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INTRODUCTION

1. At its tenth meeting, the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity
requested the Executive Secretary to work viRdrties and other Governments as well as competent
organizations and regional initiatives, such as the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations (FAO), regional seas conventions and action plans, and, where appropriate, regional fisheries
maragement organizations (RFMOSs) to organize, including the setting of terms of reference, a series of
regional workshops, with a primary objective to facilitate the description of ecologically or biologically
significant marine areas through the applicatbiscientific criteria in annex | of decision 1X/20 as well

as other relevant compatible and complementary nationally and intergovernmentally agreed scientific
criteria, as well as the scientific guidance on the identification of marine areas beyondilnation
jurisdiction, which meet the scientific criteria in annex | to decision 1X/20 (paragraph 36 of
decisionX/29).

2. In the same decision, the Conference of the Parties requested that the Executive Secretary make
available the scientific and technical daamd information and results collated through the workshops
referred to above to participating Parties, other Governments, intergovernmental agencies and the
Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA) for their use acdording

their competencies.

” Reposted on 19 June for technical reasons.
! The designations employed and the presentation of material in this note do not imply the expression of any opinion
whatsoever on the part ofdlSecretariat concerning the legal status of any country, territory, city or area or of its
authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries.
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3. Subsequently, the Conference of the Parties, at its eleventh meeting, requested the Executive
Secretary to further collaborate with Parties, other Governments, competent organizations, and global and
regional initiatives, such asdHJnited Nations General Assembly Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole

on the Regular Process for Global Reporting and Assessment of the State of the Marine Environment,
including SocieEconomic Aspects, the International Maritime Organization, the Food gridufture
Organization of the United Nations, regional seas conventions and action plans, and, where appropriate,
regional fisheries management organizations, with regard to fisheries management, and also including the
participation of indigenous and Ildceommunities, to facilitate the description of areas that meet the
criteria for EBSAs through the organization of additional regional or subregional workshops for the
remaining regions or subregions where Parties wish workshops to be held, and fah#redfscription

of the areas already described where new information becomes available (paragraph 12 of
decisionX1/17).

4, Pursuant to the above requests and with financial support from the Government of Finland, the
Secretariat convened the Arctic RegioNdbrkshop to Facilitate the Description of Ecologically or
Biologically Significant Marine Areas (EBSAS), in collaboration with the Arctic Council Working Group
onthe Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF). The workshop was hosted by the Goveshment
Finland and was held from 3 to 7 March 2014 in Helsinki, Finland.

5. With the financial support of the Government of Finland, the Secretariat of the Convention on
Biological Diversity commissioned a technical team to support their scientific and teghm@patation

for the workshop. The results of this technical preparation were made available in the meeting document
on Data to Inform the CBD Arctic Regional Workshop to Facilitate the Description of Ecologically or
Biologically Significant Marine AreadANEP/CBD/EBSA/WS/2014/1)3

6. The workshop was attended by experts f@amada, the Kingdom of Denmark, Finland,
Norway, Russian Federation, Sweden, United States of America, SBSTTA Bureau, Arctic Council
Working Group on the Arctic Monitoring and Assessnferdgramme, Arctic Council Working Group on

the Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna, Global Ocean Biodiversity Initi@i@dl), International

Council for the Exploration of the Sednternational Union for Conservation of Natur8JCN)
GlobalMarine and Polar Programme, Inuit Circumpolar Council, Marine Mammal Council, Natural
Resources Defense Council, North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission, OSPAR Commission Secretariat,
Saami Council, United Nations Universitynstitute of Advanced Studies, aldWF Russia. The full list

of participants is attached as annex I.

ITEM 1. OPENING OF THE MEETI NG

7. On behalf of the Government of Finland, as the host of the workéiopTimo Tanninen,

Director General, Department of the Natural Environment, Ministry ef Environment,welcomed
participants to the workshop. He noted that the scientific criteria for ecologically or biologically
significant areas were crucial for improving the understanding of important ocean areas. Noting also that
the data compiled providea valuable, ypo-d at e sour ce of information in
objectives, he thanked the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity and the organizations
that contributed data for their lostigrm work and regional cooperation. Mmanninen explained thale

new Finnish National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan 22020 emphasized the implementation

of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 202020 and its Aichi Biodiversity Targets, including Target 11,

which called for the mtection of at least 10 per cent of coastal and marine aretisg thatFi nl and 6 s
aim was to establish an ecologically representative, effectively managed network of marine protected
areasMr . Tanni nen no teeitdrialtwhtery, it hadchieved thé ardaadel sbjectives of

the Baltic Sea Protected Areas (BSPA) network, based on the Convention on the Protection of the Marine
Environment of the Baltic Sea Area (HELCOMj)kewise, in 2012 the Government decided to expand

the Natura 2000 nebrk with five new protected areas (totalling 30,000 hectares), situated both in
Finlandds territorial wat er s Herbtedi furthei thasdditienalc | u s i v ¢
efforts were required to ensure adequate management and use plararifier pnotected areas. He
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concluded by noting that, since the impacts of climate change were likely to affect the Arctic sooner than
the global average, cooperation and scientific advice for management were highly méedddhed
participants good luchnitheir deliberations.

8. On the second day of the workshafr, Ville Niinistd, Minister of the Environment of Finland,
delivered a special welcome address. Mr. Niinist6 welcomed Mr. Braulio Ferreira de Souza Dias,
Executive Secretary of the CBD, and alltbé workshop participants to Finland. He emphasized the

i mportance that Finland placed on Arctic issues
released in 2013. The Strategy set ambitious goals to work towards sustainable developmentiamthe reg
including through the development of networks of nature conservation areas, with the goal of improving
environmental protection while also clarifying the framework for economic activity. It paid particular
attention to the protection of areas beyoradianal jurisdiction around the North Pole. He noted the
timeliness of this workshop, given that the Arctic region had very rapidly become an area of great
international and economic interest. He recalled the commitment made by @tates outcome
documet of the United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development (UNCSD) inT2@&1Euture

We Wantto address the urgent need to proceed with the issue of the conservation and sustainable use of
marine biological diversity in areas beyond national jucisoin, and highlighted the role of the CBD in
implementing the ocean commitments emanating from UNCSD. He noted that he looked forward to
taking part in the twelfth meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention and wished the
workshop fruitfuldeliberations.

