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Issues in Arctic Fisheries Governance
Some Canadian Perspectives

Lori Ridgeway
Director General 

International Policy and Integration
Fisheries and Oceans Canada

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Apologies for not appearing in person – last minute Ministerial priority.  

Want to offer some views anyway in support of this important panel 

Points here cannot account for views emerging in conference or panel, as would if there in person. 

However some basic messages – personal views from experience in policy issues in DFO and in international debate 

Thus this is not an official Canadian position 
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Context to governance challenges well known 
• Significant melting trend, with future projections 

suggesting an accelerated rate of change. 
Reduction of sea ice.

• Will have multiple implications on ecosystem health, 
resource availability and accessibility.

• Changes in the Arctic have captured the world’s 
attention in terms of broad (even global?) 
environmental/marine implications and the potential 
for new activities in the North.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Planning context well known – such as described in 2004 Arctic Climate Impact Assessment (ACIA).  

Arctic Governance issues arise because of accelerated warming, reduced sea ice and expected increases in activity 

Increased intensity likely in a range of Arctic activities, including use of living marine resources in Arctic – increased access, combined with possible migrations of resources to cooler deeper waters and changes in ecosystems 

Combined with coincident desire for economic and social development of Artic peoples as well, results overall in both supply AND demand drivers for impacts on living marine resources and ecosystems

Implications for 

Sectoral activities such as fishing 
Inter-sectoral integrated management across sectoral uses
Knowledge and information needs 
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Diverse assumptions underlie debate on Arctic governance 
Range of (often competing) assumptions include:
• Fisheries and habitat depletion is imminent as ice melts 
• Arctic “unmanaged“ – “no” governance
• Principles exist in range of hard and soft law that govern Arctic – as globally.   
• Governance is fragmented with major gaps, rendering it “ineffective” – as globally
• Sectoral  (fisheries) management is antithetical to ecosystem-based management  (EBM) 
• Region is data poor – needs more and better-integrated research
• Coastal states lack management strategies in own waters and to cooperate with each other 
• An RFMO is needed for high-seas areas consistent with UNCLOS and UNFSA
• Regional-seas approach provides a promising approach to cooperative integrated governance
• Only an new legal framework or treaty approach will protect Arctic 
• Coastal and Arctic States have key responsibility and opportunity to manage for sustainability 
• Arctic is a global public good, needs global governance, non arctic states have rights to seat at 

the table … 
• etc

Presenter
Presentation Notes
(No need to run through, let audience read them while continuing with speaking points) 

In reading the considerable number of articles/papers appearing on governance options for the Arctic, a range of assumptions reveals itself.  
Slide shows some of these.  

Some could be considered persistent “myths”, some are well-founded widely shared concerns, some divergent views are predictable based on reflect deeply held conflicting philosophies. 

Several of these play out globally, especially for high seas, and are not Arctic-specific, even though they underlie discussions about Arctic governance options (example – need for a new legal basis – implementing agreement under UNCLOS? -- for cross sectoral collaboration for biodiversity outcomes).  

International views can be deeply divided and will not be solved in Arctic alone, or in the short run.  

However for many, either the special vulnerabilities of the Arctic, or the opportunities provided by the nature of surrounding Arctic States can deepen attachment to those diverse views (e.g., legal needs versus cooperative approaches). 

Some may really reflect anxiety about who is “at the table” when  new resource use decisions are made

Canada : More interested in more PRAGMATIC analyses and options guiding NEXT STEPS for effective action
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Key pragmatic suggestions also on table
• Close gaps in current integrated science knowledge for management --

including fisheries  (cooperation in research and monitoring)
• Gap analysis needed re fisheries management regimes governing 

Arctic species/regions, linked to future scenarios regarding 
opportunities and ecosystem changes 

• Perhaps commit/recommit to basic management principles for the 
region? 

• Commitments to implement PA and EBM (should states multilateralize  
specific approach of the Northwest Pacific Management Council
(NPFMC) on freezing fishing activities?).  

