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November	27,	2017	
	
RE:	MCC	input	to	draft	Wild	Salmon	Policy	Implementation	Plan	
	
Dear	Sarah	Murdoch:	
	
Please	accept	this	letter	as	initial	input	from	the	Pacific	Marine	Conservation	Caucus	(MCC)	on	
the	draft	Wild	Salmon	Policy	Implementation	Plan	prepared	by	Fisheries	and	Oceans	Canada	
(DFO).	We	would	like	to	have	a	meeting	with	you	within	the	next	week	or	so	to	discuss	this	
input	before	providing	our	final	input	on	the	draft	implementation	plan	before	December	15th.	
	
In	summary,	there	are	three	core	deficiencies	in	the	draft	plan	that	need	to	be	addressed:	
	
Conservation	Priority	–	there	is	a	lack	of	direct	actions	and	focus	on	the	identification	and	
rebuilding	of	red	zone	Conservation	Units	(CUs).	
	
Accountability	–	the	draft	plan	lacks	detail	and	fails	to	make	anyone	directly	accountable	for	
implementation	or	ensuring	adequate	overall	leadership	at	the	Regional	and	Area	levels.	
	
Funding	–there	needs	to	be	dedicated	WSP	implementation	funding	to	ensure	this	plan	work.		
	
Recommendations:	

1. Clearly	identify	the	individuals	or	teams	responsible	for	specific	deliverables.	
2. Appoint	leaders	for	coordinating	and	overseeing	work	between	DFO	sections,	First	

Nations,	and	other	partners	at	the	Regional	and	Area	levels.	(i.e.	implement	Cohen	
recommendation	#4).	

3. Create	an	independent	science	panel	(similar	to	COSEWIC)	responsible	for	prioritizing	
red	zone	conservation	units,	developing	rebuilding	plans	and	providing	an	annual	report	
card	on	WSP	implementation.	

4. Add	detail	that	will	allow	for	better	evaluation	of	progress	against	deliverables,	including	
clearer	language	on	prioritizing	red	zone	CUs	for	rebuilding	plans.	

5. When	summarizing	language	from	the	original	policy,	ensure	that	its	meaning	and	intent	
is	not	lost	or	watered	down.	

6. Provide	more	direct	referencing	to	sections	of	the	WSP,	including	Strategies	and	Action	
Steps.	

7. Incorporate	a	direct	link	between	the	requirement	to	rebuild	CU’s	in	the	Red	Zone	to	
Canada’s	‘Guidance	for	the	Development	of	Rebuilding	Plans	under	the	Precautionary	
Approach	Framework:	Growing	Stocks	out	of	the	Critical	Zone	‘	

	
Building	leadership	and	accountability	into	the	plan	
	
Overall,	the	Draft	Implementation	Plan	provides	useful	guidance	for	DFO’s	implementation	of	
the	Wild	Salmon	Policy	over	the	next	five	years.	However,	set	against	Justice	Cohen’s	
recommendations,	the	plan	falls	short	(see	table	below).	
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What	Justice	Cohen	requested:	“...a	detailed	
action	plan	for	the	Wild	Salmon	Policy,	
stipulating…”	

How	DFO’s	Draft	Implementation	Plan	
delivers	on	each	piece:	

		●	What	tasks	are	required;	 ➜ Mostly achieved	

		●	How	they	will	be	performed	and	by	whom;	 ➜ “How” is covered at a general level, but 
for most actions, detail is lacking	
➜ “Whom” is extremely vague, often only 
identifying the responsible branch at DFO 
(i.e. “Science” or “Management”)	

		●	When	they	will	be	completed;	and	 ➜ Timelines are mixed: some are 
appropriate while others are vague or 
non-existent 	

		●	How	much	implementation	will	cost,	as	set		
					out	in	a	detailed	itemization	of	costs.”	

