. The use of stakeholders in an 

‘advisory’ capacity has potentially significant implications. Better understanding of its 

use, methods and measuring its long term could provide utility to applying this model in 

future planning programs. Additionally, the role of funding could be explored further or 

research on how federal government re-engagement could impact the pans. 



 In addition, the analytical framework could be completed in another iteration on 

each of the sub-regions.T his was not a possibility within the scope of this research, but 

would be of great interest to MaPP. Each sub-region operated independent Advisory 

Committees, Technical Teams and created their own unique Marine Plans. It could be of 

great utility to assess each of the individual processes to identify differences in 

strategies, communication and identify the strengths and weaknesses of each. In this 

fashion, each sub-region could take inspiration from the successes of another and apply 

them to become more robust. Additionally, by comparing the long term implementation 

success of each sub-region could inform conclusions on what strengths are the most 

important. 

 Another aspect of this study which was beyond the scope of this investigation, 

were specific stakeholder perspectives. Through some of the information gathered here, 

there were many interesting and specific insights from each sector, however not enough 

to make conclusive statements. Future research could explore a broad base of sectors 

from MaPP to provide a solid understanding of the potential conflicts or suggestions 

from each. This would help to inform the Partnership on how to best adapt the plans. 

Conversely, an in depth research study on the perceptions of sectors who were not 

involved could also garner some significant insight into how MaPP is viewed in the 

region and how it could accommodate those sectors into the future.  

 Furthermore, this analytical framework should be applied other case studies in 

different jurisdictions with a variety of geographical settings. This will help to identify 

what elements need to be improved and potentially encourage evaluation of MSP case 

studies to improve ocean and marine management.  

7.3 Significance of MaPP  

 MaPP has waded through the deep, muddy waters of complex jurisdiction and 

regional history. Although they have not necessarily brought clarity to these ‘muddy 

waters’ nor have they fully conquered each of the twelve challenges of MSP, dedication 
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and innovation have allowed MaPP to achieve its goals and is now working towards a 

long term vision.  

 The groundbreaking governance structure elevated local B.C. FN populations to a 

key decision maker. In a Canada, where FN reconciliation is an ongoing effort, MaPP 

could set a precedent for other Provinces to move towards better FN relations and to 

gain the benefits of co-management discussed here. Additionally, this model could also 

be a realistic possibility in other nations who are seeking avenues for reconciliation.  

 The conscious shift from consensus-based models that have been considered ‘best 

practice’ in management to applying an advisory committee strategy was another 

significant element of MaPP. The process was still able to garner stakeholder 

satisfaction with outcomes and in a much faster timeline. Although B.C. has sought out 

traditional consensus in the past, MaPP illustrates that although there are some trade-

offs, it is possible to achieve balanced outcomes and positive stakeholder perceptions. 

 Furthermore, using a private-public partnership was central to the capacity and 

efficiency of how MaPP proceeded. Without this funding, government money would not 

have been sufficient. Private-public models should be assessed as potential method to 

create positive and innovative management policy.  

 It is not to say that Mapp had no shortcomings and does not face challenges 

ahead, but has made strides towards improving the general coastal and ocean 

management in Canada and for MSP as a whole.  

7.4 Final Comments 

 Through global literature review the analytical framework has attempted to bridge 

theory with practice and provide a method to evaluate MSP case studies. It has proven a 

practical tool to identifying strengths and weaknesses and helps to inform 

recommendations to improve MSP into the future.  

 The innovative co-led governance strategy with the Province and FN is 

exemplary. It has elevated a historically excluded and oppressed population in a manner 



that should set a precedent for the rest of Canada and arguably the world. Through the 

Partnership and excellent engagement process, a balance of equitable outcomes within a 

robust EBM framework has been achieved within an astounding time frame. There are 

certainly applications of the engagement approaches used in MaPP that could inform 

and be applied to other MSP case studies. 

 Within each of the challenges to MSP, it was clear that there were both successes 

and failures within the MaPP planning process. It is clear that conscious tradeoffs were 

made at each stage which enabled the process to proceed and achieve what they did, but 

at the cost of other potentially valuable characteristics. For instance, communication 

was not always as clear as necessary, which resulted in certain conflicts and stakeholder 

frustration. It is also recognized that there was data gaps, lack of engagement of certain 

industries, no federal jurisdiction and no existing legal teeth for enforcement. However, 

the network of support for MaPP created through powerful relationships and motivation 

of constituents, may be enough to overcome these obstacles. The creation of the EBM 

framework and commitment to proceed through implementation is a strong starting 

point for the region to attain a more integrated management regime in the future. As the 

federal government continues to pursue actions in the area, be that through MPA 

planning or otherwise, the MaPP region is well prepared to articulate their interests and 

maintain their ecosystem and community well-being for the future.  

 The recommendations here aspire to assist MaPP improve its ability to overcome 

some of the challenges as it moves through implementation. At this junction, the 

outlook on MaPP’s future remains optimistic, but its success hinges on the commitment 

of its Partners. Regardless, MSP practitioners can draw from MaPP’s experiences and 

apply them in a meaningful way to improve the important field of marine and coastal 

management. 
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Appendix  A: Participant Contact 

Initial Email Contact  

Good day _______,  

 My name is Elizabeth Lucas, a Masters student currently in the process of completing 
my final thesis. At present, I am researching the theoretical and practical development of marine 
spatial planning (MSP) and assessing the Marine Plan Partnership (MaPP) as a case study. I am 
currently in pursuit of interviewees to meet for no longer than 30-45 minutes one-on-one to 
answer some of my questions. Based on your role in the organization, I have identified you as a 
potential candidate to provide insight on MaPP. In essence my research aims to assess 
commonly discussed criticisms of MSP discussed by academics and practitioners alike and 
perhaps how these apply to or were overcome by MaPP.  Themes range from co-management 
with First Nations and the province, capacity building, general management processes, lessons 
learned and potential barriers to success. The goal of this inquiry is to provide utility to MaPP 
itself and potential future ocean management projects.  

 You are of course free to remain confidential and there is no obligation to answer all 
questions if you choose to assist with this project. If you do not wish to participate I am grateful 
for your time in reading this correspondence. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to 
contact me via this email or by the phone number below. Again, I thank you for your time and I 
sincerely hope to hear from you soon.  

All the best,  
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Elizabeth Lucas 
elizabeth.lucas@me.com  
(587) 216-2294  

Research Summary Supplied to Participants  

 

Student: Elizabeth Lucas
(587) 216-2294  

elizabeth.lucas@me.com 
Advisor: Jamie Alley 
jamiealley@shaw.ca

Challenges and Opportunities in Marine Spatial Planning: A Case Study of the 
Marine Planning Partnership in British Columbia, Canada.  

Marine Spatial Planning 

Increasing human use of the ocean, the resulting environmental and social 
conflicts, and the subsequent demand for better management are driving the continual 
evolution of ocean management strategies. Marine spatial planning (MSP) has 
emerged as one of the primary tools to manage and resolve these conflicts. However, 
experience with and analysis of planning initiatives has begun to uncover limitations 
and has brought criticism from some professional and academic communities. As such, 
I propose a research study that compiles these “lessons” and assesses the successes 
and failures of MSP in a meaningful and integrated way to assist in its evolution.

The aim of this research is to use an analytical framework to assess MSP 
initiatives and apply it to an innovative case study known as the Marine Planning 
Partnership (MaPP) in British Columbia, Canada. This framework has been developed 
from a review of academic literature and practitioners experiences with MSP to date. 
The review has identified twelve major challenges to MSP implementation within three 
primary themes: technical, social and structural. Each of these twelve challenges will 
be explored through a review of existing information on MaPP and direct focused 
interviews with participants in the initiative. 

Research Objective

As an innovative project and leading example of MSP, I propose to analyze how 
MaPP has overcome the common criticisms of MSP. Using the designed analytical 
framework the research is intended to inform what aspects were successful and what 
tools were used to achieve these outcomes and challenges that still remain. 

Potential Utility and Application of the Project  

If successful, the analytical framework may be applied to not only MaPP, but to 
MSP projects in other areas to provide value and guidance. It has the potential to 
bridge theory and practice and exemplify which management strategies can be applied 
to other MSP projects to garner effective results and better outcomes for ocean and 
marine management.

mailto:elizabeth.lucas@me.com
mailto:elizabeth.lucas@me.com


Table 17. Guiding Question List

Challenge Questions 

Technical Challenges: These are based on the criticisms related to science, data, 
tools and capacity required to carry out MSP initiatives. 

Mapping 
Boundaries 

1. Were the established boundaries appropriate in terms of 
ecological compatibility?  

2. How were overlapping boundaries dealt with? (in terms of 
territories, different users etc)

Science and 
Tool Bias 

One criticism of MSP is that planners may overwhelm people with 
the use of tools and science.  

1. How did you feel about the use of science and tools? Was it 
used effectively and in an understandable manner? Were the 
tools used and their outcomes easily communicated?  

2. How were traditional values used in coordination with 
traditional western science?

Data 
Limitations

Thanks to the work done by PNCIMA and B.CMCA it appears at 
first glance that MaPP had access to vast and robust data on the 
region.  

1. Did you feel that anything critical was missing? If so, how 
was this managed? 

Sufficient 
Capacity

1. Other projects in B.C (GBR, PNCIMA, LRMPs) indicate that 
there was experience and interest in resource planning, how 
do you think this influenced MaPP? 

2. MaPP utilized a private-public funding Partnership with 
TIDES Canada and the Moore Foundation. In your view, was 
this a good funding model? How did it influence the process?  

Social Challenges : Relating to MSP criticisms on stakeholder involvement, 
decision making, effective communication, and equity of outcomes.  

Meaningful 
Participation 

A key condition for success of a marine plan is meaningful 
participation.  

1. What was your experience with participation/engagement in 
the planning process? Was there any particular factor that 
influenced this experience?  

2. Did the governance structure facilitate meaningful 
participation?

Communication
: Achieving 
Trust and 
Managing 
Expectation 

1. Throughout the process, did you feel that communication was 
clear and ongoing? 

2. Do you feel that the information or input you provided was 
included in the process? 

3. Did the planning documents reflect what was communicated 
to you (what you expected)?
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Achieving 
Agreement

1. The strategy used by MaPP (as set out in the Terms of 
Reference for advisory committees) was to review, discuss 
and provide feedback each meeting without the primary goal 
of consensus. What was your experience with this strategy?  

2. Can you give me an example of a conflict that emerged and 
how was it resolved?  

Balanced 
Outcomes

Some criticism of MSP’s elsewhere show they were bias towards a 
particular sector (ex: offshore wind development); 

1. What was your experience in this regard? 
2. Is there a strong enough emphasis on all interests or was one 

more heavily favoured? If so, why do you think that is?  

Structural Challenges: Criticisms of MSP related to jurisdiction, legal/political 
support, complex plans and implementation issues. 

Jurisdictional 
Complexity 

Natural resource planning and MSP are usually plagued by 
jurisdiction issues.  

1. To what extent was overlapping jurisdiction an issue in MaPP 
and how was it overcome? 

2. Not having the Federal involvement was a clear obstacle to 
the MaPP program, how was this dealt with?

Social, Legal 
and Political 
Support 

It appeared that there was substantial political support from the 
province and FN. 

1.  Why was so much support provided? How important was 
this support to the experience? 

2. There is no legal requirement built into MaPP at present. 
With that in mind, how do you feel that will effect the plans?

Plan 
Complexity 

Some plans in other areas have failed due to complexity and only 
acted to confuse decision makers.  

1. The Sub-Regional Marine Plansare comprehensive, but in 
what ways do you believe (if you do) complexity may 
become a challenge for MaPP?

Setting the 
stage for 
Implementation 

Planners emphasized the importance of “planning to implement” in 
order to maintain the appropriate momentum in an MSP.  