9. On behalf of the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity,Braulio Ferreira de

Souza Diaswelcomed participants and thanked them for participating in this workshop, the seventh
regional EBSA workshop convened by the Seciataf the ConventiorHe thanked the Government of
Finland for hosting this workshop and for their kind financial support, wihéthenabled the convening

of this workshop and the participation of experts from the region. He also thanked the Arctid Counc
Working Group on Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF) for their excellent cooperation in the
scientific and technical preparation for this workshop, and for coordinating the scientific inputs from
other relevant Working Groups of the Arctic @oil. He stressed the critical role of Arctic marine
biodiversity to the health and wdiking of Arctic States and coastal communities, especially indigenous
communities, and in supporting the healtHoge funct.
link between healthy marine ecosystems and resilient coastal communities in the Arctic. He emphasized
that the conservation and sustainable use of Arctic biodiversity were essential to the achievement of the
Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2032020 ad its Aichi Biodiversity Targets. Citing increasing global
attention on the urgent need to effectively protect and preserve marine biodiversity, including in the
ongoing United Nations Open Working Group on Sustainable Development Goals, he outlinégat#he c

role of the regional EBSA workshops in describing ocean areas in need of special attention. He expressed
his wish for successful deliberations.

10. On behalf of the Arctic Council Working Group on the Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna
(CAFF), Mr. Tom Barry, Executive Secretary, delivered a statement. Mr. Barry highlighted the important
role of the CBD as alobal platform and policy framework to conserve and sustainably use Arctic
biodiversity. He described the complementary role of CAFF, withetdp the CBDit acts as a vehicle

for knowledge and action in the Arctic region and helps inform the implementation of the CBD by
providing information on the status and trends of Arctic biodiversity. He notedRéselution of
Cooperation between ttgecretariats of the Conventi@nd CAFF as an important means to strengthen
the implementation of the Convention in the Arctic region. He also cited decisions X/13 and XI/6, which
invited the Arctic Council to provide relevant information and assessmeAtstif biodiversity through

CAFF and encouraged continued collaboration between CBD and CAFF. He also highlighted the
contribution of CAFF to the CBDO6s Gl obal Bi odi ver
in the twelfth meeting of the Confarce of the Parties, and the scientific and technical contribution of
CAFF to the current EBSA workshop as a demonstration of how such cooperation could contribute to
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building and sharing knowledge, and enhancing capacity for implementation of the Camventhe
Arctic.

ITEM 2. ELECTION OF THE CO -CHAIRS, ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA AND
ORGANIZATION OF WORK

11. After a brief explanation by the Secretariait the Convention on Biological Diversitgn
procedures for electing the workshopatmirs, Ms. Anita Makine (Finland), who was offered by the
hosting Government, and Mr. Jake Rice (Canada), who was proposed by an expert from Russia and
seconded by an expert from Finland, were elected as the workslcbpica

12. Participants were  then invited to consider the  qorisional agenda
(UNEP/CBD/EBSA/WS/2014/1)land the proposed organization of work, as contained in annex Il to the
annotations to the provisional agenddNEP/CBD/EBSA/WS/2014/1/1/Add)1and adopted them
without any amendments.

13. The workshop was organized plenary sessions and brealst group sessiondhe cechairs
nominated the followingapporteurs for the plenary sessions, taking amasideratiorthe expertise and
experience of the workshop participants and in consultation with the Secretariat:

1 Agenda item 3 \orkshop background, scope and output): Pat Halpin (Technical Support
Team);

I Agenda item 4review of relevant scientific information): Lisa Speer (NRDC);

1 Agenda item 5description ofareas meetingBSA criterig): Marjo Vierros (UNU);

1 Agendaiem 6 {dentification of gaps): Tom Barry (CAFF Secretariat).

ITEM 3. WORKSHOP BACKGROUND, SCOPE AND OUTPUT
14. Ms . Ji hyun Lee (CBD Secretariat) provided an
highlighted the workshopb6és objectives and expecte

15. Theworkshop participants noted the following points regarding the guidance from the tenth and
eleventh meetings of the Conference of the Parties and on the regional workshop process as well as the
potential contribution of scientific information producedvisgrkshops:

(a) The Conference of the Parties to the Convention (COP), at its tenth meeting, noted that
the application of the scientific criteria in annex | of decision IX/20 for the identification of ecologically
or biologically significantmarineareas pres#s a tool which Parties and competent intergovernmental
organizations may choose to use to progress towards the implementation of ecosystem approaches in
relation to areas both within and beyond national jurisdiction, through the identification of adeas a
features of the marine environment that are important for conservation and sustainable use of marine and
coastal biodiversity (paragraph 25 of decision X/29);

(b) The application of the EBSA criteria is a scientific and technical exeraise, he
identification of EBSAs and the selection of conservation and management measures is a matter for States
and competent intergovernmental organizations, in accordance with international law, including the
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (paragrajoi @écision X/29);

(©) The EBSA description process is an open and evolving process that should be continued
when there is sufficient advancement in the availability of scientific information (paragraphs 9 and 12 of
decision XI/17);

(d) The request by the Comfce of the Parties at its eleventh meeting, recalling
paragraph8 of decision IX/20 and paragraph 43 of decision X/29Pfnties and other Governments to
further provide for inclusion in the repository or informat&imaring mechanism, as determineg b
submitting Parties or Governmengcientific and technical information and experience relating to the
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application of the criteria for EBSAs ather relevant compatible and complementary nationally and
intergovernmentally agreed scientific criteliim areas within national jurisdiction before the twelfth
meeting of the Conference of the Parties (paragraphs 16 and 18, decision XI/17);

(e) Each workshop is tasked with describing areas meeting the EBSA criteria or other
relevant criteria based on best avakabtientific information. As such, experts at the workshops are not
expected to discuss any management issues, including threats to the areas; and

() The EBSA description process facilitates scientific collaboration and inforrsttemng
at national, subregnal and regional levels.