➜ Costing is non-existent other than to 
say that everything will be done within 
existing budgets	

	
While	the	Draft	Wild	Salmon	Policy	Implementation	Plan	specifies	the	DFO	section	responsible	
for	various	actions,	it	fails	to	identify	the	people	or	teams	within	each	section	who	will	be	held	
accountable	for	ensuring	the	required	actions	are	completed	within	the	identified	timelines.		
In	order	to	effectively	implement	a	robust	policy,	there	needs	to	be	someone	responsible	for	
coordinating	and	overseeing	actions	taken	by	management,	science,	enforcement,	and	other	
branches	of	DFO	involved	in	the	successful	implementation	of	the	Wild	Salmon	Policy.	As	with	
any	large-scale	project,	there	needs	to	be	accountability	within	DFO	and	First	Nations,	
stakeholders,	and	community	members.	The	draft	implementation	plan	does	not	specify	the	
people	or	teams	responsible	for	asking	whether	the	chosen	tactics	are	achieving	the	desired	
outcomes,	and	whether	ongoing	data	and	information	collected	during	the	implementation	
phase	suggests	that	additional	or	different	actions	should	be	taken.	People	should	be	identified	
at	both	the	Regional	and	Area	levels	who	will	be	responsible	for	coordinating	the	
implementation	of	the	Wild	Salmon	Policy.	
The	creation	of	an	independent	science	oversight	panel,	tasked	specifically	with	prioritizing	red	
zone	CUs	and	the	development	of	rebuilding	plans,	should	be	created.	The	panel	should	be	
modelled	after	the	Committee	on	the	Status	of	Endangered	Wildlife	in	Canada	and	should	have	
some	intentional	connection	with	it.	This	means	that	members	should	be	independent	
scientists	with	specific	expertise	in	conservation	biology.	This	ensures	the	prioritization	of	
conservation	for	these	CUs	while	more	clearly	delineating	conservation	and	fisheries	
management	responsibilities.	
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Clarify	the	links	to	the	full	Wild	Salmon	Policy	and	uphold	the	core	strategies	
The	implementation	plan	is	disconnected	from	the	strategies	outlined	in	the	WSP.	Aside	from	
providing	a	description	of	the	strategies	in	the	preamble,	there	is	no	mention	of	the	strategies	
or	their	associated	action	steps	in	the	implementation	plan.	Instead,	the	activities	in	the	
implementation	plan	are	linked	to	the	three	high	level	objectives	of	the	WSP.	Because	the	
implementation	plan	does	not	follow	the	WSP	strategies,	the	plan	itself	is	a	marked	departure	
from	the	action	steps	and	methodology	that	has	been	developed	to	implement	the	Policy.	As	a	
result,	many	of	the	activities	proposed	in	the	implementation	plan	are	unrelated	to	the	Policy	
and	represent	a	new	direction	for	implementation.	Furthermore,	with	no	links	back	to	the	
strategies,	it	will	be	difficult,	if	not	impossible,	to	hold	the	government	accountable	on	
implementing	the	WSP	
	
The	guiding	principle	of	the	2005	Wild	Salmon	Policy	was	to	identify	salmon	stocks	that	are	at	
risk	--	or	in	the	red	zone	--	and	to	rebuild	populations	until	they	are	determined	to	be	safe,	or	
within	the	green	zone.	The	original	WSP	states	that:	“the	presence	of	a	conservation	unit	(CU)	
in	the	red	zone	will	initiate	an	immediate	consideration	of	ways	to	protect	the	fish,	increase	
their	abundance,	and	reduce	the	potential	risk	of	loss.”	
	
Stronger	guidance	on	‘rebuilding’	is	required.	This	should	be	addressed	by	directly	linking	the	
requirement	to	rebuild	with	Canada’s	‘Guidance	for	the	Development	of	Rebuilding	Plans	under	
the	Precautionary	Approach	Framework:	Growing	Stocks	out	of	the	Critical	Zone	‘.	The	
Guidance	specifically	speaks	to	the	linkage	between	it	and	the	WSP.	
	