1. Was there sufficient planning specific to implementing in 
the final plans?  

2. Are there any implementation issues that will have to be 
dealt with? How?



Appendix  B: MaPP Information  

IUCN Definitions Applied to MAPP 

Ia) Strict Nature reserve: Strict control of human access and use and highly protected 

areas for biological or geological features which may prove to be indispensable for 

scientific research.Typically they are in excellent condition (unmodified) and should be 

maintained with minimal disturbance. Human access is limited and this includes 

indigenous peoples (IUCN. 2016) 

Ib) Wilderness Area: Similar ecological significance as Ia, the distinction is that 

insignificant human access and use is permitted, such as indigenous community use 

(IUCN. 2016).   

   

II) National Park: These are large areas set aside to protect processes, species or other 

characters but provides opportunities for recreation, eduction, science, spiritual an 

cultural use. They are designed to be representative of “physiographic regions, biotic 

communities, genetic resources or unimpaired natural resources” (IUCN. 2016).  

III) Natural Monument or Feature:  Areas specifically protected for a particular 

formation. This can be in the form of a geological feature like a seamount, a “living 

feature” such as a forest or a culturally significant landmark such as ancient cave 

dwellings. Typically these are small areas but offer high human visitor opportunity 

(IUCN. 2016).  

IV) Habitat/ Species Management Area: These areas are protected with a target 

species or habitat in mind. These areas usually require much more management and 

intervention than others in an attempt to manage said species/ habitat (IUCN. 2016).   

V) Protected Landscape/ Seascape:  These are distinguished areas that have evolved 

based on human-nature interaction. As such, this ability to interact with the area must be 

maintained and managed. The aim is to balance human use through management and 
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conserve the characters which have made it a desirable area for use via tourism, 

economic activity and cultural tradition in the past (IUCN. 2016).  

VI) Protected Area with sustainable use of natural resource: These are zones which 

primary objective is to conserve ecosystems or habitats but allow the use for cultural 

value or natural resource management systems. Use is typically non-industrial and 

compatible with conservation (IUCN. 2016).  

 For full definitions and considerations for these protection zones please visit the 

IUCN website https://www.iucn.org/theme/protected-areas/about/protected-areas-

categories  

Individual FN Members 

As listed on the MaPP Webpage. 

Council of the Haida Nation 
Gitga’at First Nation – Hartley Bay 
Heiltsuk Nation 
Kitasoo/Xai’Xais First Nation 
Metlakatla First Nation – Metlakatla 
Nuxalk Nation 
Old Massett Village Council 
Skidegate Band Council 
Wuikinuxv Nation 
Gitga’at First Nation – Hartley Bay 
Gitxaała  First Nation – Kitkatla 
Haisla First Nation – Kitamaat Village 
Kitselas First Nation — Kitselas 
Kitsumkalum First Nation – Kitsumkalum 
Metlakatla First Nation – Metlakatla 
Mamalilikulla Qwe’Qwa’Sot’Em First Nation 
Tlowitsis Nation 
Da’naxda’xw Awaetlatla First Nation 
We Wai Kum First Nation 
Kwiakah First Nation 
K’ómoks First Nation 

https://www.iucn.org/theme/protected-areas/about/protected-areas-categories


Appendix  C: Coding and Quotes  
Stakeholder Results  

 Mapping Boundaries 
1) “As good as we could get, appropriate”  
 “Looking at a situation where you have so much compromise… I left the process feeling the 
zoning was about as good as we could do to meet the needs of the stakeholders” (S1) 
“Depending on the granularity you want, depending on how deep you want to look into the 
ecological boundaries of an area you could just get closer and closer… I think what was done 
was a very simplistic job at turning around what we know and who the visions were made” (S5) 
“yes and no, yes in the sense northern shelf region is ecologically established unit… but there 
are ecological process that are also taking place in adjacent units… but I think they had a good 
handle on the ecological boundary” (S8) 

2) “Cant contain impacts”  
“You cant keep the impact from certain activities in one spot… its nature!… Even if you have 
given the okay to do an activity in a certain zone, the impacts wont stay in that zone.” (S1)  

3) “Regional District more sense”   
“ Regional district boundaries would have probably made more sense” (S2) “It may have been 
practical to put a bit more of an emphasis on regional districts, but the discussion on this matter 
was primarily between the province and FN” (S3)   

4) “More Political / Administrative/ than ecological”   
 “It seemed there was a lot of politics that wen on in terms of drawing the lines, which took 
away from the ecological side of things” (S2)  “Ecologically wise, the boundaries did not seem 
significant, they really just drew a line” (S2) “ I don't know if there was a lot of effort put into 
that aspect if i am correct” (S5)  “As far as demographics goes, yes they were appropriate” (s2) 
“In terms of mapping, social boundaries were equally as important as ecological ones” (S3) “ 
FN were central around setting the boundaries in the area” (S3) “The plan area is based 
primarily on the marine territories and the areas of interest of FN” (S4) “ Looked at how 
everyone else divided it up in the past…Piggybacked prior knowledge and plans” (S5) 

5) “Some PMZs were exaggerated”  
 “ Ecological concerns were not the only interest.” (S7) “ Some of those (protection levels) 
seemed exaggerated, especially when FN harvest or what have you was not restricted.” (S7)  

6) “Spatial is just one component”  
“ MaPP was really about integrated planning, not just spatial designations. Of course, it is an 
important aspect but it is only one dimension” (S3) “The spatial management was only one 
component. The non-spatial — which was the EBM— still had very strong conservation values 
within it.” (S6) “EBM is applied to all the areas, GMZs as well.”(S6)  “ I personally have more 
interest in EBM than PMZ’s. Unless they are imbedded in EBM they are too small to be 
effective. Its like having a non-smoking area on an airplane, it does nothing!” (S6)   

8) “Didn’t make a difference either way”  
 “Whether the boundaries were appropriate ecologically of in regards to one set of rules vs 
another… I really don't think it made a huge difference in the overall output.” (S5)  

9)  “Well done”  
“The mapping portion was very well done. We had a great team. There were GIS specialists on 
the FN teams doing mapping and analysis and the province and conservation sector spoke with 
them and compared maps. That was done, very well.” (S6)  

10) “They are adaptable”  
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“ We weren't creating protected areas, they were areas that would be used as input into a 
protected areas planning process…. The zones aren't carved in stone. They are more a place 
marker” (S6) 

11) “Too much assumption of attributes”   
 “It is very simple in a mapping exercise for people to just place a circle over an area. They are 
assuming that area has certain attributes… rarely is there an initiative that allows or has the 
ability within the plan to re-visit and change what was assumed from what is actual.” (S5) 

Science and Tool Bias  

9) “ Challenge without previous experience”  
1) “Even knowing more than most I still had to ask questions… It was pretty tough for 

people with no technical background— it can be alienating.” (S1) “We were not directly 
informed or interacting with the science side of things. … We were not able to receive 
direct responses to questions and concerns we were raising in terms of science.” (S3) 
“… There were this without computer experience and for them I think it was a 
challenge.”(S4)  

10) “ Not great, or just good enough for zoning”  
1) “The tools used within the MaPP process were not necessarily applied very well.” (S3) 

“I guess what was available was accurate enough to create the zoning.” (S4) “There was 
not a lot of science…. (As an industry) We are required look at biological assessments 
of the shoreline, check the adjacent streams… check the littoral zone to see what 
animals are there.. we do a correct EIA… How can we really create accurate zonation 
prior to doing that?” (S5) “We take the precautionary principle to science but you need 
the ability to go back in and make changes.” (S5) “The Marxan material was somewhat 
useful but that all depends on what data was originally put into the system.. and some of 
that data was not reliable. So one tended not to put absolute value on it.” (S7)  

11) “Communication overload, confusing.. etc”  
1) “There was some community consultation trying to explain the whole process of 

panning etc and I think succeeded in alienating quite a few people. Science is the basis 
of what you are doing and it is important, so how do you get around it?” (S1) “Usually 
there was a presentation by a scientist with a  powerpoint or some sort of talk. … I felt 
it was information overload, it wasn't necessarily what we needed…MaPP was a 
political process and the detailed science was not really advantageous to us.”(S2) “It 
was not as tailored as we needed, it could have been more concise and focused on what 
we were doing…That said when looking at (all these competing interests) its hard to 
keep things tailored” (S2) 

12) “Good understanding, resources available, trust of those who were doing it”  
1)  “The different tools were explained during various advisory committee meetings. I 

learned how to use seasketch as a stakeholder. I asked and received some support to 
figure out the tool.” (S4) “All stakeholders on the advisory committees had access to 
Seasketch if they were interested in using it.” (S4) “The tech teams were really good 
about being there for stakeholders if anything needed explaining.” (S4) “they explained 
what it was and how it was used to generate zones. People just needed to have a basic 
understanding. They (Partner) were not asking the stakeholders to contribute to the 
weighting of values. That was decided by the analysts who were doing the work.. there 
was a lot of trust in how that was done.” (S6) “Everyone got training on 
SeaSketch.”(S6) “Even though we weren't formally involved, we were in the 
loop.” (S6) 

2) “Seasketch was a good tool”  
3)  “I found the seasketch tool to be very good and I would recommend using it. I found 

that it was fairly easy to use.” (S7)  

13) “limitations by jurisdiction”  
1) “In the end it really just kept coming back to jurisdiction, who was in charge and the 

information that was surrounding their agendas.” (S2)  



14) “People didn't use it.”  
1) “I cant say how much people actually used it (SeaSketch)” (S6)  

  

  Traditional Knowledge  
1) “Good Balance between TK and Western Science.”  

1) “As a stakeholder we were not privy to insider conversations, but it appeared to me that 
TK, local knowledge and oral history played a very big role.” (S1) “My impression is 
that the integration was pretty darn good.” (S1) “There was lots of traditional and local 
ecological knowledge brought into the plans. I would say it was a really important 
piece…” (S4) “I thought it was great!” (S5)  

2) “Some jurisdiction issues with TK (fishing”  
1) “Within the industry (fishing) there are both FN and non-FN fishermen. The FN did an 

excellent job of brining their information but due to conflicting jurisdiction it was a 
challenge to bring the non-FN information” (S3)  

3) “Value of FN marine plans and TK” 
1) “FN had their own plans already. That was the first stage, getting that at the community 

level… One of the most powerful things in this (MaPP) is that it started with the 
Nations an worked its way up. It created a huge part in how the whole thing was pulled 
together” (S6) “TK and local knowledge was largely missing from PNCIMA. FN did a 
stellar job on organizing themselves and cataloguing their own knowledge to bring it 
into the process.” (S3)  

4) “Unclear on weighting or balance to western science, was unsure of it”  
1) “We didn't know what weighting to TK was used…. Was it 80-20, 50-50? We didn't 

know.” (S5) “ I didn't actually see very much of it. maybe it was occurring at a different 
forum.. It often wasn't explained.” (S7) “There was significant zoning along the 
shoreline, as requested by FN, I never found out why.” (S7)  

Data Limitations  

1) “Some Missing Data: socio-economic”  
1) “I don’t remember seeing figures in terms of traditional food harvest” (S1) “What do 

we have to offer the world in terms of what is going to happen to the coast if more oil 
spills happen (in terms of data on impacts etc).” (S1) “Wanted a better breakdown in the 
employment data in tourism. There was too much ‘clumping’ where each sector was 
being given equal weight.” (S4) “ There were tons of gaps with the sea information we 
have… We did have to do a lot of proxying and assumptions based on what we did 
have.” (S6)” Didn't have the most recent fisheries data because they didn't volunteer 
that forward.” (S6) “… what is missing is a lot of data on human activity. How many 
people visit an area, how many boats are going through… a lot of that was pretty 
patchy.” (S7)  

2) “Did the best we could, good starting point”  
1) “ We did the best job we could with the available data. I think the economic sectors 

would say the same…” (S6) “On a large scale the data made sense.” (S5) 1) “B.CMCA 
initiative was foresight for mapping” “…we had the best of everything that we had 
available.”(S6)  

3) “Jurisdiction excluded some, scope”  
1) “Of course, without the feds we couldn't ask some pertinent questions because of 

jurisdiction, so the science related to those aspects was missing “ (S2) “ Some of the 
data we tried to include wasn't considered. This was mainly a result of the province’s 
restrictions… (S3) “I was ruled out of order when trying to bring up matters of items 
above the high water line…. marine access camping areas, marine access launches, I 
couldn't discuss it… Lots of things are on land that are quite in scope.” (S7)  

4) “Not really exposed to it”  
1) “ In terms of data, we as stakeholders weren't really exposed to it” (S3) “Being on the 

lower end we were just given opportunities to comment.” (S5)  
5) “ Good Access” 

1) “Its not like we needed data and we couldn't have access to it.” (S6)  
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6) “Question of Data Quality”  
1) “No one has time to say ‘how current is this all?’…. Not all the stakeholders would 

know (what was good data) or they didn't want to express their ignorance on 
challenging the data that was there.” (S5)  

Sufficient Capacity  

 Experience 

7) “ (Public’s) Lack of confidence in planning from past exp.”  
1) “People said that we put all this effort into LRMPs and many said “where did it go? 