• Commitment by coastal states to effective management in EEZs; 
bilateral cooperation where needed 

• Appropriate steps in due course for RFMO for high-seas Arctic

Presenter
Presentation Notes
However, there are a variety of good articles [and presentations today??] that emphasize pragmatic approaches

Speak to highlights of slide quickly 
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Even such logical steps not straightforward
• Science: what exists, what is working, what can be built upon to meet 

new needs, what needs to be created, levers?
• Scenarios/gaps: as above. Uncertain scenarios regarding fisheries  

ecosystems, resource shifts, where fishing opportunities, new players? 
• Principles: Why? Fish only, or integrated management? “Cherry-

picking” from among current negotiated multilateral principles? From 
which instruments (fish only, or biodiversity…)? What’s new beyond 
Ilulissat? To apply principles in new fisheries contexts, ahead of global 
agreements on same?  To increase specificity (hint at “preferred” ways 
to implement)? 
– views differ on appropriate ways to be precautionary (more later)

• RFMO: Timing? Players? Allocations? Roles for existing RFMOs? 
Integration across numerous RFMOs? Integrated science? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Important slide 

However, even pragmatic suggestions such as these are easier said than done.  It represents a formidable and difficult work program not to be underestimated. 
 
Science: we have a range of bodies, IPY legacies, current mechanisms, opportunities from new technology (ie observations) and we need to understand what needs to be enriched or built or better utilized.  

As important as new knowledge, is integration of what is known, to anchor multiple management decisions from common baselines.  Example: can we sustain multiple Arctic-related RFMOs with different science in each one? Leads to both risks of incoherence and unnecessary duplicatory work burden? 

Management Gaps/Risk Analysis: needs scenario building.  Where and for what species and for whom will future activities likely take place and what will gaps be?  

Principles: commitment sounds easy but is tricky.  We tried some of this in the Global Oceans Forum Working Group on Governance in Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction.  What principles to unbundle from negotiated international agreements?  Can they be unbundled?  From which agreements? What policy issues open up?  If we agree that current instruments apply, what is the value-added goal in doing? 

If it is to extend coverage of principles (e.g. UNFSA principles to non straddling or HM stocks), should we lead this on a regional or global basis?  

If it rather means defining additional specificity to hint at specific interpretations, this may be more difficult. 

RFMO: yes but probably not an immediate need (ice covered).  Many issues: when, who, for which species, relation to other RFMOs (some articles have outlined more than a half dozen or more that could be implicated. 
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What drives Canadian policy perspectives on 
such issues?

Some Canadian context to indicate how we view 
choices among even pragmatic options, much less 

broader philosophical debates

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Canadian fisheries and policy/management context sheds light on our likely or existing responses to some of the assumptions listed earlier and some of these issues. 
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Canada … a Pan-Arctic coastal State

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Canada’s northern coastline, including Hudson Bay and James Bay, has a total length of 180,000 km -- almost 3/4 of Canada's total coastline and gives Canada the world's longest coastline. 
Perhaps more complicated planning and governance context than those with smaller more targeted areas
The immense size of the Arctic Ocean results in a variety of ecological features that vary from one region to another, depending on environmental and climatic conditions as well as the direction of oceans currents.  

Many articles emphasize that the Arctic us a collection of very different ecosystems.  Flexibility in planning is needed – one size does not fit all.  

Much of the Canadian high Arctic is currently covered by ice or is characterised by seasonal ice.  Some areas are highly productive. However most areas are not highly productive due to the permanent ice cover, which also results in a general absence of marine mammals and seabirds. 

There is very limited information pertaining to fish and benthic communities.
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Canadian Arctic Fisheries today

• Currently small, limited by short fishing season
• East Arctic

– Some commercial fisheries in the eastern Arctic in Davis 
and Hudson Straits and Baffin Bay

– Subsistence fisheries for fish and marine mammals
• West Arctic

– Comprised of subsistence fisheries

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Although Arctic commercial fisheries are small in comparison to other areas of Canada, they are very important. 

Subsistence fisheries for fish and marine mammals provide for the continuation of traditional lifestyles and cultures, supplying considerable protein and contributing to local self-sufficiency. 

The fishing sector represents one of a limited number of emerging economic and employment opportunities in the north. Commercial fisheries play an important role in the lives of many northerners.