While	this	guidance	document	has	been	developed	specifically	to	address	the	rebuilding	of	
stocks	out	of	the	Critical	Zone	(as	opposed	to	additional	rebuilding	processes	beyond	the	LRP),	
as	outlined	in	the	PA	Framework,	much	of	the	information	outlined	in	this	document	
(particularly	Sections	7.0	and	8.0)	may	also	prove	useful	for	those	tasked	with	additional	
rebuilding	processes	through	other	management	processes	(e.g.	rebuilding	through	the	
Cautious	Zone	and	into	the	Healthy	Zone,	application	of	the	Pacific	Wild	Salmon	Policy2,	
rebuilding	COSEWIC	assessed	species	at	risk	managed	through	the	Fisheries	Act	or	SARA).			
	
The	current	draft	document	undermines	the	intent	and	objective	of	the	original	WSP	plan	by	
lowering	the	benchmark	between	Red	and	Amber	zones,	allowing	for	salmon	populations	to	
persist	rather	than	to	thrive.	Specifically,	the	draft	plan	states	that	“the	lower	benchmark	
between	Red	and	Amber	is	set	at	a	high	enough	level	of	abundance	to	provide	a	substantial	
buffer	between	it	and	any	level	where	a	conservation	unit	would	be	considered	at	risk	of	
extinction	by	the	Committee	on	Status	of	Endangered	Wildlife	in	Canada	(COSEWIC).”	To	remain	
consistent	with	COSEWIC,	this	should	be	amended	to	say,”	the	lower	benchmark	between	Red	
and	Amber	is	set	at	a	high	enough	level	of	abundance	to	provide	a	substantial	buffer	between	it	
and	any	level	where	a	conservation	unit	would	be	considered	‘Endangered’	by	COSEWIC’.	
	
The	implementation	plan	commits	to	undertaking	biological	assessments	for	select	CUs	or	
priority	groups	of	CUs,	as	opposed	to	all	CUs.	However,	there	is	no	defined	process	for	
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determining	which	CUs	will	be	assessed.	DFO	states	that	“Fisheries	Management,	with	Science,	
will	work	on	a	method	for	prioritizing	biological	assessments	based	on	conservation	and	other	
objectives.”	It	is	not	clear	how	conservation	need	will	be	determined	and	what	the	“other	
objectives”	are	that	will	be	considered	in	the	prioritization	process.	With	no	documented	
prioritization	process,	one	could	assume	that	DFO’s	efforts	and	resources	will	continue	to	focus	
on	the	high-profile	populations	like	Fraser	sockeye,	Southern	BC	chinook,	and	Interior	Fraser	
coho.	If	only	a	handful	of	the	400+	CUs	are	assessed,	there	will	be	no	way	to	ensure	that	salmon	
biodiversity	is	being	maintained	at	the	regional	level	thus	undermining	the	overall	goal	of	the	
WSP,	which	is	to	maintain	salmon	biodiversity	by	conserving	all	CUs.	
	
In	the	draft	implementation	plan,	a	new	methodology	for	assessing	habitat	status	is	proposed.	
The	new	approach	is	based	on	assessments	of	ecosystem-habitat	status	and	is	based	on	the	
idea	that	CUs	exposed	to	similar	habitat	regimes	behave	similarly	to	broad	scale	habitat	
pressures.	The	new	approach	states	that	salmon	CUs	based	on	the	characteristics	of	the	
habitat/ecosystem	should	be	grouped	for	assessment	purposes.	This	assessment	of	ecosystem-
habitat	status	will	likely	occur	at	a	much	coarser	scale	than	what	is	currently	suggested	for	WSP	
Strategy	2	and	is	a	departure	from	the	methodology	proposed	by	Stalberg	et	al.	2009.	Most	
concerning,	however,	is	that	the	methodology	for	EU-CU	assessments	has	yet	to	be	developed	
with	a	target	completion	date	for	developing	“new	tools”	and	“ecosystem-habitat	guidance	
documents”	being	set	as	far	out	as	2022,	in	some	cases.	
	
A	more	detailed	overview	of	specific	problems	with	the	action	plan	are	detailed	in	Appendix	1.	
	