16. Mr. Jake Rice (Canada) delivered a presentation on the scientific criteria for EBSAs (annex | to
decision [X/20, http://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cdi®/cop-09-dec20-en.pd) and the scientific
guidance on the application of EBSA criteria, building upon the results of the Expert Workshop on
Scientific and Technical Guidance on the Use of Biogeographic Classification Systems and Identification
of Marine Areas beyond National Jurisdiction in Need of Protection (Ottawa, Canada, 29 September to
2 October 2009) Http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/mar/ebsp-01/aher/ebsenp-01-ewbcsima01-02-

en.pdj. He also shared experience from previous EBSA workshops in the North Pacific andEakirth
Atlantic regions.

17. Ms. Lisa Speer (NRDC) delivered a presentation on the IUCN/NRDC workshop on EBSA
description in the Arcticegion.

18. Mr. Tom Barry (CAFF Secretariat) delivered a presentatioretavant scientific programmes by
CAFF and other working groups of the Arctic Council. In particular, he highlighted the results of the
reportidentification of Arctic Marine Areas of hightened Ecological and Cultural Significance: Arctic
Marine Shipping Assessment (AMSA).IIC

19. Ms. Anita Irmeli Mékinen (Finland) delivered a presentation on the r&uetially Designated
Marine Areas in the Arctic High Seas: Arctic Marine Shipping Assass(AMSA) 11D

20. Ms. Emily Corcoran (OSPAR Commission Secretaratpvided an overview ofhe work
undertaken by OSPAR and NEAFC to describe areas in the-HaghAtlantic, including areas in the
Arctic Region.

21. Ms. Polina Zhbanova (WWF) delivered a preseat i on on WWFO6s wor k on
areas in the Arctic region.

22. Ms. Marjo Vierros (UNU) provided an overview of traditional knowledge related to Arctic
marine species and habitats, and perspectives on the incorporation of traditional knowledge into t
EBSA criteria.

23. Mr . Mi chael Tetley (GOBI) provided a present a
parallel process to compile information and increase awareness on marine mammals, and on the
development of a standardized IMMA protocol.

24. Mr. Pat Hapin (Technical Support Team) provided a regional overview of biogeographic
information on open ocean water and dsep habitats and explained various considerations to be made
in defining the geographic scope of the workshop, also noting the boundariee pfevious two
workshops in the Nortkast Atlantic and North Pacific regions.

25. Summaries of the above presentations are provided in anbeboW.

26. Building upon information provided by thematic presentations under this agenda item, the
workshop cechars led a discussion on the geographic scope for the workshop. Experts from Parties and
other Governments were first asked if there any national processes for applying EBSA criteria or
similar criteria within their respective countries andwanetherthey wished to have this workshop
undertake description of EBSAS in their respective marine waters within national jurisdictions.


http://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-09/cop-09-dec-20-en.pdf
http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/mar/ebsa-np-01/other/ebsa-np-01-ewbcsima-01-02-en.pdf
http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/mar/ebsa-np-01/other/ebsa-np-01-ewbcsima-01-02-en.pdf

UNEP/CBD/EBSA/WS/2014/1/5
Page6

27. The workshop agreed to take note of relevant national and/or regional processes applying EBSA
criteria or other similar critéa for identifying marine areas of particular importance.

28. Those countries with relevant national processes applying EBSA criteria or similar criteria were
invited to provide brief summaries of the national processes.

29. As such, the workshop noted:

(@) C a n a dxaddience in applying the scientific criteria for EBSAs in marine areas within
their national jurisdiction in the Arctic region, as presented by Ms. Lisa Loseto (Canada) and summarized
in annex lll

(b) The work of Greenland (Kingdom of Denmark) on idertify Areas of Heightened
Ecological Significance and Ecologically and Biologically Significant Marine Areas in Greenland, as
presented by Mr. Tom Christensand summarized in annex I,

(© Norwaybs experience in identifyéaepsiand ma
Norwegian waters, as presented\ty. Cecilie H. von Quillfeldt and summarized in anhiéxand

(d) Work being undertaken in the United States of America relevant to describing EBSAS in
the Arctic region, as presented by Mhilip Mundy and sumnrized in annex .

30. The workshop participants agreed on the geographic scope for the workshop, in consideration of
the following:

(a) The regional geographical delineation of CAFF. This constituted the starting geographic
scope of the workshop;

(b) Marine areas ithin the national jurisdiction of the Russian Federation, as proposed by
the experts from the Russian Federation based on national processes, except for the areas already
considered by the North Pacific Regional Workshop to Facilitate the Descriptiocotdgieally or
Biologically Significant Marine Areas (Moscow, Russian Federatioetfuary to 1 March 2013);

(© Marine areas within the national jurisdiction (200 nautical miles) of Canada, Greenland
(Kingdom of Denmark), Norway, and the United States wexeluded from consideration by this
workshop;

(d) In the Pacific, the Bering Strait was taken as a southern boundary for this workshop as no
additional information to complement previous work done by the North Pacific workshop referred to
above was identified

(e) In the Atlantic, the CAFF boundary was retained as the southern boundary for the
workshop. It was noted that some of the areas beyond national jurisdiction in central Arctic waters had
been included in the scope of the Joint OSPAR/NEAFC/CBD Scientifik¥op on the Identification
of Ecologically or Biologically Significant Marine Areda the NorthEast Atlantic (Hyeres, France,
8and 9 September 2011). The participants agreed that the work at the current workshop would
complement previous work in tlaeea of overlap.

31. The participants agreed on the geographic scope of the workshop as illustrated in the map in
annex IX.

ITEM 4. REVIEW OF RELEVANT S CIENTIFIC DATA/INFOR MATION/MAPS
COMPILED AND SUBMITT ED FOR THE WORKSHOP

32. For the consideration of this iternthe workshop had before it two notes by the Executive
Secretary: documettNEP/CBD/RW/EBSA/W®&L/3, containing data to inform the CBD Arctic Regional
Workshop to Facilitate the Description of Ecologically or Biologically significant Marine Areas, which
was prepared in support of the workshop deliberation, and docubhs&P/CBD/EBSA/WS/2014/1/4,
containing a compilation of the submissions of scientific information to describe ecologically or
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biologically significant marine areas in the Arctic, submitted bitiBs, other Governments and relevant
organizations in response to the€CBD Secr et ari at 6s -186o tReff ino.at i on
SCBD/SAM/DC/JL/IJG/82923)dated 21 November 2013 he documents/references submitted prior to

the workshop were made available for thieermation of workshop participants on the meeting website
(https://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=EBSAWZH1401).