Currently, commercial fishing in the Arctic Ocean has been limited by the distribution of fish stocks and short fishing seasons. 
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Eastern Canadian Arctic
• Commercial fisheries in 

Baffin Bay and Davis
Strait governed within 
Northwest Atlantic 
Fisheries Organization 
(NAFO) 

• Hudson Strait – Canadian 
EEZ

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Majority of commercial fisheries are located in the eastern Arctic in Davis and Hudson Straits and Baffin Bay.

Baffin Bay and Davis Strait – NAFO area

Hudson Strait - Canadian- provincial, territorial and aboriginal component
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Western Canadian Arctic
• West- Oceans 

management approach
• Beaufort Sea Large Ocean 

Management Area (LOMA) 
as a planning framework

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The western management context is different. 

Based on Canada’s Ocean Strategy (Canada, 2002) and legislated co-management policies outlined in the Inuvialuit Final Agreement (1984), DFO together with its Partners committed to create an Integrated Ocean Management Plan (IOMP) for the Beaufort Sea.  

The Beaufort Sea is one of five Canadian Large Ocean Management Areas (LOMA) established in 2006, and the first Arctic marine area to be assessed by Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO). Goal:  to manage human use in a way that does not compromise the ecosystem from the pressures of exploration, development and resource use, and a changing climate.

Involves coordination and dissemination of the information and knowledge needed to effectively manage all resource uses in the Beaufort Sea, including fisheries resources.

An Integrated Ocean Management Plan (IOMP) for the Beaufort Sea is in train. 
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Canadian Arctic Governance
• UNCLOS/UNFSA/CCRF- Foundations  to Canada 

management of resources within EEZ in the Arctic
• Co-managed through agreements between federal, 

territorial/ provincial governments and under 
agreements negotiated with Aboriginal groups.

• Future bilateral arrangements for shared resources 
with other states; possibilities for expanded 
pragmatic management

Presenter
Presentation Notes
What are the foundations for Canadian Arctic Governance? 

International hard and soft law applies– especially UNCLOS foundations.

Represents a collectivity of principles achieved through negotiation and careful balance – hard to decompose without changing that balance or risking reinterpretation – if engaged in such an exercise in future it will be with great care. 

Managed though agreements between the federal and territorial/provincial governments and under agreements negotiated with the Aboriginal communities.

Fisheries in a large part of the Arctic are co-managed with resource management boards that have been established under settled land claims agreements.  The co-management boards are institutions of public government and are the main instruments of fisheries management. 

Responsibilities vary from advisory to decision making, but overall accountability for resource conservation rests with the Minister.  Co-management requires a sharing of decision making powers, a high level of community engagement and a consensus-based approach to fishery management.
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Some Canadian Management Principles
• Sustainable use of marine living resources 
• Commitment to ecosystem and  precautionary approaches
• Fisheries tools to manage fisheries, integrated management tools for 

cross-sectoral management (both needed, and support each other) 
• Both legal obligations and existing and emerging commitments to 

soft law as coastal, flag, port state and market state 
• RFMOs are basis of high-seas governance, if active fishing exists
• Protect vulnerable marine ecosystems 
• Implement existing tools and mechanisms as pragmatic foundation 

to domestic and collective management 
• Respect co-management obligations and consultative processes

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide contains a list of well known management principles or values shared by many states 

Could run through very very briefly.  

All of them are equally important and describe the prism through which we look at governance and management options.  

Note the distinction between fisheries tools and integrated management tools; a lot of debate assumes they are or should be one and the same.  To us the distinctions are very important.  
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Canadian Fisheries Management
based on precautionary approach and sustainable use

• PA: exploratory fishery and information gathering processes -- not 
“freezing” current effort or area “footprint”– how to “prove” sufficient 
info to reverse the freeze, and how to get info pragmatically.

• Information gathering stage to inform future viability and decision-
making for new fisheries, and application of prudent management. 

• Consistent with underlying spirit of UNGA 61/105 on VMEs, where 
“freezing footprint” was not accepted multilaterally as the 
management “standard” 

• High Seas: potential races for fishing history as stocks move north or 
become more accessible may need different approaches

Presenter
Presentation Notes

Very important slide 
Canada is committed to ecosystem and precautionary approaches -- little international dispute on the importance of these foundations.  