When plans don't seem like they are staying relevant and just seem to disappear then 
that deteriorates their confidence in planning.” (S1) “In the GBR, you had a lot of 
environmentalists…. it created or highlighted a division in FN communities… this 
division has cause a lot of problems and there are still some who resent that…When 
those parties see MaPP and some environmental agency participative you automatically 
lose buy in from them. (S1 didn't believe that ENGOs were doing anything wrong but 
there is some that perceived it that way)” (S1) 

8) “Obvious need for Marine Planning”  
1)  “ LRMP (on central coast) dealt with both marine and terrestrial until … people started 

saying it was too hard. So this change LRMP.. made it obvious that there was a big gap 
and someone needed to pick it up.” (S2)  

9) “Valuable Relationships Built: FN”  
1) “If the province want built those relationships with FN through land use planning, there 

is no way they would have been interested in going down that path with FN for marine 
planning.” (S3) “(After re-scoping of PNCIMA) The province was very unhappy that 
they were now involved in a process which the FN were furious with. The FN asked the 
province to continue with them which really forged this relationship seen in 
MaPP.” (S3) “They realized not taking the project on would damage their relationship 
with the FN…” (S3) “Lots of the same people from FN and at the local community 
level were involved (in GBRA). So there was lots of previous experience and a lot of 
things had come from that the relationships that developed… That made it easier to take 
the next step which was marine planning.” (S6) “ Politically we learned a lot from 
GBR. The province no longer treated FN as stakeholders and that was a huge 
difference.” (S6)  

 Funding 

1) “Should have been internal funding”  
1) “ We should be ashamed that public money didn't fund this. Marine panning is so 

important and our government should pay for it!” (S1) “When TIDES came along I was 
feeling we should have to accept money from anyone other than the Feds (during 
PNCIMA). “Inside of PNCIMA stakeholder wrote a letter to the feds indicating they 
would prefer the government to fund the initiative.” (S3) “ I think if we are going to 
have a Canadian initiative it should be funded Canadian. It is part of our 
solidarity!” (S5) “I think we need to do a better job at finding the money in the 
forefront.” (S5)  

2) “Government funding is limited” 
1) “… I know the string attached with government money. There is a risk for greater bias.” 

(S1) “Funding is limited from the government and ENGOS and someone stepped up to 
do it, I thought wow! Someone is actually willing to put in that funding!” (S4) “Having 
access for funding for stakeholders… is very important.” (S4)  ”There is no way we 
could have done it with government funding. PNCIMA was being funded by Moore and 
as soon as the feds pulled out of the funding agreement the whole thing fell apart.” (S6) 
“In PNCIMA days, when that money was offered people did not respond well. Some of 
the more conservative sectors shot it down.” (S2)“Once the government made it clear 
they would not be funding I thought ‘Why not take the money from TIDES?’” (S2) “I 



was involved in PNCIMA when the minister turned down the money, which I thought 
was stupid.” (S7) 

3) “No conflict of interest, or influence”  
1) “The MOU was pretty much bulletproof, there was no way they could influence the 

process.” (S2) “The TIDES and Moore foundation values really aligned with ours.” “ I 
didn't see a conflict of interest. Some people thought there was, but they did a good job 
of staying neutral through the whole process.” (S6) 

4) “Provided Capacity and kept on track”  
1) “They provided a degree of accountability to the process in terms of keeping things on a 

timeline, otherwise there is a chance this could have taken years.” (S3)  “ All the 
stakeholders had the option to apply for funding through MaPP to hire people to go to 
meetings and keep up on the information for them. (S4) “All the stakeholders were 
given money for capacity building…. they could pay to hire someone to dedicate full 
time. So sectors had no excuse to not fully participate, which is fantastic!” (S6) ”The 
moore foundation was both welcomed and used.” (S7)  

Meaningful Participation  

1) “Positive, liked the model, good listening, mutual understanding, relationship building 
”worked without consensus”—- fits in both categories 
1) “ I liked the model that they used for stakeholder participation” (S1) “..Certain aspects 

of engagement were very successful. For instance the exercise of creating a joint 
future.” (S3) “Being a stakeholder representative, it was very positive.” (S4) “From the 
beginning we were involved” (S5) “It was good participation and I think engagement 
was great.” (S5) “ It was great. Everyone was engaged enthusiastically.” “ It was also a 
good learning experience. Different stakeholders were learning about other industries 
and viewpoints.” (S4) “There are a lot of the same people from PNCIMA so they all 
know each other now. You would go for meetings and then for dinner. So there is 
enthusiasm to see this through to the next step.” (S6) “There is no way consensus could 
have been reached in FN were stakeholders.” (S1) “Everyone worked together pretty 
well even with different views; there was respect.” (S2) “ I think the model was the 
right choice. (non-consensus)”(S1) “The camaraderie that was established around the 
table was incredible. People were going out for beers, there was lots of laughter.” (s1) “ 
There weren't many hiccups in MaPP and if there were, they were kept away from the 
advisory.” (s5)”It was a cordial and cooperative process… I was favourably impressed 
with the way people cooperated and shared information” (S7)  

2) “Good, Equal Representation”  
1) “In general sectors were well represented at the table.” (S2) “There was diverse 

representation. We had forestry, fisheries, renewable energy, there was oil and gas… 
there was a lot of different view points.” (S4) “People took the process very seriously. 
They made a herculean effort to be there and if they couldn't they made sure there was 
an alternate present. (S2) “..As far as having a balance of stakeholders and ensuring that 
everybody was well heard at the table, I think that was actually achieved.” (S5) “There 
were sectors missing because of federal jurisdiction.” (S6) “Forestry was there, 
shellfish, aquaculture… you could have good sessions at the table because everyone 
really understood what was going on.” (s6)  

3) “ Could have been more engaging, sometimes exclusionary.. jurisdiction or ”  
1) “Some people felt there should have been more engagement.” (S2) “ I was not invited 

to some of the coasts so in that respect it is challenging. If circumstances change and the 
appetite for *our activity* changes, then we have a plan with zero accommodation for a 
certain stakeholder.” (s5) ”What if we find something new that has never been 
addressed before? Do we have a part of the plan that allows more accommodation for 
that?” (S5) “ In some ways it was an exclusionary process. There was zero 
accommodation for oil and gas in the plan. People turned around and said ‘we are 
creating a plan and we know that groups in this area are very outspoken against that 
type of activity’” (S5) “ If the plan is going to address that type of activity and mention 
that it is negative, we don't like it and we don't want to accommodate it. Well thats fine. 
But you cannot turn around and pretend it doesn't exist. That is a poor approach to 
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planning.” (S5) “The province was repeatedly told that they were not to overstep their 
role in terms of fisheries. As a result… we were told not to be concerned…. it is 
impossible for us to not be.” (S3) “If jurisdiction had allowed we would have been far 
more involved…but it would likely have taken a much longer period of time” (s3) “ 
Lesson learned to having balance is to ensure that all stakeholders— even though you 
are in disagreement— have to be accommodated.” (s5)  “I would have expected the FN 
to be more directly involved, but in many cases they weren’t. They would send 
consultants or other representatives.” (S7)  

4) “Different in each sub-region”  
1) “ There was a clear difference in the structure of participation in each of the sub-

regions. For instance, Haida Gwaii, … was set up on a basis of knowledge and 
expertise. However, in the other regions, the focus was more on bringing sectoral 
representation…” (S3)  

5) “Well run, good tech teams”  
1) “Through the process they really listened to input. They took advice and put it into the 

plans… people felt like they were listened to.” (S4)“…The tech team leads were really 
good at what they did. Listening and remaining calm and level headed. It was a good 
forum to have people hash out their differences.” (S4) “I liked that the FN and the 
province were working together, it was their thing and I think that was 
appropriate.” (S1) 

6) “Sub-regions needed more guidelines”  
1) “The cart was before the horse in how it (the plans) was designed… You have a regional 

plan that should be on top of the pyramid with all the sub-plans falling below. But in 
this case you had the upside down version. It made sense in the different regions due to 
diversity… But they needed common goals! They needed that structure to work 
within.”(S5)  

Communication  

7) “ Solid communication between Partner and advisory”  
1) “ Yes I did feel it was clear.” (S1) “There was no big surprises.” (s2) “There was a 

pretty comfortable understanding with what the designations would be…” (s3) “There 
were always different things going on and tons of communication to be up to date 
with.” (S6) “Communication was quite good.” (s7) “…there were stakeholder logs. 
During meetings notes were taken and advice was captured in ‘advice logs’. They (the 
Partner) were responsible to the people at the tables to say why it was accepted or 
not.” (S4) “The information we provided was definitely included. I could see specific 
places in the plan which was a direct reflection of what I brought up.” (S1) “Yes, but 
only to a point…. we pushed really hard and didn't get everything, but we didn't expect 
to. But we also understood why things truned out the way they did.” (S6)“For tourism, 
we wanted to have a better dialogue with forestry companies…. I believe those lines of 
communication were opened.” (S4)  

2)
8) “Sectors were communicating, pulling their weight”  

1) “As far as tourism went, we had a huge number of stakeholders on our email list, so 
information was getting out to over 250-300 stakeholders… Within our sector there was 
good communication through newsletters, emails, public meetings and open 
houses.” (S4) “Wilderness tourism has good outreach already.”(S4) “You got the 
impression that people were really speaking on behalf of their constituency.” (S6) “I 
think that my sector is disorganized because there is no clear mechanisms for getting 
feedback. Its not even clear who all is in it…..so its difficult to know whether one is 
properly representing one is supposed to be representing.” (S7)   

9) “Mixed levels of communication during intermediary period”  
1) “….Up until we were waiting to hear if the province was going to sign off. Over time I 

would ask ‘whats going on with MaPP?’ and I would get crickets!” (S1) “There was not 
a lot of info and that led to a bit of frustration. There were maybe 2-3 conference calls 
in the intermediary period to give a sense of what was going on…. there wasn't a ton of 
info” (S6) “From a stakeholder point of view, things have really gone black for about 2 
years since the plans were completed in the fall of 2014. … There has been limited 



discussion with stakeholders since those plans were put into their final draft and 
endorsed.” (s3) “There hasn't been any engagement with the public on a regular basis 
on what MaPP is doing since (sign off). “ (s2)  “It didn't completely stop once the plans 
were submitted. Each region is working at a different pace.” (S7)  

10) “ Not comfortable saying certain things in relation to FN’  
1) “…In some cases being completely open and honest about certain issues was hard. No 

one wanted to offend (FN) and there was some hesitation because of that.” (S2) “..some 
people at the table were uncomfortable saying wha they thought when they needed to. 
In what is supposed to be an open planning forum that is not healthy.” (s3)  

11) “Challenge to communicate with FN, different expectations”  
1) “When discussing protection and preservation there was also some issues with FN. We 

may have taken months to put together some plans and then they (FN) would want to 
revisit them because there was some concern that there was something of interest…. 
however there was no way of actually knowing…” (S2) “ There was some discrepancy 
over our understanding of certain areas in terms of FN governance.” 