33. Mr. Pat Halpin provided a presentationidfRe vi ew of r el dnfoanation/magsi ent i f
compil ed to facilitate t he d e s based pdni dooumert f EB:
UNEP/CBD/EBSA/WS/2014/1/3A summary of his presentation is provided in annex II.

34. Site-based submissions of scientific information on areas meeting EBS#ianitere presented

by Ms. Cecilie H. von Quillfeld{Norway), Mr. Vassily A. Spiridonov (Russian Federation), Ms. Maria
Gavrilo (Russian FederationMs. Parnuna Eged@dCC), Mr. StanislavBelikov (MMC), andMs. Lisa

Speer (NRDC)The information provideih these presentations was reviewed, augmented with additional
information, and, as appropriate, incorporated into the description of areas meeting the EBSA criteria by
the breakout groupsEachpresentation describing areas meeting the EBSA criteriada® an overview

of the areas considered, the assessment of the area against the EBSA criteria, scientific data/information
available as well as other relevant information.

ITEMS5. DESCRIPTION OF AREAS MEETING EBSA CRITERI A THROUGH
APPLICATION OF THE S CIENTIFIC CRITERIA AND OTHER
RELEVANT, COMPATIBLE AND COMPLEMENTARY NA TIONALLY
AND INTERGOVERNMENTA LLY AGREED SCIENTIFI C CRITERIA

36. The meeting agreed that the four types of areas meeting the EBSA criteria described in the report
of the abovamentioned Nah Pacific Regional Workshop to Facilitate the Description of Ecologically or
Biologically Significant Marine Areas, Moscow, Russian Federation
(http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/mar/ebsp-01/official/ebsanp-01-04-en.pdf) might be useful in

reporting on eeas meeting the EBSA criteria in the Arctic as well. These were:

(a) Spatially stable features whose positions are known and individually resolved on the
maps.Examples include individual seamounts and feeding areas for sharks and seabirds. Such areas do
not have to be used as important habitats all year round, nor does all the area have to be used every year.
However, the feature(s) is entirely contained in the corresponding map polygons;

(b) Spatially stable features whose individual positions are known, but umhber of
individual cases are being groupe&xamples include a group of coastal areas, seamounts or seabird
breeding sites where the location of each is known but a single polygon on the map and corresponding
description encompasses all the membersefjtioup. The grouping may be done because there may be
insufficient knowledge to evaluate each separately or the information is basically the same for all
members of the group, so one description can be applied to all group members;

(© Spatially stable featurs whose individual positions are not knowlxamples include
areas where coral or sponge concentrations are likely, based on, for example, modelling of suitable
habitats, but information is insufficient to specify the locations of each individual coati@mtrEach
such area may be represented by a single map polygon and description, but the entire area inside the
polygon isnot to be interpreted as filled with the feature(s) meeting the criteria. Narrative about these
areas should stress the importandegetting better information on the spatial distribution of these
features; and

(d) Features that are inherently not spatially fixedlhe position of this feature moves
seasonally and among years. The map polygon for such a feature should include theefdtcapged
by the front (or other feature) during a typical year. However, the description and its narrative should
describe seasonal movement of the key feature(s). The text for description should also make very clear
that at any given time, the ecolodiaaportance usually is highest wherever the feature is located at that


https://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=EBSAWS-2014-01
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time and often decreases as distance from the feature increases. It may even be the case that at any given
time some parts of the total area contained in the polygon are ecologitthkdlyifferent from areas
outside the polygon.

37. Correspondingly, each description for an area found to meet EBSA criteria includes clear
statements about the degree to which the boundaries are fixed or mobile over time (at various scales, e.g.,
months years), and how clearly the boundaries of the features can be specified with existing knowledge.
The maps of the areas meeting EBSA criteria also use different symbols/colours to reflect the different
types of areas meeting EBSA criteria.

38. The meetingnoted that, based on the concepts of ecological or biological significance, EBSA
criteria could be applied on all scales from global to local. Once a scale had been selected, however, the
criteria were intended to be used to evaluate areas and ecosgatamned in a contexelative toother

areas and features at the given scale (taking note of paragraph 41 below).

39. This workshop was mandated to evaluate areas regiomidtiin the Arctic Ocean. However, the
workshop considered that the entire Ardicean has important features that need to be viewed on a
global scale. At this global scale, ecological features of the Arctic justify a higher degree of risk aversion
in the Arctic than would be the norm for many lovatitude marine regions, if managemhés to keep

human uses sustainable and adequately protect biodiversity. This perspective is presented in annex IV of
this report.

40. The areas meeting EBSA criteria described in this report should be viewed relative to this overall
context. Furthermotean additional degree of precaution is needed for threats to the features that
characterize the areas found to meet EBSA criteria on the scale of the Arctic as a whole .

41. Several of the countries bordering the Arctic Ocean have national processinfiication of

EBSAs or for application of similar spatial criteria within their EEZ&he progress or results of these
processes were reported to this workshop, as summarized in annex Ill, as background information. The
experiences of applying the EBSAiteria through national processes were useful in applying the criteria

and interpreting scientific information in marine areas beyond national jurisdiction. However, the meeting
also encountered some additional challenges in applying and interprétim @olely in areas beyond

national jurisdiction, when many important features of the Arctic straddle these areas and national waters,
or are shared among States with common borders. These challenges are discussed in annex V, where
some suggestions tal@dress these challenges in future work in describing EBSAs are proposed.