Need	for	implementation	funding	
	
A	recent	conservation	assessment	co-authored	by	SFU	and	Raincoast	Conservation	Foundation	
found	that	the	number	of	spawning	streams	monitored	is	at	all-time	low	in	the	north	and	
central	coast,	resulting	in	data	deficiency	for	50	per	cent	of	all	managed	salmon	populations	in	
these	regions	(Price	et.	al,	2017).		
	
According	to	the	Cohen	Commission,	existing	funding	within	the	DFO	Pacific	Region’s	budget	is	
insufficient	for	full	implementation	of	the	policy.	DFO	has	not	committed	additional	funding	
towards	the	implementation	of	the	Wild	Salmon	Policy	nor	included	an	implementation	budget	
within	the	draft	document.	It	will	be	impossible	to	implement	the	policy	without	more	
comprehensive	information	on	the	status	of	wild	salmon	populations.	In	the	words	of	Professor	
John	Reynolds,	one	of	the	study’s	authors,	“you	can't	manage	salmon	populations	if	you	don't	
know	how	they're	doing.”		
	
Sincerely,	
Jeffery	Young	
David	Suzuki	Foundation	
Sent	on	behalf	of	the	salmon	committee	of	the	Pacific	Marine	Conservation	Caucus	
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Appendix	1	-	Specific	Concerns	with	the	draft	Implementation	Plan	
	
Page	12	–	In	describing	the	National	and	Regional	Policy	context	in	which	the	WSP	nests,	the	
draft	Plan	fails	to	include	‘Guidance	for	the	Development	of	Rebuilding	Plans	under	the	
Precautionary	Approach	Framework:	Growing	Stocks	out	of	the	Critical	Zone’.		
	
Page	18	–	DFO	in	one	sentence	sets	out	activities	that	‘will’	be	undertaken,	and	why	it	is	quite	
likely	they	may	not	be,	by	qualifying	the	‘will’	by	saying	the	activities	will	be	accomplished	
incrementally	and	only	if	funding	is	available.	DFO	should	only	describe	actions	it	is	prepared	to	
see	through.	Anything	less	undermines	the	integrity	of	the	draft	plan.	
	
Page	18	–	in	listing	what	the	plan	is	‘scoped	to’	(whatever	‘scoped’	means),	reflect	‘guidance’	
from	the	WSP	is	the	fourth	out	of	six	bullets.	The	plan	should	so	more	than	reflect	the	intent	of	
the	WSP.	It	should	implement	the	WSP.	
	
Page	19	–	DFO	states	in	the	draft	plan,	‘successful	implementation	depends	on	a	foundation	of	
effective	collaboration	with	First	Nations,	partners,	and	stakeholders’.	No,	successful	
implementation	depends	on	DFO	who	time	and	again	in	the	draft	plan	describe	themselves	as	
the	responsible	agent.	
	
Page	19	–	DFO	determined	the	scale	to	be	the	Pacific/Area	Region.	If	this	is	the	case,	then	a	
commitment	must	be	made	to	ensure	the	responsibilities,	accountabilities,	and	resources	are	
identified	with	the	areas.	The	north	coast	has	made	next	to	no	progress	towards	WSP	
implementation	(other	than	what	has	been	accomplished	by	the	PSF	–	which	local	DFO	staff	
refused	to	support),	due	to	a	lack	of	intent,	staff,	and	resources.	
	
Page	19	–	The	use	of	the	identified	scales	may	not	make	sense	if	management	is	on	a	
Management	Unit	or	watershed	basis,	such	as	Fraser	sockeye	and	chinook,	or	Skeena	sockeye.	
	