12) “ Lack of clarity on Definitions,, problem with jurisdiction”  
1) “There was also some concern over what was communicated to us in regards to the use 

of IUCN definitions in the PMZs. We were told they would not include the aspects 
which advised on fisheries. However, this is problematic as these designations would 
inherently impact certain aspects of fisheries.” (S3) 

13) “Communication avenues broke down sometimes and caused problems”  
1) “…response from part of the fisheries sector was to go directly to senior government 

rather than communicate with FN….This caused a lot of upset that the FN were 
undercut… WE had to form a meeting within the caucus to write a letter directly to the 
government to clear up… and mend our relationship with FN” (S3) other examples of 
this 

Achieving Agreement 
1) “Some aspects stemmed from a consensus based format”  

1) “..There is an EMB component that we were very involved in developing as well. We 
were really happy with the framework and how it was implemented across the board… 
It reflected pretty well in the plans..” (S6) “ In PNCIMA, the first half (funded by 
Moore) was consensus based…. We created the EBM framework from that. Everyone 
was brought in a fussed over every word. It took as two year just to write the EBM 
framework. Everyone was happy and thats the one we implemented in MaPP.” (S6)  

2) “Consensus would have been nice. Model missed out on some valuable stuff”  
1) “When it comes to conflict management between sectors consensus is nice. It forces us 

to sit down and talk about the issues. The advisory model doesn't really allow for 
that.” (S6) “Advice was taken, we are going to take notes and thank you very much for 
your advice… I think that was a shame. I think they lost out on conflict management 
and resolution that they could have benefitted from.” (S6) “I was not happy with it. 
Everyone would not their heads and then we would come back at the next meeting and 
suddenly your input is not there… and you have to find out why its not there.” (S2) 
“Consensus would have been nice on certain aspects. For instance, when all the 
stakeholders had a particular idea that wasn't used, maybe we could have used 
consensus to challenge (that Partnership).” (S5) “ We wanted to have a neutral chair and 
facilitator for the committees and meetings. There were instances where it was evident 
that there was little ability to deal with conflict at the table.” (S3) 

3) “ Would be more buy in from consensus”  
1) “There is more buy in if we worked those solutions out rather than having someone 

working them out for you (the Partner). (S6) “Had it been consensus, it would be easier 
to implement…. Rather than having companies proposing an action that they are going 
to take in order to be aligned with the needs of other stakeholders, it is going through 
the province. Consensus comes form horizontal integration rather than vertical (like in 
MaPP).” (S6) “ We were really looking for a collaborative and common understanding 
and consensus model so that the plans would be more durable.” (S3) “ I feel strongly 
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about collaboration. Especially with stakeholders having different agendas. it is always 
slower and harder to work together, but it is so much more rewarding. Each sector can 
get so much more done on their own much faster, but it wont be as long lived.” (s6) 

4) “ Clear about our role, Partner were in control”  
1) “Right away we knew that the input form us was going to be exactly as the name 

suggested (advisory committee).” (S5)  “ In the end it really just came back to FN 
control.” (S2) “it was really for them (Partner) to figure out what to do. if tradeoffs were 
made, it was their decision.” (s6) “In the end it went to the province and FN for the final 
decisions and they took everything seriously.” (S4) “It was easier for the people running 
it, but most of the time it wasn't an issue. They (stakeholders) could see the point. (there 
was agreement most of the time)” (S7)  

5) “ Consensus would have taken too long or not worked”  
1) “They never looked for everyone to have a vote, because when you have that, you are 

looking at a lengthy process.” (S5) “I think there was a timeline that I couldn't wrap my 
head around from the beginning… if you are dealing with consensus and you cant 
follow that timeline you are going to have a lack of interest from funding.” (S5). 
“Consensus would have been disastrous, there are too many conflicting interests to even 
hope for it. It wouldn't have worked.” (s1)  

6) “You can only push so hard. You have to realize that you are not just pushing the province, 
but also the FN and we aren't really in a position to argue with them over what they want. 
(This is stated in a positive attitude)” (S6) 

7) “ challenge to meet constituents expectations”   
1) “In this model, how can you go back to your constituents and say you were effective? 

You have to just say ‘ i am only there to offer advice’” (S5)  
8) “ discomfort around FN.. thought it was unfair”  

1) “ When you have a group of people who are non-FN (not true for everyone but for 
some) that equality began to feel like they, as non-FN, were being treated unfairly… 
That issue came up several times in the comments that people made.” (S1) “How do 
you judge if something is culturally sensitive and therefore it deserves protection when 
you don't have the facts. You cant argue the facts when you don't even have them. (FN 
info)” (S7) 

Balanced Outcomes  

1) “ Not perfect, but people were happy enough”  
1) “In the end I'm sure everyone felt a little hard done by, but they still felt the outcome 

was fair.” (S1)” We all signed off on the plan, so in the end people were satisfied.” (S4) 
“ There were some concerns but nothing we didn't think couldn't be talked about at the 
next stage.” (s4) “ In order to the ministry and FN to sign off there had to be agreement 
amongst stakeholders.” (s4) “ It was fairly well balanced.” (s6)  

2) “ Environment factors favoured”  
1) “I will say I felt that environmental sustainability of salmon, herring and eelgrass beds 

were a focus. But without those we are screwed!… It was all about environmental 
protection… I think that was inherently built into the plan.” (s1) “ I dont think anything 
was more heavily prioritized, this is just what it costs when you are trying to preserve 
marine populations and conditions.” (s1)  

3) “FN favoured (thus environment)”  
1) “If there was a bias it would be towards the FN plans, which is good. IF there is a bias 

thats where it needs to go.” (s6) “ Some of the plans that came out were obviously more 
open to certain activities depending on where the FN felt that the activity was 
acceptable.” (S5) “” I percieved that the FN got everything that they wanted and not 
everyone else did.The FN were basically running the show. The province was co-
chairing but were taking less of a front seat position. It is clear that the province is 
making great efforts to give FN as much of what they want as possible.” (S7)  

4) “Forestry Sway”  
1) “Yes, forestry for sure (was a big voice. Even though they are on land, they were 

fighting for all their water sites. Whether thats an issue or not, I don't know… it was 
very obvious they were the big players on the block” (S2)”There was never anyone who 



was really given any more influence or sway. Perhaps forestry had more involvement 
than others..” (S3)  

5) “Sustainable activities: tourism renewable, shellfish aqua 
1) “There was a bit of bias towards tourism, renewable energy and shellfish aquaculture. 

However, those activities are much more in line with sustainability initiatives that were 
a part of the vision of the program. In this sense, the bias follows the vision.” (S3)   

6) “Not enough emphasis on environment.”  
1) “ Preservation, economic development and eco-tourism rely on each other and so there 

needs to be more emphasis on the preservation.” (s2)  

Jurisdictional Complexity  

7) “Biggest problem is jurisdiction, it will always be an issue, need feds, impacting the 
effectiveness and completeness”  
1) “I was a broken record talking about the province’s jurisdiction. Where was the 

jurisdiction an legality of going ahead? How can you enforce it afterwards?” (S5) “The 
biggest problem was jurisdiction and they are still struggling with it. The biggest flaw 
was the federal government wasn't involved, specifically DFO, and it was never 
resolved.” (S6) “ Moving forward with certain activities, both federal and province will 
be involved and if they weren't there at the planning phase then there is a major 
flaw.” (s5) “Until amicably resolved, the issue of overlap between different levels of 
government is going to be a constant issue.” (s2) “It we could talk about things, let go 
of some of that possessiveness, things would be better.” (s2) “It is going to continue to 
be an issue and will always be an issue. There are issues between FN, province and 
Feds and that will never go away.” (s1)  “ If you don't have federal awareness of buy in, 
you are going to have real problems in these local communities who have done all this 
work.” (S1) “ I don't think it is enough for the province to want to do this. It has to 
come from the feds, not just DFO but Environment Canada and other agencies.” (s6) “ 
We are covering a small portion of what happens in the ocean with MaPP, so unless it 
gets rolled up in PNIMA it is not going to be comprehensive.” (s6) “ You need to have 
the federal element at the table… We are not sure where MaPP stands… We are not sure 
what level the federal government takes this at.” (s5) “Fisheries cannot be planned in an 
isolated fashion… we attempted to bring in our fisheries data but we were pushed away 
by the province because fishing was ‘not really a part of this’..” (s3) “The province was 
being pushed by the feds to stay out of their jurisdiction.. there was a point when we 
were experiencing pressure from the feds to pull out of MaPP..” (S3) “ If something 
happens under federal jurisdiction, say a tanker spill, then the marine plan isn't going to 
be all hat helpful of a document.” (s1) “ It was a huge obstacle. Its a structural problem 
with the organization of the country that is probably never going to get fixed…. Unless 
here is a great deal of cooperation, more than normal, then the whole thing is 
futile.” (S7)  

8) “Local government struggles”  
1) “It is an issue, at least from local government it is. feds issue licences, the province 

tenures… mostly without any notification to local government.” (s2) “There is nothing 
we can really say about it (tenuring against the plans in their area), not at our level of 
authority at least. It would seem like it should be our authority (local govt) but we do 
not have the jurisdiction.” (S1) “ As a local government person, I represent all sectors, 
all interests have an effect on local government so I'm going to speak to things that are 
not specifically mine (per say), but they are mine.”(S2)” The group that had the most 
difficulty with this was local government. They would have appreciated more support 
from the province. In their situation, decisions are being made that favour a piece of 
their population, usually the minority, and disadvantages the majority of their electorate. 
There were several examples of that.” (S7)  

2)
9) “optimism towards new government  

1) “ Not quite as bad as it was. The government wasn't even allowed to acknowledge that 
it was happening (after PNCIMA)… they thought PNCIMA was the be all end all and 
they didn't want to give it any validation.” (s6) “New government are much more 
amenable. They are going to consider it in the own planning.” (S6)  “ Well there is a 
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federal process going on right now for MPAs. So ideally some of the work done through 
MaPP will be used to make a case for some of the MPAs and MPA network.” (s4)  

10) “ Cynicism toward new government plans”  
11) “ The federal government doesn't want this type of process to piggy back on PNCIMA and 

have other objectives.” (S5) “ Trudeau’s announcement makes me concerned. Do they know 
about MaPP? Has someone in their office even looked at or seen the plans? It doesn't look 
like they have… or maybe they just don't care. Either way its concerning.” (S1)  “ 

12) “ Mapp is creating more conflict between province and feds”  
1) “It became a challenge where you have two separate visions in respect to some 

activities; one federal and one provincial. If there is an opportunity in the federal 
department to move ahead and the province says no, then you can go to the feds. It 
becomes a point of contention!” (s5) “ You enabling this conflict” (s5)  

13) “ Complex but managed”  
1) “The MaPP plan is very complex in terms of dealing with jurisdictions between 

different government levels and FN which have been present for a very long time.. 
However, the process has really done well in addressing this for the most part.” (s3) “As 
far as each sector goes, they were familiar with their policies and the jurisdictions 
they have to be responsible to.” (S4). “ The province did the right thing in saying 
we will do it without the feds because its better to do something rather than 
nothing.” (s7) 