42. The workshop found it challenging to apply the EBSA criteria to the sea ice ecosystems of the
Arctic. The sea ice is a very significant feature of the Arctic, and it is alsoyrdghbmic both spatially

and temporally. In addition, at any given time the ice is not a homogeneous feature structurally or
ecologically, and the extent and nature of heterogeneity change seasonally. The nature of heterogeneity of
sea ice has also beenaciging over time, most probably in response to climate change, with the ratio of
multiyear ice to annual ice changing from 3:1 to 1:3 in the past decade. Finally, for substantial periods
each year, most or all the Arctic (aside from a few leads or polyasssibed as areas meeting EBSA
criteria in the workshop or in reports from national processes), especially areas beyond national
jurisdiction, is icecovered. Hence, during those times of high ice coverage, the collective ecological
f eat ur e oafthoughseedogidally erdiologically significant in various ways in various places
throughout the Arctic, is a feature of the Arctic as a whole, and not addressed well by criteria and a
process intended to identify areaseahancedcological or biologial significancewithin the Arctic.

43. The two 0f,asdescib& 3Afseas 1 and 2 in the appendix to annex VI, are the results
of trying to capture the dynamic and heterogeneous properties of sea ice and associated ecosystem(s)

2 For this report the experts used the 200 nautical mile boundary for countries dndem results of national processes. This
is intended to allow consistent scientific and technical practices to be followed in application of the criteria, an@ makes n
judgement of the territorial borders of any States.
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within the EBSA @scriptions. These descriptions are, however, presented as a workable compromise
rather than a perfect solution to how heterogeneous, dynamic, and periodically widespread ecological
properties can be captured with explicit criteria or narrative descriptiod maps that use different
colours to symbolize different areas meeting EBSA criteria.

44, Indigenous peoples have lived in the Arctic for millennia, and their knowledge of the Arctic and

its biodiversity is deeply integrated with their culture andlilinaods. At this workshop it was clear that,
notwithstanding efforts by countries bordering the Arctic to include this knowledge in their respective
national EBSA processes, approaches that place arbitrary national borders on such knowledge are
artificial. In addition, the slow progress on a framework for use of social and cultural criteria for areas in
need of enhanced protection posed additional challenges to the work of the group. Annex VII discusses
these issues in the context of the Arctic and thallewimplications for the EBSA process.

45, Thearea defined as Aithe Arctico for this work
considered in the Joint OSPAR/NEAFC/CBD Scientific Workshop on the Identificati@ealbgically

or Biologically Signifiant Marine Areasn the NorthEast Atlantic (Hyeres, France, 8 and 9 September

2011) and in the Pacific with the area considered in the North Pacific Regional Workshop to Facilitate the
Description of Ecologically or Biologically Significant Marine Areasferred to in paragrapi03above.

The workshop did not revaluate any specific areas proposed as meeting EBSA criteria at either of those
workshops. However, where ecological or biological features considered signiffi¢aair own rightfor

the Arctic extended into these overlapping regions, the feature was treated as a consistent feature integral

to the area being considered at this workshop.

46. Following discussion of the information to be captured in the maps and EBSA descriptions, the
workshop pdicipants were then split into several break groups, as follows:

@) Given the importance of ongoing comparable processes at the national level,-aubreak
group was formed to reflect on tipeogress or results of these proces3é® output of this bek-out
group is provided in annex lll;

(b) A breakout group was formed with the task of articulating the unique qualities of the
marine areas of the Arctic, with a focus on the ecological and biological significance of the region in a
global context. The out of this brealout group is provided in annex IV;

(© A breakout group also was formed to discuss the challenges encountengulying and
interpreting criteria solely in areas beyond national jurisdiction, when many important features of the
Arctic straddle these areas and national waters, or are shared among States with commonTi@ders
output of this brealout group is provided in annex V;

(d) Given the challenges discussed in paragraph 44 with regard to effectively capturing the
knowledge and perspeetis of indigenous and local communities (ILCs) through existing workshop
processes, a breat group was formed to address this issue. The output of this-tméajcoup is
provided in annex VI,

(e) A breakout group was also formed to discuss means to amaial and cultural criteria
for the identification of areas relevant to the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in need of
such enhanced measures. The output of this fmeggroup is provided in annex VII;

() A breakout group was formed toedcribe areas meeting EBSA criteria by capturing the
dynamic and heterogeneous properties of sea ice and associated ecosystem(s). The output of this break
out group is reflected in the workshopdés descript

(9) A bre&-out group was also formed to facilitate the organization and potential grouping
of the EBSA descriptions that were put forth by the experts from the Russian Federation. The output of
thisbreako ut group is reflected i nsintatmex Viland kssappenpdids desc
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(h) The majority of the areas proposed prior to the workshop as meeting EBSA criteria were
justified primarily by the biological and/or ecological significance of their physical or geomorphological
features. There was also dission on the need to ensure that appropriate consideration is given to critical
types of biodiversity in the Arctic region, particularly birds, marine mammals and benthic biodiversity. A
breakout group was formed to examine available data related ¢3,lnarine mammals and benthic
biodiversity in the Arctic to determine if the existing EBSA descriptions adequately incorporated
important areas for these types of biodiversity or whether there was a need to discuss additional areas.
The output of this bigk-out group is reflected in the discussion on the need for future scientific
collaboration and data gathering under agenda item 6, in annex X.

47. Participants were assisted by the technical support team, including GIS operators, who made
hard/electroniccopies of the maps available for the break group discussions, and assisted group
discussion with analysis and interpretation of scientific data compiled for the workshop.

48. During the breafout group discussions agicipants who were working on thaescription of

areas meeting EBSA criteria drew approximate boundaries of these areas on a map provided by the
technical support team to keep track of opportunities to extend or merge areas and to identify areas that
had yet to be considered.

49, The resiis of the breajlout group discussions were reported at the plenary for consideration. A
this time, workshop participants reviewed the description of areas meeting EBSA criteria that emerged
from these discussions, which were recorded on templates protgethe CBD Secretariat, and
considered them for inclusion on the final list of areas meeting EBSA criteria.

50. The workshop participants agreed on descriptions of 11 areas meeting EBSA driteyiare
listed in annex VIl and described in its appiend he map of described areas is contained in annex IX.