The international differences arise due to assumptions about how they ought to be applied and linkages to governance, and especially different risk tolerances among communities of interest for “errors” in application.  

“Sustainable use” defines our approach.  Canada does not generally support blanket “freeze the footprint” type approaches  -- a similar position to some other States – and as such this is not mandated in international standards and guidelines (like deep seas Fisheries Guidelines) or even UNGA Resolution 61/105 on Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems.  

Can’t “prove” negatives (like proving no “harm”) so can never easily justify reopening.  Moreover, such approaches have (intended or unintended) access implications.   

In context of new Arctic fisheries, we would prefer to use highly precautionary “exploratory fisheries” approaches that are assessment based, risk, based and create well managed fisheries when shown to be viable.  

This approach is the foundation of our benthic policy and was what inspired our negotiating position in UNGA re VMEs 
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Fisheries Renewal adding policy frameworks of 
significance to Arctic 

For example:
• Benthic policy, forage species management etc
• Checklist for fisheries sustainability assessments 
• Fleshing out ecosystem-based fisheries 

management   
• Species at Risk Act also in play 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In fact our new fisheries renewal strategy will provide and update a range of policy frameworks that will be important in the Arctic. 
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Policy to Manage the Impacts of Fishing on 
Sensitive Benthic Areas. 

• Adds additional and specific layer of precaution for Arctic 
• Applies to all Canadian fishing activities both within and outside 

Canada’s 200-nautical mile exclusive economic zone. 
• A “frontier area” demands mapping, exploratory fisheries protocol

etc. Includes Arctic areas where there is no history of fishing and 
little if any information available concerning the benthic features 
(habitat, communities and species) and the impacts of fishing on 
these features. 

• Helps create baseline data and risk assessments irrespective of 
whether fisheries are found ultimately to be viable and manageable. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Key among these, and already mentioned, is the new Benthic Policy which delivers our commitments to protect VMEs from significant adverse impacts of fishing.  In particular, proposals for new bottom-contact fishing in historically fished areas will require risk assessments prior to proceeding

The policy thus requires greater precaution when fishing activities are being considered in frontier areas than already fished areas. It also gives special consideration to historically fished areas that have not been exposed to bottom-contact fishing. 
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In closing: Where does fisheries governance fit 
with broader Arctic governance issues?

• Do not agree with oft-stated view that “sectoral management is 
inconsistent with ecosystem-based management” – either in global 
debates or for Arctic (a common refrain).  

• Ignores differences between ecosystem based fisheries 
management approaches (EAF) and integrated (ecosystem) 
approaches to oceans (EBM)

• Moreover EAF is part of EBM, not neglectful of it. 
– Reduced/eliminated overfishing
– Bycatch management
– VMEs/benthic policies
– Time/area closures etc  
– Integration of socioeconomic and cultural considerations into fisheries 

management choices and best-use decisions

Presenter
Presentation Notes
A critical element of governance debates is where fisheries management fits in overall governance. 
 
Do not agree with oft-stated view that “sectoral management is inconsistent with ecosystem-based management” – either in global debates or for Arctic (a common refrain in too many articles).  

Ignores differences between ecosystem based fisheries management approaches (EAF) and integrated (ecosystem) approaches to oceans (EBM)

Moreover EAF is part of the ecosystem-resilient solutions, not in competition with it.  In my view these views above cannot be more wrong. 
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Source: 
L. Ridgeway, in press

Healthy ecosystems and reduced 
biodiversity loss

Fishing Oil & 
Gas 

Ship-
ping 

Security  
&safety  

Other Other 

Common goals and objectives
(ecological, economic, social)

MSR 

Integrated Management mechanisms, tools, institutional cooperation etc

Knowledge

Global 
norms 

Mgt. 
standards 
incl EAF

Incentives
Compliance
Monitoring
Etc 

Integrated knowledge, common baseline assessments (MEQ), risk 
assessment, indicators etc, 

Existing and new legal and regulatory frameworks (e.g., UNCLOS, UNFA, others)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This diagram comes from a paper soon to be published I have written that addresses the role of sectors and integrated management in a coherent INCLUSIVE integrated model.   