Political and Legal Support  

14) “ Legal is problematic or would help”  
1) “ I think you will have individuals who will say that it has no legal teeth… I do think it 

is going to pose a problem…. There is no real enforcement, its up to the coastal 
guardians right now.” (S1)  “Because it wasn't consensus they are looking at tenure 
applications and just making sure that MaPP is considered. It is kind of a weak 
mechanisms.” (S6 “The MOU between FN and province certainly is valuable but it 
would be more solid if there was a legal framework surrounding the plans.” (s3)) “Well 
there is a push to create new legislation to implement. That is being spearheaded by 
ENGO’s and West Coast Environmental Law.” (S6)  

15) “Tenures going through anyway— lack of provincial commitment, FN are doing it all”  
1) “Tenure is the one part where the province can do something. But tenures are going 

through contrary to the plan.” (S1) “If these applications keep happening, stakeholders 
will be watching and thinking ‘why did I spend four years of my life just to have the 
province blow us off?’ It will not bode well for future planning efforts” (S2) “ … the 
province has to use the document. This is where you run into legal issues… if there is a 
way to give it legal teeth that would help.” (s1) “The province isn't making as much of 
an effort as the Nations. the FN are the ones who are going to make this happen. Unless 
some legislation happens, that will give it some teeth.” (s6) 

16) “enough buy in to make it work”  
1) “ There is no legality, but I think there is enough people on board. There were so many 

people involved and they wanted it to work… time will tell! “ (s4) 
17) “FN are the real drivers”  

1) “ If we are doing this right then the FN needs to dictate what goes on in their territories. 
The stronger their governance is, the stronger the plans will be…the strength of MaPP 
is only as strong as FN decision making rights.” (s6) “The province isn't making as 
much of an effort as the Nations. the FN are the ones who are going to make this 
happen. Unless some legislation happens, that will give it some teeth.” (s6) 

Complexity  
18) “Needs to be complex, or more complex even”  

1)  “ A certain amount of complexity is a good thing… If you simplify it wont address 
EBM or cumulative impacts and its not going to keep sectors communication, not the 



way it would if you kept it in all its complexity.” (S6) “Its like an ecosystem (integrated 
management). If you go in and say ‘we are only going to look at invertebrates’ you are 
missing the point.” (s6) “ When we say we don't want to get too detailed, we just want 
to put a big block zone on it then we will find things getting pulled from the plans.” (s2) 
“ The complexity of the coastline, just the vastness of it. The fact that you have to get 
down to such a detailed scope on a map is a challenge.” (s1) “It covers a lot of topics 
but doesn't go to the detail it needs on certain areas. In particular on preservation and 
protection issues.” (S2) 

19)  “Not for public”  
1) “ think the plans are more for provincial and FN governments, in industry and decision 

makers. I don't think its really designed for the average person.” (S4) “ If you are not a 
planner then it is difficult to understand. It is too long, it is not a user friendly 
plan.” (S1) “How does it affect day to day life for people using the water? The 
document shouldn't just be for those making decisions…. There are probably people 
who don't have any idea it even exists.” (S1) 

20) “Didnt streamline enough”  
21) “ I think an issue is deciding which plan supersedes… (FN, MaPP, regional government).. 

how are people going to use MaPP or figure out which plan to use when tenuring” (s4)“ I 
think we just need more achievable goals.” (S5)“ We hoped …. to create a common 
framework where definitions and processes were streamlined. A continuity of definitions on 
EBM, equity, governance and knowledge systems, where all the complex process related to 
our industry could be dealt with. Despite MaPP achieving quite a bit, this particular interest 
was not necessarily achieved.” (s3) “ Yes, it is much too complex. Partly because there are 
way too many objectives to satisfy and too many interests.” (s7)  

Implementation  

22) “ Tenures still going through.. ”  
1) “The plans are supposed to go off to various departments… But we are already seeing 

that they are not abiding by the recommendations of MaPP.” (S2) “The province isn't 
making as much of an effort as the FN.” (S6) “ Front counter B.C is under the 
impression that it is just an advisory and they don't have to use it. But that is not what 
we were told. The response is that they tell the applicant (its not advisable, but they still 
have the right to apply for it. Its a waste of money for them…” (S2) “ It feels like we 
have done all this homework for no reason… We were working under the premise that 
this would streamline things because it was not going to cause certain conflicts when 
these applications come through” (s2) “ … there are tenures still being granted in 
contradiction to the MaPP plans. The provincial staff has been directed to follow the 
plans but these changes are still underway..” (S3) “ there is a bit of a learning 
curve” (s6) “ Tenures are still being granted, that has to stop. The province actually has 
to use the document.”(S1)  

23) “You have to get the right people who are willing to get through it (the complexity of 
integrated management)” (S6)  

24) “ Things are starting to happen”  
1) “ There are things moving forward, programs have begun. Training programs for 

Guardian watchmen. As well there is intention for stakeholders to be involved in 
implementation.” (S4)  “ In MaPP there is money that has been secured and in general 
the plan is still fresh— all the players are still around. We are just starting to get the 
teams together on who is going to decide how this is going to work.” (s5)  

25)
26) “ Was planning for implementation”  

1) “They were told they needed an implementation strategy before they signed off the 
plans. It was recognized early that it couldn't be left until after the fact, it needed 
forethought.” (S6) “There certainly was thought put into the plans in terms of 
implementation.” (S3) “When formulating objectives the issue was ‘how is this going to 
be implemented?” There weren't very many answers.”(s7) 

27) “ Implementation is a free for all at present”  
1) “Sure we had strategies but I don't think anyone is using them. I think people are 

making it up as they go. Implementation is feeling very messy, very segregated.” (S6) “ 
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I don't know if there is a framework in regards to implementation. Is it going to be info 
sessions, consensus? No idea.” (S5) “ Implementation has pretty much been by the seat 
of our pants so far. I don't think anyone really knows what implementation means. What 
does it really mean? Who do you really achieve what you said you are going to do? 
“ (s2) “ Emphasis was put on getting the plan does first and then to deal with 
implementation. I don't really think that it was planned for.” (S1) “ 

28) “ Maintaining EBM is an issue”  
“ Biggest issue is going to be maintaining EBM.” (s6)  

29) “Jurisdiction is an issue"  
1) “ Of course there are jurisdiction issues.” (S5) “The biggest problem is getting the 

authority to do something. As soon as someone wants to do something someone else 
doesn't want to happen or vice versa, you will find a legal issue. It just may not move 
anywhere.”(s7) 

30) “ challenge of turnover”  
1) “ Some FN have an elected government and I don't think that was conducive to the 

plan. If they have new leadership with different ideas or mandates… do we change the 
plans?”(s5) “ IN PNCIMA….. governance changed! Pretty much most of the 
stakeholders felt it would be typical for the government to turn around and toss it. .. we 
are not sure of the MaPP plan, whether those are going to be challenges in the 
future.” (S5) “ The province may change governance, so it will be interesting to see if 
they come in and say “this plan is archaic and it needs to many changes to 
accommodate our mandate.’” (s5) “ There is also an issue of ‘corporate memory’. The 
planning team in FN has largely remained the same, but the provincial government has 
had a very large amount of turn over. This makes it very difficult to maintain 
momentum of the government side to the agreements.” (s3)  

31) “Keeping capacity is an issue”  
1) “Funding will be the biggest challenge. They are looking 20 years ahead for this plan. It 

is a long term vision.” (s4) “There are capacity issues. It is a real stretch for us when 
there is continual resistance within our organization and limited capacity. We don't have 
extra employees or the ability to dedicate someone full time.” (S1)  

General Comments  

32) “ Success and worthwhile planning. still needs work, brought attention ”  
1) “ It was a successful planning process in our sub-region. But that doesn't mean 

anything. The implementation and management portion have to continue in order for it 
to be a true success.” (s1) “ This was a worthwhile process that needs some serious 
work on its intent.” (s2) “ MaPP has attempted to deal with something extremely 
complex in terms of FN sovereignty and rights and scientific issues but in general has 
done a commendable job.” (s3) “ Kudos to MaPP for managing to keep it all together. I 
am not sure if— I hope it will— implementation will go as smoothly.” (S5) “ I think 
MaPP has been commended…. There are still things to be sorted out but I think in 
general, a trust has been built between tech teams and stakeholders and discussions can 
continue.” (s4) It was a worthwhile exercise that brought a lot of groups together and 
increased understanding of coastal issues.” (S7)  

33) “ I am glad to continue this process and am not discouraged from marine planning.” (S2) 

Partnership Results  

Mapping Boundaries  

 Ecological  

2)  “Regional boundary makes sense ecologically”  



 PNCIMA (larger regional boundary) makes sense (p1), “ecological compatibility was 
suitable in terms of broader study area” (p2),  Boundaries are based on Northern Shelf 
Bioregion, so it  made sense for that area (p3),  

3) “More political/ Administrative than Ecological”  
Sub-regions make sense politically (p1), sub-regions were more social-political (p2) , 
Breakdown into sub-regions was a reflection of geopolitical, administrative boundaries (FN) 
(p3)  
“Sub-regions were mainly based on the FN territories involved”(p4) “weren’t really based on 
ecological subdivisions” (P4) “Hecate Strait was arbitrary from an ecological perspective” (p1) 
“The least compatible is the line up the middle of hecate strait” “The ecological boundaries 
were somewhat compromised due to the political debate (p1), “in planning and making borders 
there is always some sort of administrative override to biological boundaries” (p3) “Boundaries 
were not an ideal fit” (p1) 

4)  “Didn’t make a difference Either way”  
”…but from my point of view that didn't cause any issues” (P4) “ It may not matter that 
much” (P5 )  

5) “Hotspots were identified as starting point”  
“…Used the Marxan tool to identify areas or hotspots where there was high ecological 
significance,…. So that is the area you zoom to when developing the PMZs” (P4) “For zones 
within the sub-regions we ran specific ecological models to identify core areas of ecological 
importance. this was used as a starting point for creating the zones” (P5)  

6) “Appropriate to scale of work”  
“The plans are based on large areas. we are not working bay by bay or estuary by estuary, so I 
think they were fairly appropriate (in terms of boundaries) (P5) “There are some logical 
decisions, for example, going to the high water line or the edge of a cove where you can draw a 
line” (P4)  

 Conflicts over boundaries 

1)  “North and Central Coast overlapped”  
Central and North Coast never really agreed (p1) , “There was some overlap between the North 
and the Central, due to overlapping FN territories” (P4)” North and Central coasts had some 
overlap” “North Coast FN overlapped with FN on Central Coast” (P5)  

2)  “Conflict dealt with internal FN relations/ effective communication”  
“FN dealt with overlaps internally” (p2)  “didn't want to make a disagreement over this matter 
“agree to disagree”” (p2) “Conflict between Nuxalk and Oweekeno solved through effective 
communication” (P3)“There was already good relationships between the Fns and it was dealt 
with very easily in the back and forth between them.” “If a nation did not agree with a boundary 
that had been the province would take over that negotiation” (P3) “… through their own 
discussion, they were able to agree that whatever the other decided would be mutually 
respected” (P3)  

3) “ Made sure overlaps were compatible”  
“We just made sure there was an overarching regional plan that would pick up on any of those 
cross-boundary issues” (p1)Made sure in those situations (overlaps) that adjacent zoning was 
compatible (p2) “Did spatial plans separately and then had to look at overlapping areas to see 
how compatible the plans were… some adjustments were made…” (P4) “ Just decided upon 
strategies that wouldn't conflict with each other..” (P5) “Worked with the other sub-regions to 
make sure it al aligned” (P6)  
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Science and Tool Bias  