ITEM 6. IDENTIFICATION OF GA PS AND NEEDS FOR FUR'THER
ELABORATION IN DESCR IBING AREAS MEETING EBSACRITERIA ,
INCLUDING THE NEED F OR THE DEVELOPMENT O F SCIENTIFIC
CAPACITY AND FUTURE SCIENTIFI C COLLABO RATION

51. Building on the workshop deliberations, the workshop participants were invited to identify,
through brealout group sessions and open plenary discussion, gaps and needs for further elaboration in
describing areas meeting EBSA criteria, inclgdihe need to develop scientific capacity and future
scientific collaboration.

52. The results of the plenary and breait group discussions are discussed in abhiex

ITEM 7. OTHER MATTERS
53. No other matters were discussed.
ITEM 8. ADOPTION OF THE REP ORT

54, Participants considered and adopted the workshop report on the basis of a draft report prepared
and presented by the-chairs with some changes.

55. Participants agreed that any additional scientific information and scientific references would b
provided to the CBD Secretariat by workshop participants within two weeks of the closing of the
workshop in order to further refine the description of areas meeting EBSA criteria contained in annex
VIII and its appendix.

ITEM 9. CLOSURE OF THE MEETING

56. In closing the workshop, on behalf of the Government of Finl&tsd,Marina von Weissenberg

(CBD nationalfocal point) congratulated the hard work by the workshop participants through excellent
collaboration throughout the week. She highly commendedltes leadership of workshop -chairs,
excellent scientific and technical support by the technical support team, and the efficient and effective
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servicingby the CBD Secretariat members as well as the contributions of all the rapporteurs to the report
preparation. Workshop cohairs and participants expressed their sincere thanks to the Government of

Finland for its warm hospitality and excellent logistical support, which had enabled the workshop

discussions to be very fruitful.

57. The workshop was closed 7 p.m. on Friday, 7 March 2014.
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Annex Il

SUMMARY OF THEME PRESENTATIONS

Agenda item 3

CBD6s EBSA process, wor kshop objectives and exp:¢
Secretariat)

Ms. Lee introduced the process for describing ecologically or biologisaiyificant marine areas
(EBSASs), beginning with the adoption of the EBSA criteria at the ninth meeting of the Conference of the
Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity and the cathleytenth meeting of the Conference of

the Partiego organze a series of regional EBSA workshops. Ms. Lee explained that in accordance with
the guidance provided lifzie eleventh meeting of the Conference of the Patesimmary report of the

first two EBSA workshops had already been submitbeithe United Nabns General Assembly (UNGA)

and its relevant processeshe informedhe meetinghat the results of subsequent workshops, including
the present one, would be submitted to the forthcoraigbteenth meeting of the Subsidiary Body on
Scientific, Technicahnd Technological AdviceSBSTTA18) andtwelfth meeting of the Conference of

the Parties She briefed the meeting that gpreviousregional workshops liabeen held thus far,
involving a total of 92 countries and 79 regional and international organiggsibe then highlighted the
potenti al benefits of the EBSA process in furtheri
goals for marine biodiversity conservation, by facilitating scientific collaboration and increasing
awareness.

Criteria and guidance for EBSAs protection anduse ofspecialmarine places (by Jake Rice, Canada)

Mr. Rice reviewed the seven criteria adopted by the Conference of the Parties to the Convention at its
ninth meeting (decision 1X/20) for the evaluation of ecolodycair biologically significant areas.

Mr. Rice first introduced the definition of each criterion, provided some context for the application of the
criteria in the Arctic region, as well as some guidance on their use, as contained in annex | to decision
IX/20. He then summarized some of the lessons that have been learned about the application of the
criteria, based on experience with their use in other CBD workshops and national processes. Attention
was given to the intent that the criteria are to be apjtie relative rather than absolute context, and
relative to the general representation of the ecological features at the scale chosen for eachdmorkshop
this case, at the scale of the Arctic. It was stressed that the criteria were designed to be applied
individually with regard to their relative significance within the region under consideration, but results of
the criteria application can be fAlayeredod to bui
significance of each area. He advisedwwekshop participants that both the maps of areas meeting the
criteria and the narrative associated with maps should clearly describe how strongly each area reflects the
properties of each criterion, and how many criteria may be met in which ways bgreach

The IUCN-NRDC Workshop to Identify Areas of Ecological and Biological Significance or
Vulnerability in the Arctic Marine Environment (by Lisa Speer, Natural Resources Defi@ouncil i
NRDC)

Ms. Speer outlined the approach and outcomes of the INRBIC Workshop to ldentifyAreas of
Ecological and Biological Significance or Vulnerability the Arctic Marine Environment, which took

place in 2010 and convened 34 scientists and members of indigenous and local communities with
expertise in various aspedtArctic marine ecosystems and species. Base maps showing the distribution
of oceanographic and biological features and species distribution were prepared in advance using
information from publicly available databases. The maps were made availablédipgts one month

prior to the workshop, with provision for preliminary suggestions for EBSAs via abaséd GIS
mapping programme. At the workshop, participants reviewed these preliminary maps and created new
ones based on their expert knowledge arditisthal data they brought to the meeting. In the final plenary
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session, the idea emerged that some EBSAs are of particular importance due to the fact that they meet
most or all of the CBD criteria, or meet one or more of them at a level of global sigo#icThe
participants decided to name these areas fASuper E
set of maps depicting 77 Arctic marine EBSAs andilSu per EBSAs O, together
references, a table indicating which of the EBSifedia are met by each site, and descriptions of each of

t he ASuper EBSAsO. T htips://porafs.auenorg/library/efdeg/edock/lE2pll- e a t

001.pdf

Relevantscientific programmes by CAFF andther Working Groups ofthe Arctic Council (by Tom
Barry, Secretariat of the Arctic Council Working Group on the Conservation of Arctic Flora and
Fauna)

Mr. Barry provided a brief overview of scientific activities conddchy the Arctic Council. The Arctic

Council comprises six working groups and four task forces, each of which deals with a specific thematic
area or topic. The groups of most relevance for this workshop in terms of providing actual data are those
of CAFF, he Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme (AMA&)d Protection of the Arctic