I used to speak of integrated management as a “table”, but it is too easy to remove seats at the table (shut down fishing) and not have the integrated model collapse.  

A house with shared intersectoral foundations (legal, institutional, knowledge and plannign parameters) and common outcomes (goals and objectives) cannot stand as a coherent whole without strong sectoral pillars to hold the foundations and outcomes together.  

The pillars are strong predictable ecosystem-based compliant sectors that deliver agreed goals through sectoral activates, and in synergy with other sectors.    

In the Arctic not only do we need integrated outcomes and foundations, but strong domestic, bilateral, and high seas sectoral management.  It comes back to sustainable use as a foundation value.  

Cannot build a house with only a common roof and foundations, but in essence this is what we too often here is the solution to better ecosystem outcomes. Sustainable fishing is part of the integrated governance solution, but to be welcomed into the model it -- and its stakeholders -- must live up to its responsibilities. 
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Global fisheries reform will improve contributions to 
ecosystem/biodiversity protection

IUU Fishing 

VME protection/
destructive fishing practices 

New Global norms 

Unilateral 
state action 

(e.g. EU 
certification)

Shared IUU 
lists among 

RFMOs

Establishing 
Global Norms

(eg PSM, 
Flag state 
cointrol)

MCS (incl 
MCS 

network, 
FAO vessel 

list

Stronger and more 
integrated RFMOs

Review and 
reform efforts 

(Model RFMO) 

Port state treaty Work on 
flag state control WTO/subsidies

Priority Areas 
ELEMENTS

Incl. enablers, measures, incentives, monitoring and reporting, capacity building 

Deep seas 
guidelines 

New science 
efforts & mapping 61/105 response Domestic 

policies 

Data and 
information 

gaps, esp EAF

RFMO 
cooperation 

Sectoral/
biodiversity 

linkages 

(Other???)

Conservation 
and mgt incl 
VMEs bycatch

MCS, IUU lists, port 
state measures etc

Current 
priority:
Tunas

Bold outline are areas of clear cross walks to other sectors or IM . Bold text are areas where special public investment would be helpful

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Some of the contributions that are happening globally in fisheries reform will all make a down payment on Arctic management through reforms to how fishing nations, flag states, port states and even market states support resilient and responsible fisheries and their ecosystems.  

What is surprising is how many people cannot identify what reforms are actually going on in fisheries (or other sectors), in order to understand how they can work together to protect ecosystems and community interest at the same tim 
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Essential enablers of coherent integrated model
• Integrated data and information/assessment (various 

existing/expanded/new regional initiatives?/GRAME?)
• Improved sectoral management and standards (domestic and high 

seas (RFMO)
• Cooperative IM mechanisms – formal or informal at whatever scale 

works  
• Literacy in “oceans community” of what is happening in sectoral 

reform/standards and vice versa to embrace sectoral players in 
integrated solutions

• Improved cooperation & integration among international 
organizations looking at Arctic issues

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Briefly list what is on slide 
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Cooperation in Arctic 
• Arctic Council provides important cooperation to many foundational 

activities. Shows ability to grow its agenda . Consider strengthening 
where gaps exist in actual management, whether sectoral or IM. 

• LME identification and baseline assessments and indicators,  
scientific and risk assessments, non-legally binding guidelines…

• Other bilateral and/ or multilateral cooperation may be envisioned 
(sectorally) as per future RFMO, and for Science

• Other integrated cooperative governance mechanisms possible 
building on regional seas examples?

• Some debates are neither Artic-only or short run – don’t delay action
• We does not see a treaty approach like Antarctic as a necessity  

(Ilulissat Declaration) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes

Rather than large time consuming new approaches we need to be pragmatic and build on what we have now.  Canada does not see a treaty approach like Antarctic as a priority (as per the Ilulissat Declaration) 

Arctic Council provides important cooperation to many foundational activities. It has shown an ability to grow its agenda. We need to consider strengthening where gaps exist in actual management, whether sectoral or IM. 

Some debates are neither Artic-only or short run – we cannot delay pragmatic actions while we wait for global debates to be resolved. 
We are ready to work with partners on building resilient responsible fisheries-related issues, but in a deliberative and pragmatic approach, and which allows us stay true to our management values and principles in doing so. 
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