1) “Good understanding, resources available, trust”  
1) “ I thought the tools were for our internal working and technical groups and in this 

regard the tools were excellent for us.” (P1) “ The planning teams were confident with 
the Marxan tool and other matrixes used” (P2)“Marxan… had the right people running 
it and it was based on the relevant things here— the ecologically significant areas.” (P5)  

2) “ Challenge to communicate to stakeholders”  
 1)  “You cant expect everyone to have the level of expertise necessary to use and 
understand these tools. Its not possible to bring people up to a hugely informed level” (P1) “ 
When it came to informing the broader public and stakeholders there was and still is mixed 
degrees of understanding— which is to be expected” (P2)  “I think people in the advisory were 
somewhat overwhelmed with science” (P1) “Models in general have their applications, but are 
they good public communicators? Probably not.” (P2) “ I think we had some room for 
improvement on better communication of sophisticated tools” (P2) “There was some issues with 
Marxan analyses and effectively communicating the limitations of the tool and ow different 
inputs would garner different results” (P3) “ Marxan was a really good tool…. but it was a 
challenge to communicate.” (P4) “Marxan can be technically challenging, know what all the 
results mean. We found that it would have been helpful in planning and for the people we 
worked with to know what the data was saying.” (P6) “ We could have developed SeaSketch 
and been using it as a visual tool to show information much earlier in the process” (P2) “… it 
wasn't online until close to the end of the process… In Haida we were mostly through spatial 
planning before it became available.”(P6) 

3) “ People didn't use it”   
  “With Seasketch, some people never even looked at it really.” (P1) “There was specific 
meet gins set up in order to show the advisory committees how they were able to take drafted 
elements and see boundaries, but there was very limited interest.” (P3) “Im not sure how much 
stakeholders used it. “ (P6)  

4) “ SeaSketch was good visualizing tool, future application”  
 “ It (Seasketch) was an interesting way of showing the plans and zones…” (P1)  
“Seasketch was very user friendly… It was a help to support the planning exercises.” (P4) 
“Seasketch was a good communication and visualization tool… it suited the purpose of the 
process and it was built by the Partnership, which is great!”(P5)  “In terms of transparency 
Seasketch helped in making databases available.” (P6) “It is also being used in the MPA process 
that is ongoing…. I am expecting it will be useful for that.” (P6) 

5) “Marxan utility/ benefits”  
 “ We had the stakeholders help to decide which parameters to use in Marxan. It gave 
some ownership to how the results would be shown” (P4) “Marxan can be very 
overwhelming… The utility of it made getting over those challenges worth it.” (P4)  “It 
provided us with a neutral start and base of information… instead of the FN or province coming 
with designations right away, there were neutral areas identified.” (P5) “ Marxan was a really 
good tool. It really quickly identified the areas and hotspots for those ecological areas.” (P4) 

 Traditional Knowledge  

1) “Value of FN Marine Plans and TK ”  
1) “They (FN) came up with an elaborate FN knowledge documentation project with the 

involvement of elders community members and so on. So when they came to the table 
they had this very elaborate TK study completed” (P1) “ …. Traditional values were 
actually accumulated, written down and mapped into a recommendation. Prior they 
were mostly unknown and undocumented, so that was of great value.” (P2) “FN 
communities created their own marine plans…. aggregated to create the sub-regional 
plans” (P3) “They (FN) were really set up for this discussion.” (P4) “Fn representatives 



on the planning team based all their thinking on the marine plans that had been drafted 
before by each Nation.” (P5)“On Haida, we had the Gwaii Haanas intuitive which 
helped to compile the local data base.”(P6) “To show context for Haida utilization and 
the Haida knowledge of areas species, why certain areas were visited, connections to 
families… The internal planning process… really appreciated that.” (P6) “ It was 
definitely seen as an important tool.” (P1) “We held a high value of those key sources 
who brought a lot of TK to the table.” (P4) “…They had a lot more data than the 
province! The B.CMCA had a lot of data but it couldn't touch what the FN had.” (P4) 

2) “Good balance between TK and western science.”  
 “ … It was a good blend.” (P4) “It was a good blend from the start.” (P5)” That aspect 
of science and tool use was coordinated very well” (P2) “Science was mostly used as a means to 
reinforce the already planned areas by FN to who that the significantly identified areas were 
indeed compatible…. used science as a ‘check’ ” (P3) “In the end the recommendations had a 
good overlap with the zones from Marxan.” (P5) “We had to balance the different outputs (TK 
and science).” (P6) “FN plans really tried to harmonize their traditional values with western 
science.” (P4) 

2) “Nature of Partnership influenced TK”  
3) “…. The process was driven by TK, not strictly western science (as perhaps it has been 

in the past.” (P3) “Just by the very nature of the Partnership and how things developed 
traditional knowledge was present.” (P5)  

2) “Some jurisdiction Issues with TK (fishing)”  
1) “There were some jurisdictional issues…. In some of the FN plans with TK they wanted 

to include fisheries but that wasn't something we could really speak to.” (P4)  

Data Limitations  

1) “Question on data Quality”  
1) “Maps can be a very powerful tool. At first they look very impressive but when you 

dissect what the layer it based on it could be based on thousands of data points or 
maybe just a few. So we needed to understand the level of confidence in each 
layer.” (P1) 

2) “Question on Scale of data”  
1) “Granularity of data needed to be finer on all the data that was useful from PNCIMA 

and B.CMCA. Species, fisheries, metric data, sediment data was all relatively 
coarse.” (P2) “Plenty of data from PNCIMA and B.CMCA, but it was not necessarily 
always helpful. It was all done at the large scale.. for the sub-regions it was not specific 
or accurate enough.” (P3)” It depends on what perspective you are looking at and what 
level of detail you need to make decisions.” (P5) “Some folks wanted finer detail…. 
You can always go out and get more inventory but for this scale of planning it was 
enough….. the only thing would be to have a bit more detail on fishing activities but Im 
not sure that would have changed things” (P5)  

3) “Some missing data: socio-economic”  
1) “We had what we had and the gaps were mostly related to socio-economic concerns and 

what the people would think of things.” (P1)”There were also ‘use’ layers missing. For 
example, recreation and tourism data was lacking.” (P4) “Fisheries weren't available on 
a detailed scale” (P6) “.. have a bit more detail on fishing activities” (P5) “There are 
still gaps in recreational an commercial fishing in terms of the most current data” (P2) 

4) “Engagement and communication helped to fill in”  
1) “For the most part we really relied on participants to fill gaps in the user data…. We 

needed to offer better data confidentiality so that people would be able to share their 
information without feeling it would compromise their interests” (P2) “… People who 
choose not to share have to understand that regardless if they share it or not, we will be 
making a decision around that area. By not sharing their information we would not have 
the most accurate data and they are aware of that.” (P2) “ … was solved by tracking 
down regional tour operators to map out where exactly they take their clientele. Just a 
simple sharing of information to get better data.” (P3) “That is where engagement 
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became more important.. for looking at those missing pieces..The traditional knowledge 
study filled the gap.” (P6)  

5) “ Good starting point”  
1) “Provided a great start.” (P3) “ To start any process off with already peer-reviewed 

information and has been merged into one piece? Its great to have that at your 
disposal.” (P4) “We were very fortunate that B.CMCA had catalogued all that 
information. If we didn't have that, we would have had to do a lot more work” (P5) 
“From my perspective I felt comfortable with the level of information in terms of 
fishing effort and ecological information” (P5) 

6) “Good Access”  
1) “ We didn't have any access issues, any information we could get we did.”(P5)  

7) “Didn’t limit the procesS”  
1) “I don’t know if it limited the planning process.” (P6) “Im not sure that things would 

have change (with more detail)” (P5)  

Sufficient Capacity  

 Experience  

1) “LRMPs.. (had) major and obvious conflicts on the land… The marine environment has 
never really had that or addressed those types of conflicts so some people were really 
surprised that the government engaged in marine planning at all.” (P1) (P2) “We ended up 
getting a lot more consistency across the of four sub-regions with marine planning than ever 
happened in the LRMPs.”(P6)  

2) “Experience and policy pour over, learning what to expect”  
1) “Previous experience in B.C was of huge importance.”(P2) (use examples from p2) “We 

had history and knowledge of different planning processes and what we can learn from 
them.” (P4) “PNCIMA provided a lot of guidance on strategic vision and provided 
those EBM goals that MaPP used.” (P4) “Lots of the principles and best practices from 
that (terrestrial planning) have poured across into marine planning.”(P5) “The province 
was able to come up with lots of experience from that and I think that it set MaPP up for 
success.”(P5) “Stakeholders now know what strategic planning is and they know what 
spatial zoning does. That high level planning was not foreign to anybody.” (P5) 
“LRMPS have been done for a large portion of the province and policies had been 
established around that in terms of the approach to stakeholder consultations.” (P2)  “In 
general it was good to have that experience.” (P1)  

2) “Valuable Relationships Built”  
3) “ ..evaluations of MSP tend to overlook (is) the personality/familiarity/previous 

working relationships element. There is a comfort level or trust factor that determines 
whether participants believe a process was well managed. “ (P3) “Many of the involved 
parties have been around in the planning process in B.C for a long time… that level of 
familiarity made it very easy to trust and communicate effectively.” (P3)  

3) “Value of FN Plans”  
1) “The history of FN and their previous coastal plans also helped.” (P5)  

  
 Funding  
  
1) “Unique Model”  

1) “This model was definitely unique to us.” (P1) “It was a creative solution.” (P5) “It was 
quite unique.” (P6)  

2) “Government funding is limited”  
1) “Government money can be like pulling teeth.. usually you have to apply for every 

action individually” (P1) “Individual departments couldn't feasibly fund the whole 
thing.” (P2) “At the time marine planning wasn't a priority. Partly because they can be 
costly…” (P4)” I know that FN and the province would have been challenged to 
achieve what they had without it.” (P5)   

3) “Provided Capacity and kept on track” 
1)  “…allowed us to know what we could do in advance.. it was a luxury really” (P1) 

“Overall it gave us a level of financial freedom we don't normally have.” (P1) “ They 



provided capacity building through technical support, workshops, production 
companies to do videos and so on. There was quite a lot of support not just for us, but 
for all the various groups involved in marine planning.. It helped to get people engaged, 
to go into this process with the resources to participate” (P6) “…It tied us to 
deliverables that we had set and put us on an aggressive timeline.”(P2) “It kept us on 
track and kept us well resourced.” (P2) “The funding agreement also kept things on 
track.” (P3) “They came to us early on to say in order for us to keep funding or 
extending that funding you need to plan financial action for the implementation of the 
plan.” (P3) “ Because we had funding for travel we were able to have meetings all over 
to accommodate.” (P5)  

4) “Concerns over foreign money” 
1)  “There was some political concerns. This was an American non-profit” (P1) “There 

were some stakeholders that perceived there was some foreign interest shaping local 
policy even though there was not.” (P2)”There was some concern that due to the nature 
of the foundation there would be a certain amount of pressure to make the area mostly a 
large protected zone and restrict development.” (P3) “…Some sectors did not 
participate because they perceived that the funding agreement would be too influential 
to the outcome” (P3)  

5) “No Conflict of Interest or influence”  
1)  “ I never felt there was any influence or agenda.” (P1) “The Partnership didn't 

influence the process…” (P2) “..The agreement (the MOU) clearly says that the only 
people who would have influence are the governing parties.” (P2) “The entire purpose 
of the funding model was to empower local communities to have a stronger say in the 
outcomes of planing.” (P3) “We were planning for an area in B.C and both parties had 
an interest in this area. They provided the funding, but they did not influence the 
outcomes.” (P4) “The only way it influenced was in a positive way.” (P5)  