Marine Environment (PAME). Through these groups, a broad range of monitoring and assessment
activites are conducted, resulting in a diverse range of data and informagieenteto the Arctic EBSA
process. Mr. Barry showed the boundary of the area covered by CAFF to provide an indication of the area
covered by working group activities. Mr. Barry outlined the two monitoring programmes within the
Arctic Council: the CircumpolaBiodiversity Monitoring Programme (CBMP) and the trends and effects
monitoring programme. Of particular relevance is the CBMP marine plan, which is currently being
implemented and will produce the first report on the state of the marine biodiversityén Phis will

integrate existing circumpolar monitoring dakts and models¢o improve the detection and
understanding of changes in Arctic marine biodiversity, and inform policy and management responses to
these changesle also noted a number of redgneleased assessment reports of relevance, including the
Arctic Biodiversity Assessment (ABA). Involving more than 250 scientists, this report contains the best
available science, informed by traditional ecological knowledge, on the status and trefrgicof
biodiversity and accompanying policy recommendations for biodiversity conservation, which will be
critical in guiding the development of Arctic Council activities in the years to come. Information from the
ABA has fed into the Arctic EBSA process§inally, he introduced the Arctic Marine Shipping
Assessment (AMSA) 1 C report, wh i c hto idestif/jpreas dfe d t o
heightened ecological and cultural significance in light of changing climate conditions and increasing
multiple marine uses, and where appropriate, to encourage the implementation of measures to protect
these areas from t he | mpTaerepsrt ideritifieds acehshaicoss peghraf ne s h
16 Arctic large marine ecosystems (LMEs), coverit®million km? & more than half the total iee
covered area of the marine Arctic. These areas were selected on the thesieoblogical importanc

fish, birds and/or mammals. This repanill help inform the scientific basis for consideration of
protedion measures, including the need for specially designated Arctic marine areas asufoliow

AMSA recommendation IID.

Arctic Marine Shipping Assessment (AMSA) Ilibeport (by Anita M&kinen, Finland)

PN

Ms. Anita Makinen briefly introduced the Arctic Marind$ ppi ng Assessment 6s (AMS
Specially Designated Marine Areashis report, which follows up recommendation 1I(C) from the

AMSA study, explores the need for internationally designated areas in the high seas area of the Arctic
Ocean (beyondne 200 nautical mile exclusive economic zone) that warrant protection from the risks

posed by international shipping activitigsccording to the report, the most feasible option mayde
establish a ficore sea i ce arabledxtchigh seas esasystentsaradr y f ¢
species,and to protect this through a Particularly Sensitive Sea Area (PSSA) designation by the
International Maritime Organization (IMO), with areas to be avoided as an Associated Protective Measure
(APM). This option ensures the protection of an increasingly important core area, but will likely not
impede movement on the high se@ke also made reference to docunMBEPC66/NF.6 of the Marine

/...
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Environment Protection Committee (MEP®)n Ecdlogically and biologicayl significant marine areas
( E B S Avghichowassubmitted by the International Maritime Organization Secretariat tagbeming
meeting of its Marine Environment Protection Committee (MER@Yer agenda item 3dentification
and Protection of Special Aas and Particularly Sensitive Sea Areas.

Information on areas meeting the CBD EBSAscientific criteria: North-East Atlantic (by Emily
Corcoran, OSPAR Commission Secretariat)

Ms. Corcoran updated the meeting on the joint OSPAR/NEAFC (Convention for theetierotof the

Marine Environment of the NortBEast Atlantic / North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission) process to
describe areas meeting the CBD EBSA criteria being undertaken for the Bwtttitlantic region (as

noted in CBD decision XI/17). She infoed the workshop that this process has not yet concluded, and

t hat rel evant information from OSPAR/ NEAFC&6s ongo
participants, without prejudice to the wor kshop
corsideration. The information provided to the workshop covers two areas that had been considered and

are within the Arctic region of the OSPAR maritime area / NEAFC regulatory area.

WWF-R u s s woek dramportantmarine areas (by Polina Zhbanova, WWRussig

Ms. Zhbanova outlined key activities of WWFG6s wor
the EBSA process. These include identification of sensitive/important marine areas; support to marine
environmental research; development of spati@nagement tools; support to establishing marine
protected areas; and identification and mitigation of threats to the marine environment. She explained the
WWEF-driven processes for identifying priority areas for biodiversity conservation in the Barehts an
Bering Seas, and provided a description of the Last Ice Area project. Several examples of marine
environmental research were introduced, in particulaAttess of Marine and Coastal Biodiversity in the
Russian Arctic and marine mammal research, moiitgrand management. The spatial management
tools RACER and ArcGIS were presented, and examples were provided of their practical use for the
development of an integrated management plan for the Barents Sea, development of marine protected
area proposals amdethodology for vulnerability assessment.

Traditional knowledgerelating to Arctic marine species andhabitats (by Marjo Vierros, United
Nations UniversitylAS)

Ms. Vierroso6s presentation focused on ndhabidaist i onal
She recalled paragraphs 23 and 24CHED decision XI/17 on the inclusion of relevant traditional
knowledge in the EBSA process, as well as the use of existing CBD guidance on the approval and
involvement of traditional knowledge holders inuté descriptions of areas that meet EBSA criteria. She
mentioned that there was still much work to be done to address this decision, and to consider how best to
incorporate traditional knowledge into the EBSA process. The Arctic has rich cultural divardity
associated traditional knowledge acquired by indigenous peoples due to their long history of subsistence
on the land and sea, and thus consideration of traditional knowledge was particularly relevant to this
workshop. She then introduced a documeringtied by the United Nations University Traditional
Knowledge Initiative, which provides a compilation of published information about traditional knowledge

of marine species such as bowhead and beluga whales, polar bears, walrus and fishes; infdatedion re

to oceanography, marine habitats and climate change; and information related to human uses and
culturally significant areas. She noted that this information is far from complete, given that most
traditional knowledge is not published, and that whasts is fragmented and often difficult to access.