Page	20	The	draft	plan	does	not,	as	the	heading	‘What	the	Policy	says’	states,	describe	what	the	
original	WSP	requires.	The	original	WSP	says:	
	
Conservation	Unit	in	the	Red	zone	is	undesirable	because	of	the	risk	of	extirpation,	and	the	loss	
of	ecological	benefits	and	salmon	production.	The	presence	of	a	CU	in	the	Red	zone	will	initiate	
an	immediate	consideration	of	ways	to	protect	the	fish,	increase	their	abundance,	and	reduce	
the	potential	risk	of	loss.	Biological	considerations	will	be	the	primary	drivers	for	the	
management	of	CUs	with	Red	status.	Amber	status	implies	caution	in	the	management	of	the	
CU.	While	a	CU	in	the	Amber	zone	should	be	at	a	low	risk	of	loss,	there	will	be	a	degree	of	lost	
production.	Still,	this	situation	may	result	when	CUs	share	risk	factors	with	other	more	
productive	units.	Decisions	about	the	conservation	of	CUs	in	the	Amber	zone	will	involve	broader	
consideration	of	biological,	social,	and	economic	issues.	Assuming	a	CU	is	assessed	to	be	safe	in	
the	Amber	zone	(consistent	with	Principle	1),	then	the	use	of	this	CU	involves	a	comparison	of	
the	benefits	from	restoring	production	versus	the	costs	arising	from	limitations	imposed	on	the	
use	of	other	CUs	to	achieve	that	restoration.	Social	and	economic	considerations	will	tend	to	be	



	

	 6	

the	primary	drivers	for	the	management	of	CUs	in	the	Green	zone,	though	ecosystem	or	other	
non-consumptive	use	values	could	also	be	considered	
	
The	draft	plan	undermines	the	intent	and	objective	of	the	original	plan	by	saying:	
	
The	lower	benchmark	between	Red	and	Amber	is	set	at	a	high	enough	level	of	abundance	to	
provide	a	substantial	buffer	between	it	and	any	level	where	a	CU	would	be	considered	at	risk	of	
extinction	by	Committee	on	the	Status	of	Endangered	Wildlife	in	Canada	(COSEWIC).	The	higher	
benchmark	between	Green	and	Amber	is	set	to	identify	whether	harvests	are	less	or	greater	
than	the	level	expected	to	provide,	on	average,	the	maximum	annual	catch	for	a	CU	under	
existing	environmental	conditions.		
	
Page	23	The	fourth	paragraph	does	not	accurately	describe	the	work	undertaken	by	the	Pacific	
Salmon	Foundation	on	the	Skeena.	The	PSF	has	produced	more	than	preliminary	abundance	
benchmarks.	They	evaluated	status	relative	to	a	series	of	metrics.	Correcting	this	is	important	
as	PSF	completed	similar	work	to	what	DFO	submitted	to	CSAS	for	a	status	evaluation	of	Fraser	
sockeye.	It	is	important	if	DFO	is	to	allow	NGOs,	or	other	partners,	to	complete	some	of	the	
required	activities,	that	those	activities	be	accurately	recorded	and	reported.		
	
Page	23	the	draft	Plan	needs	to	specify	how	preliminary	metric	benchmarks	will	be	
incorporated	in	Strategy	4	and	5	deliberations.	If	DFO	determines	preliminary	metric	
benchmarks	must	proceed	through	a	formal	status	assessment	led	by	DFO	before	they	are	
incorporated	in	Strategy	4	or	5	processes,	it	undermines	both	the	usefulness	and	integrity	of	
the	preliminary	benchmarks,	and	will	significantly	retard	progress	on	implementing	Strategies	4	
and	5.	The	plan	should	instead	confirm	the	preliminary	benchmarks	will	be	employed	until	they	
undergo	a	formal	status	assessment.	The	Strategy	4	processes	can	set	priorities	for	required	
status	assessments.	What	can’t	be	allowed	is	to	delay	progress	until	formal	status	assessments	
are	completed	and	published.	
	
Page	27	and	28	The	draft	plan	should	reference	‘Evaluating	Benchmarks	of	Biological	Status	for	
Data-Limited	Conservation	Units	of	Pacific	Salmon,	Focusing	on	Chum	Salmon	in	Southern	BC’.	
This	CSAS	document	provides	important	guidance	for	data	limited	CUs.	
	