Meaningful Participation 

6) “As meaningful as we could have gotten. positive, relationship build”  
1) “We had about as meaningful a participation experience as we could from 

stakeholders.” (P1) “In general the Partner had lots of meaningful participation but 
stakeholder opinion will be completely different depending on who you ask.” (P2)  
“From my perspective it was very positive” (P3) “In the end, stakeholders were 
generally happy with the process.. these things can drag on for years but we finished so 
quickly. So in that sense, they were happy with it.” (P4) “They reviewed the work we 
had done and provided input. There was quite a bit of changes as we moved through 
that process in response to that input.” (P6) “People were certainly taking it 
seriously.” (P1) “Everyone wanted to make it work” (P3) “Im sure they really hated 
certain things but when the plan went to cabinet they were able to write letters of 
concern of approval.” (P1) “ In the end the stakeholders were generally happy with the 
process… I still think that the advisory model was very meaningful ” (P5)  

2) “Clearly defined roles”  
1) “At the end of the day they realized they had an advisory role and we would be 

pushing ahead anyway.” (P1) “ At the end of the day it was two governments who 
needed input but we have a task at hand” (P1)”They were not joint decisions, they 
were recommendations to decision makers.”(P2) “ ..We used the advisory model 
because the province and FN were the key Partner. The Partner had responsibilities 
to come up with the final plan” (P4)  

7) “Partnership was very collaborative”  
1) “Between Partner it couldn't have been more collaborative, it was hand in hand through 

the scoping and development.” (P2) “The province participated fully and as did the FN 
from start to finish.” (P4) “I think we had a great relationship (the Partnership).” (P5) “ 
There were some difficult and challenging conversations but in the end we had a plan 
that both sides were comfortable with and hoped to have supported. We definitely 
developed some strong relationships.” (P5) “It was very positive” (P3)  

8) “The process had to be flexible” 
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1)  “Flexibility with consistency…. we tried to balance consistency with being flexible to 
reflect regional differences.” (P3)  

9) “Relationship building, people element”  
1) “The Partner are now friends. We built really great relationships which helped the 

process.” (P4) “You are seeing the same people over an over. You aren’t seeing the 
“such and such rep” you are being “Adam”. There was conversation and it wasn't 
antagonistic. People got along.” (P5) “ You had a great group of people who were 
involved from the beginning to the end and I still have contact with a lot of them.. It 
brings the people side to the planning process.” (P5)  “ Most importantly, in terms of 
participation, it really assisted with mutual understanding between stakeholders and FN 
and created a better working relationship for the future.” (P3) 

10) “Tried to get equal participation”  
1) “Some sectors chose not to participate but the offers were there, we asked everyone to 

join.” (P4) 
2) “It was quite a robust process to get stakeholders and public meetings, letters of 

support, comments etc.” (P6)  

Communication  

1) “Solid communication, were listening and responding clearly”  
1) “Within the advisory committee it was good.. they insisted on it and were always 

pushing for information.” (P1) “Every 6-8 weeks we had meetings. We kept track of all 
their comments on whatever we were discussion and had a comment log sent out to 
them to say ‘this is what we heard from you…. this is how we have included it. are you 
comfortable with that?” (P4) “ Stakeholders immediately saw that we weren't just 
having the meetings just because. We were looking to them for advice… They come out 
with more ownership and more buy in” (P4) “It is something they can live with because 
they have provided input. That was a valuable piece.” (P4)  “ Stakeholder input was 
reviewed endlessly. .. Comments that were discussed as a Partnership and we identified 
and reported what we did with each.”(P5) “People may say that their input maybe 
wasn't included, but that they could see it reflected.” (P5) “We did have some emails, a 
distribution list. I think our advisory members were also communicating with people 
they knew.” (P6) “I think we took the comments quite seriously. Often an advisory had 
more information than we didnt….” (P1) “If we couldn't incorporate that item (a 
comment), it was clearly identified to them (stakeholders) I don't think advisory 
committee was surprised whatsoever, everything had all been seen before and decisions 
communicated” (P1) 

2) “ Communication Very solid within Partnership”  
1) “At a technical and senior executive level, communication was very good. So within the 

governance structure (Partnership) communication was good.” (P2) “Throughout the 
process there was a good network of exchange. At the technical level there was 
collaboration.” (P3) “ At the technical level you are not privy to everything going on. 
But where you are involved communication was clear.” (P4) “ Generally 
communication was good and people were in the loop.”(P3) “ We had big meetings 
with everyone involved which was good to make sure everyone was on the same path. 
But there is a hierarchy for communication” (P4) “Within the Partnership, yes. A lot of 
attention was paid to communication; materials, bulletins, drop boxes etc. There were 
many meetings so there was lots of opportunity.” (P5) “ Within the governance structure 
it had to be very constant.” (P6)  

3) “Public communication could have been better, intermediary period, avenues broke 
down sometimes”  

4) “ We had plans to keep a quarterly newspaper for the general public — which was kind of 
left in the dark during the process— but that never came to fruition.” (P1) “ we could have 
done a better job of keeping thins informed, but that was the way things had to be 
done.” (P1) “ Sometimes communication was clear and ongoing sometimes not.” (P2) “ 
Near the end when the final drafts were getting approved, communications were racing 
down and some angst developed. In that sense we could have been more proactive with 
communication.” (P2) “There were a few isolated incidences when communication was not 
clear and caused some discomfort (2 examples)… Could have been dealt with by simply 
calling the right person and clarifying…” (P3) “As for now, at the government level I don't 



think it has been great. Communication with other agencies remains a bit of weakness (in 
implementation).” (P1) “ 

5) “Challenge communicating with FN, different expectations ”  
1) “Managing expectations is always challenging. For instance, FN tried to put aside 

jurisdiction and title, but communication around this issues was a bit muddy.” (P2)  
6) “People weren't interested in what was going on… public”  

1) “In general though, some people weren't that interested in what was going on. It didn't 
necessarily concern or impact them.” (P1)  

7) “ Turn over was challenging to keep people up to date”  
1) “You must account for turnover. New people arrive and there has to be new 

relationships managed and developed. Keeping everyone on the same page and getting 
them up to speed is very challenging.” (P2)  

Achieving Agreement  

8) “ Was still high degree of agreement without consensus”  
1) “ Although there was not consensus, there was a high degree of agreement. Im sure 

some people would like to see certain differences… At the end of the day I doubt 
anyone would ever say ‘this is outrageous!” (P1) “ We strived to reach consensus where 
possible.” (P4) “ ..You have to build trust and have a good team, most of the time we 
did reach consensus.” (P4) “ I’d say the members of the advisory we happy with the 
process and outcomes. Just because its not consensus doesn't mean you don't listen to 
concerns or work things out.” (P6) “We tried to accommodate all concerns but if 
something wasn't included it was typically because it was beyond the scope of 
MaPP.” (P3) 

9) “ Was internal consensus”  
1) “ It (consensus) was reached between the Partnerships. We had an understanding about 

things.” (P4)  
10) “Stakeholders wanted consensus”  

1) “I know at the start some stakeholders called for a bigger role in participation. They 
wanted a consensus based approach…” (P4)  

2)

11) “ More opportunities coming up in the future”  
1) “There is also other processes coming up at a provincial and federal level so there will 

be other chances for people to have their say.” (P1)  
12) “ History showed it would have taken too long or not worked..”  

1) “ .. We agreed on this method from the lessons learned in GBRA.” (P2) “ History in 
B.C was to use a consensus based model. It took over ten years to complete the GBR, 
so people did not want to go through that again.” (P3) “ The history, in terms of getting 
to consensus, is that it can be a lengthy process.” (P4) “ Some voices said that the only 
way to do this (MaPP) would be through consensus, but others really wanted to just get 
things underway.” (P5) “ Not trying to reach resolution, that saves a lot of time. What 
happened in the LRMPS…*so on*.” (P6)  

13) “ Clear about roles”  
1) “ Set out clear and explicit TOR’s…. If you agreed to join you must abide by that. So 

setting this expectation before the process was important.” (P3) “ In the end its the 
Partner who decide. They see the process (previously explained), understand their role 
and can get on board.” (P4) “ We did a lot of work up front to bring stakeholders to the 
table and they came in knowing that it wasn't going to be consensus.” (P5)  

14) “Was taking lots of advice and recording.. took it seriously”  
1) “ We took a super detailed record of all advice from the stakeholder table. We kept a 

very detailed record log of recommendations and comments, which had …. *whole 
explanation* In general this worked pretty well, it demonstrated that we were serious 
about their input.” (P2) “ Meeting by meeting we would show what was written and 
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would… *explanation*” (P3) “ We got good advice and the plans were improved 
through that process.” (P6)  

15) “Conflict was resolved through various avenues”  
1) “In certain cases we flagged disputes which were then elevated to a separate higher 

governance table.” (P2) “ example. In this case we directly interacted with these 
stakeholders to solve it (conflict) rather than having everyone present” (P3) “ 
Sometimes we would send it up the line to management level for them to discussion…. 
If there a conflict at the table then we dealt with it right then and there.” (P4) “ There 
was definetly some issues that had to go to the deputy level to get resolved, but in the 
end everything did get resolved.” (P5)  

Balanced Outcomes  

1) “FN Favoured”  
1) “If there was a bias it would probably towards the FN. But that is expected and 

respected. MaPP was driven by FN and everyone — including private sector— defers to 
that.” (P1)  

2) “Environmental factors favoured”  
1) “ In terms of environmental emphasis, I would argue they (the plans) are actually bias 

towards the environment. Even potentially at the cost of some economic issues.” (P1) “ 
In Haida, zoning was mainly PMZs.”  

3) “ Big voices, its Partnerships duty to make sure its balanced. Got signed off as proof”  
1) “Fisheries and marine transport certainly had an axe to grind.” (P3) “ You always have 

your big voices but its about the planners coming in and balancing those voices. Just 
because you are loud doesn't mean you are going to be over-represented” (P4) “ In 
general there was a very good mix of representation.” (P5) “ We have to have balance 
from the government and FN perspective, that is our duty. Balanced outcomes fits into 
the EBM approach we were using. It is necessary.” (P5) “ Received blessing from 
everyone. Getting is signed by FN and the province, getting those letters of support. For 
us to reach that point is indicative of balance.” (P5)  

4) “Was no driver, room for everyone, proof is in the pudding”  
5) “There was no particular sectoral driver, the driver was integrated management.” (P3) “ It is 

relatively balanced. The zoning could only reflect the local people’s interests and the 
information that was available to us.” (P3) “ General management is fairly open to all 
activities and we spent considerable time deciding the special management areas. There was 
space for everyone.” (P3) “ We worked really hard to make sure that we had representatives 
from different sectors. We made sure there was a balance of local vs outsider 
representation.”(P4) “ There are some strong personalities but I don't think it was to the 
detriment of the plan.” (P5) “ We did in many ways seek compromises.” (P6) “ I believe 
that most people went away from the process feeling that their interests were 
illustrated.” (P3)  

Jurisdictional Complexity  

1) “On Haida… CHN was the only Nation. so it was easy to say ‘lets fix 
everything’ (together).” (P1)  

2) “Issue managing FN agenda”  
1) “ I think in many cases, FN thought that MaPP was going to be their venue to fix all the 

wrongs created over the years. Unfortunately, this wasn't the case because so much was 
out of jurisdiction.” (P1) “ FN had interests in including them (fishing and transport) in 
the plan as recommendations to the feds but we couldn’t” (P4) “ FN don't see a divide, 
there is no lines or break points. But government likes to put things in a box.” (P4) “ FN 
would have loved to push the agenda but these were the types of discussions we had to 
defer(to conflict resolution).” (P4) “ We negotiated with FN for months to say ‘no we 
cant include this, its not within our jurisdiction’ and they would say ‘well its our 
jurisiction’. But we got past it.” (P5)  



3) “ Big gaps, not integrated plan without it”  
1) “ Not having the federal government made for giant gaps, no doubt.” (P1) “ AS much as 

we wanted to have integrated marine plans, they are not. There are no fisheries and 
there is no marine shipping.”(P2) “ It is the achilles heal of MaPP, because can you say 
you have a true marine plan when you are missing fisheries?” (P3) “ When developing a 
marine plan, it is odd that you would remove fishing and transport. FN obviously 
wanted those, but we couldn't speak to that.” (P4)” Without the federal government the 
province was not able to include strategies that are federal responsibility.” (P5) “ It was 
an issue. They weren't willing to do spatial plans or sub-regional plans.” (P6)  

4) Forced better relation with province and FN  
1) “ What it did do was bring the Province and FN together.” (P6)  

5) “Would have taken longer with feds, or never done at all”  
1) “ … If they had been at the table, there is no way we would have been done yet. So is it 

better to have half a plan or no plan at all?” (P1) “ Not having those huge parties 
certainly made things faster but it limited us.” (P2) “ If you wait for everyone to be 
there you may end up never doing something.” (P6)  

6) “Exercised jurisdiction provincially to further extent possible, managed”  
1) “There is a common perception that the oceans are managed by the feds, but thats not 

entirely true. Certain aspects are, but not all of them. We had to show people that.” (P2) 
“ we had to pick what we could fully implement within our jurisdiction.” (P2) “ We got 
around not having the feds by really just focusing on provincial jurisdiction and 
provincial tenures.” (P3)  

7) “Optimism towards future engagement with feds/ new govt”  
1) “ ..There is hope that the feds will re-engage.” (P3) “ FN and the province would be 

interested in anything that the feds would want to do int the future. We could say ‘hey, 
guess what? We’ve already put in all this work!” (P5) “ We are engaging in MPA 
planning with DFO and the province. We will be discussing those designations and hat 
process will be helpful in narrowing down candidates for future MPAs.” (P6) “” I think 
we are at this stage where we are making good linkages in federal processes. We have 
these plans developed and we can bring them forward.” (P6)  

8) “ Cynicism towards new government”  
1) “ With the current government it is hard to see where all this money is going to go 

(trudeaus ocean plan)” (P5)  

Legal and Political Support  

1) “ Not that much political support… under capacity”  
1) “ I don’t actually think there was that much (political) support given… when the plans 

came out I think there was surprise that they got signed off.” (P1) “It is fair to say that 
the province was probably under capacity relatively speaking, especially compared to 
the number of FN staff that were involved versus the number of provincial staff.” (P2) 

2) “ Lots of political support because of value in FN relationship building, conditions 
right, fits provincial mandate”  
1) “ Because of our relationship to FN we were into this collaborative planing directive. 

Going this direction made sense.” (P2) “ the province already has a policy that states it 
wants to seek out work with FN so we signed an agreement saying we are all going to 
be involved in this planning process. This was a reflection of a provincial change in 
planning policy to co-lead with FN (from history in province.” (P3) “ There was an 
interest in providing marine components to those land areas (from GBRA). .. Always 
knew that planning would be done but it wasn't a priority. When we were presented 
with the opportunity (money) and the FN were interested.” (P4) “ It really comes down 
to that relationship with FN. We have been working really hard to get into a g-g 
Partnership with FN so it dovetailed really nicely with the previous GBR work. The 
opportunity was there.” (P5) “ We thought ‘hey we have the funding, a willing FN and 
the political climate, lets do it!” (P5) “ In the big picture there is a jobs plan and a 
Pacific Gateway plan and we need a functioning marine environment to do that. 
Knowing we have a good EBM approach to managing those areas is a key component 
to that success.” (P5) 
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2) “Makes things easier for industry thus gov”  
1) “ … In an economic sense I think it really helps…. having zones done in advance 

provides some economic certainty for applicants and the province.” (P1)  “ Its 
meant to make things more efficient for folks… A lot of the initial upfront work has 
been done, stakeholders have already agreed.” (P5)  

3) “Confuses decision makers”  
1) “ When you are a land officer and you get an application in a ‘no go zone’ but there is 

no legal status… things get a bit messy.” (P1) 
4) “Optimism for future”  

1) “ It is not really until 2020 until the federal-provincial-FN MPA design.. that may offer 
some clarify.” (P1)  

5) “ FN will drive, requires province commit though”  
1) “FN take the plan as ‘legal’ and see that it does have weight… so if the province says 

‘well its not illegal’ it may go to non-consensus. If applications keep coming in and they 
keep reaching non-consensus then this whole exercise of co-management is at risk of 
being tokenistic… but there are discussions underway to resolve this” (P1) “ The 
expectation is that if the province is serious about it, then it will be implemented.” (P3)” 
When it comes to authorizing activities, we have a commitment to FN to honour these 
zones.” (P5)  

6) “ Legal is problematic or would help”  
1) “ I think a political act will be required to prevent non-implementation.” (P1) “ Of 

course it would be easier if there was some explicit order to obligate personnel to follow 
it.” (P3)  

7) “Dosnt need legality,… there is enough buy in/ requirement”  
1) “ Lots of resource management plans in B.C don't actually have legal requirements, but 

rather factor into decision makers decisions. … it is your statutory responsibility to use 
all available information to make decisions.” (P2) “ There is no legal ramifications but 
lots of social and political repercussions.” (P2) “ Historically in B.C plans have no been 
legislated. LRMPS are an anomaly.” (P3) “ Our experience is that here there is policy 
that was not legal it was followed.” (P4) “ Statutory decision makers still have the 
ability to make decisions based on not only this plan but other information as 
well.” (P5) “I doubt that it will become a legal requirement… the implications of going 
that route would be beyond the current available budget and would be very time 
consuming.” (P2) “ MaPP is a policy, it has been signed by the Ministers and the 
expectation is that staff in the permitting agency will follow it.” (P3)  “ Do they need a 
legal basis if both parties agree to it? Especially now that we have an agreement to do it 
collaboratively?” (P6) “ Implementation agreements captured that intent to achieve the 
objectives and follow the zoning… Not everything needs a legal basis.” (P6) 

8) “ making it legal wouldn't allow flexibility necessary”  
1) “ In a sense there needs to be some flexibility within the plans. Not everything may be 

completely perfect so there needs to be some room for variance.” (P3) “ It means that 
the plans are very adaptable. If it was legal, it would be much more difficult to 
tweak.” (P4) “ when we talked about the implementation we talked about variances. It 
is not a legal plan, so variance is a component.” (P4) “ The government needs to 
monitor the implementation of the plan over time. To see how often recommendations 
are not followed or how often is a certain activity tenured against a plan…You could go 
to legalizing, but I would wait to see how it goes.” (P5)  

Complexity  

9) “Didnt streamline enough”  
1) “I think complexity is not caused by the plans, but the overlap on work that has already 

been done (LRMPS, marine plans, conservancies etc). The idea was always that MaPP 
would have more authority, but at present they are all just laying on top of each other. 
So now decision makers have to decide how they align.” (P1)  

10) “Could be simpler”  
1) “The documents could have been less wordy.” (P1) “ Some of the management tables 

are a lot to consume, but this really comes down to prioritization exercise and the 
realities of implementation.. You can manage that complexity.” (P5) “ Complexity may 
be actually be a bit of a challenge…. the objectives are pretty huge and complex so 



actually achieving that will be hard.” (P2) “ The complication around getting it done is 
because of the number of objectives.” (P3)“ I think we could make the spatial 
component a bit easier to navigate, as some people get overwhelmed with all the 
information.” (P2)  

2)
11) “ not complex”  

1) “..The plan itself is not complicated. The maps are great, it shows intent, allowable uses 
and so forth.” (P1) “ They are not that complex. They are direction for tenuring and 
strategic policy statements.” (P3) “ No (its not complicated)… Just need to plan for 
priorities and a timeline. That was actually a component we worked on at the end of 
planning.” (P4) “ They are all encompassing, but I don't see that as complex.” (P5)  

Implementation  

1) “ Was enough planning, planned for funding”  
1) “ I think there was sufficient planning… It was quite deliberate, in part because there 

was expectation for funding through implementation.” (P1) “ We tried our best to plan 
for implementation” (P2) “ … Really need to plan for priorities and a timeline. That 
was actually a component we worked on at the end of planning.” (P4) “ To where we 
have gotten to now, yes (there was enough planning to implement)... It took time to 
confirm funding…” (P5) “ We did spend a lot of time up front getting the funding 
model for implementation…” (P6) “ Funding action was taken right form the get go as 
mandated by TIDES. That really helped to get implementation to become a 
reality.” (P3)   

2) “Could have had more planning”  
1) “ Reflecting back, if we had anther 6 months and some more people this planning (for 

implementation) would have been better.” (P2) “ … we have so many things that we 
wanted to do, prioritizing and breaking it down into component parts is 
challenging.” (P2) “ Took another year or so to negotiate with FN to confirm funding 
and commitment and priorities. We had the plan and now we have a plan to implement 
that plan.” (P5)  

3) “ .. When planning, things change so quickly that you want to get those plans down on 
paper as soon as possible and use that as a starting point to build from.” (P2)  

4) “Provincial capacity is an issue”  
1) “Capacity and people power is now proving an issue for the province.” (P2) “ The 

province is limited in staff. It takes a lot of effort as the get into it…” (P4) “ You have to 
deal with what capacity and funding you have through the process..” (P4)“ We don’t 
have four people to dedicate to each of the sub-regions at present. So the pace and 
expectation between the pace is very different between Partner.” (P2) “ Provincial 
capacity has been an issue… those will be addressed for the short term, but its a 
limitation.” (P6) “The implementation committee will hopefully have some of the same 
people from the planning committee. It would be great to have some consistency.” (P4) 

5) “ A lot of the implementation plan is driven by desire to do good science and planning… 
Unless the political situation has resolved, it is going to interfere with that.” (P1)  

6) “keeping political will”  
7) “ At this stage we need to focus on demonstrating success… just focus on a few things that 

we really know we can get done… that reflects very well on the process.” (P2) “ Priority 
setting is a big piece of work”(P4) … “ Political will is always going to be an issue, 
especially when dealing with so many groups.” (P5) 
1)

8) Tenures still going through  
1) “ issues that we are having is that provincial tenuring officers are not taking it 

seriously… They are saying they don't have to follow that plan but there is still 
expectation that the province will show their commitment.” (P3) “ Implementation 
agreements were signed, but until all that information filters down there could be some 
delays. “ “ If MaPP can continue to put an emphasis on communicating the plans then 
that will set them up for success.” (P5)  

9) “Take longer than expected”  
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1) “Things are always a little slower than you think…. I think implementation is likely to 
expand over a longer period.” (P6)  

General Comments  

10) Still needs work, but successful and worthwhile, big accomplishment  
1) “ In spite of legal and jurisdiction limitations we got 17 FN and the Province to the table 

to discuss future planning for the coast which has never happened. Success!” (P1)  
2) “It was a success. We accomplished 4 MSPs within a regional action framework in 3 

1/5 years. Its not perfect, but to get it signed off on a political level, set up for financing 
and with the number of Partner? Pretty good.” (P2)  

3) “ there was great relationships with FN and stakeholders. I think it is a model that 
should be put on a pedestal and followed in other areas.” (P4 ) 

4) “ It was a success, but the writing is on the wall! Implementation is coming up!” (P4)  
5) “ the key thing here is what we’ve been able to achieve at what is really a middle tier of 

government. It was a provincial and indigenous population doing this together.” (P5)  
6) “ I am very proud of the people and the product that came out!” (P5)  
7) “ I think it has been a successful model.” (P6)  
8) “ One of the important things was FN working together in Partnerships. If we hadn't 

don't that on this scale it would have been impossible to create plans of this scale.We 
developed good relationships both with FN and with the Province and this has carried 
on.”(P6 
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