Page	36	The	first	bullet	in	the	middle	of	the	page	undermines	the	WSP.	The	original	WSP	stated	
the	WSP	would	establish	an	interim	process	for	management	of	priority	CU’s,	and	although	a	
rebuilding	plan	may	be	developed	for	the	aggregate,	the	ultimate	effect	will	be	individual	plans	
for	each	CU	within	the	aggregate.	It	goes	on	to	say,	‘Planning	choices	made	at	the	aggregate	
level	with	respect	to	habitat,	enhancement,	and	fisheries	management	will	effectively	translate	
into	impacts	on	and	targets	for	each	of	the	individual	CU’s	within	the	aggregate.	This	is	very	
different	from	the	very	weak	statement	in	the	draft	that	only	calls	for,	‘specify	long-term	
biological	targets	for	CUs	and	CU	aggregates	that	ensure	conservation	and	sustainable	use’.	If	
the	draft	plan	wants	to	summarize	the	original	WSP	for	brevity,	it	should	reference	the	specific	
section	in	the	original	WSP.	There	should	be	a	direct	link	between	the	original	WSP	and	the	
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draft	implementation	plan.	The	draft	plan	should	not	re-interpret	the	intent	and	content	of	the	
original	document.	
	
Page	37.	Again,	this	summary	of	the	content	and	intent	described	in	the	original	document	is	
insufficient.	If	the	draft	plan	is	going	to	employ	‘shorthand’,	it	should	state	that	is	what	it	is	
doing,	and	tell	readers,	that	for	a	fuller	understanding,	they	should	refer	to	the	original	
document.	
	
Page	38	FRSSI	is	not	an	example	of	a	Strategy	4	process.	It	was	never	designed	to	be,	is	not	used	
as	such,	and	does	not	have	the	technical	capability	to	be	so.	It	needs	to	be	removed	as	an	
example.	
	
Page	38	It	is	inappropriate	for	DFO	to	use	the	Skeena	Watershed	Initiative	(2008-2011)	as	an	
example	of	a	Strategy	4	process.	DFO	walked	away	from	the	process,	and	its	outcomes.	
	
Page	39	-	43	A	key	takeaway	from	the	’10	lessons	learned’	is	DFO	must	provide	DFO	scientists,	
managers,	realistic	funding,	a	pragmatic	schedule,	technical	support,	and	sound	science.	This	
runs	counter	to	DFO’s	contention	that	WSP	implementation	must	occur	within	existing	budgets.	
Successful	Strategy	4	and	5	outcomes	requires	DFO	identify	and	make	available	the	necessary	
resources.	Failing	to	do	this	undermines	the	integrity	of	the	draft	plan.	It	is	inconsistent	to	detail	
the	required	activities,	state	the	required	activities	must	be	completed	if	successful	outcomes	
are	to	be	expected,	and	also	say	the	resources	to	actually	complete	the	outcomes	are	unlikely	
to	be	made	available,	
	
Page	44	–	The	last	bullet	should	include	a	referent	to	Canada’s	rebuilding	Policy.	
	
Page	45	-	2.1a	This	is	too	weak.	It	is	not	enough	to	direct	manager’s	to	‘look’	for	strategic	
opportunities;	they	should	be	directed	to	‘integrate	WSP	objectives	into	ongoing	planning…’	
	
Page	45	-	2.1e	should	provide	a	link	to	the	Rebuilding	Policy	
	
Page	47	2.4a	is	much	too	weak.	Instead	of	saying	Fisheries	Management	will	‘consider	WSP	
priorities…’,	it	should	say	Fisheries	Management,	‘will	incorporate…’	
	
Page	47	-	2.4	should	have	a	section	for	the	North	Coast	
	
Page	48	-	2,6c	Should	be	edited	to	read,	‘Continue	to	implement	Fisheries	Monitoring	and	Catch	
Reporting	Framework	to	incorporate	risk	based	standards	and	monitor	and	evaluate	programs	
funded	by	harvesters.	
	
Page	51	The	reporting	section	is	inadequate.	There	needs	to	be	an	independent	audit	at	the	
conclusion	of	the	five	year	period	to	determine	whether	the	stated	objectives	were	achieved,	
and	the	identified	actions/activities	successfully	completed.	
	