She invited workshop participants to use the compiled information in their EBSA descriptions, as
relevant. She also invited the participants to add any missing references to the list.
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Important Marine Mamnal Areas (IMMAS): the need for a systematic and balanced approach for
compiling and delivering marine mammal information for spatial management processes such as
ecologically or biologically significant areas (EBSAs) (by Michael Tetley, GOBI)

In his presetation, Mr. Tetley explained that data on the distribution, abundance and habitat use of highly
migratory and mobile species, particularly marine mammals, is often difficult to obtain and employ in the
context of largescale spatial conservation strategiesl initiatives, due to its widespread and disparate
nature. At the Second International Conference on Marine Mammal Protected Areas (ICMMPAZ2,
November 2011) and at the International Marine Protected Area Congress (IMPAC3, October 2013), the
need for a sindardized tool to assist with the compilation, delivery and use of marine mammal
information was recognized. If developed, such a tool would need to complement and be comparative to
other international processes, suchoasgmportant Bird Areas (IBAs), Ke Biodiversity Areas (KBAS)

and ecologically or biologically significant areas (EBSAs). He explained that a process for developing
Important Marine Mammal Areas (IMMAS), therefore, is currently being pursued, led by the IUCN Joint
SSCWCPA Marine Mammal Ritected Area Task Force, with a plan to test criteria at the ICMMPA3
meeting in November 2014. Contributing to this effort to refine IMMAS, a faptdysis of marine
mammal information was conducted for the Arctic region on published range, presencensitg de
estimates, compiled from a list of ~300 publications available. This information was further compared to
cetacean speciesb6 range and richness eseviewetht es U ¢
Relative Environmental Suitabiligutputs fran AquaMaps. Furthermore, a preliminary gap analysis was
conducted to determine the features and areas already proposed via previous workshops applying EBSA
criteria in this region (e.g. OSPAR/NEAFC workshop, IUCN/NRDC workshop) and additional areas for
cetacean features not previously assessed (e.garcsighwhale species). This assessment has led to the
description of 19 areas that contain evidence for marine mammals, thereby contributing additional data to
this workshop.

Regional overview of biogeogramhinformation on open ocean water and degpa habitats, and a
proposed geographic scope of the workshop (by Pat Halpin, Jesse Cleary and Ben Donnelly, Technical
Support Team)

Mr. Halpin presented on biogeographic information that can be used by wonahimpants to define

the geographic scope of by this workshop. Considerations include providing an extent contiguous with
previous workshop boundaries, regions covered by concurrent national processes, and the boundaries of
relevant regional bodies/pragmmes, such as CAFF, that are active in the Arctic region.

Agenda item 4

Review of relevant scientific data/information/maps compiled to facilitate the description of EBSAS in
the Arctic (by Pat Halpin, Jesse Cleary, and Ben Donnelly, Technical Supportijea

Mr . Hal pinds presentation reviewed the compil atic
workshop. The baseline data layers developed for this workshop closely follow the data types prepared
for previous EBSA workshops, to provide consiste between regional efforts, along with many data
specific to the Arctic region. More than 75 data layers were prepared for this workshop. The presentation
covered three general types of data: (1) biogeographic data, (2) biological data, and (3) gégsidle
biogeographic data focused on the major biogeographic classification systems (i.e., global open oceans
and deep séed habitat$ GOODS; marine ecoregions of the wdMdEOW; and large marine
ecosystenid. MEs). The biological data layers covered aiety of data sources to include data and
statistical indices compiled by the Ocean Biogeographic Information System (OBIS). The physical data
layers included bathymetric and physical substrate data, oceanographic features and remotely sensed data.
Specifc information on the data layers is provided in detail in thewméshop data report
(UNEP/CBD/EBSA/WS/2014/1/3).
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Annex Il

SHARING NATIONAL EXPERIENCES IN APPLYING EBSA CRITERIA OR
SIMILAR CRITERIA

1. Four Arctic State® Canada, the Kingdom of Dennia Norway and the United Statés have
respective national processes for identifying significant/sensitive marine areas. Descriptions of these
processes and the marine areas identified were presented at the workshop.

2. The workshop recognizes that natib processes and criteria used to identify important areas
within their EEZs vary among States. Participants also recognized that any areas meeting the EBSA
criteria may transcend international and national borders, because of natural habitats, nmmrsson
and/or geophysical features (e.g., coastlines, bathymetry and sea ice extent).

3. The national processes, the areas identified, and the lessons learned are presented below by the
experts from respective States that did not submit areas within EE2is to the workshop for its
deliberation.

Canada

4, Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) has led four EBSA processes, resulting in the identification
of 59 Arctic EBSAs across five bioregions (DFO 2009). The first EBSA process began in 2005, and the
most reent one was completed in 2013 (Paulic 2009, DFO 2010, 2ahdlin press).During this time,

the process for identifying EBSAs has developed and improMed. Canadian process uses a set of
criteria that are closely related to the CBD EBSA criteria (DB@422011afigure 1below).

FIGURE 1.
Relationship between the Canadian and CBD EBSA criteria

DFO EBSA Criteria CBD EBSA Criteria
Primary > Uniqueness Uniqueness or rarity

> Aggregation — ==s=-me-mme-aa- Special importance for life-history

> Fitness | __.-- --~" stages of species

CONSequUENCes E=mmmmmmmmmm== Importance for threatened, endangered
\\ or declining species and/or habitats
Secondary < Resilience A . Vulnerability, fragility, sensitivity, or
) slow recovery
> Naturalness S8

* Biological productivity
Biological diversity

Directly comparable

------ Related concepts Naturalness

Figure 1. Relationship between the Canadian and the CBD EBSA criteria

5. Within the DFO guidelines for identifying EBSAS, the process for selecting EBSAs in the Arctic
required modification of the criteria. Due to knowledgs, the resilience criterion was not adequately
assessed; nor was the criterion for naturalness used, given that the majority of this region has not been
significantly perturbed by human activity and hence the criterion did not differentiate areastigthin
larger region. The process takes a layering and Delphic approach. The layering gathers data-from peer
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reviewed publications, technical documents and expert opinions that span both scientific and traditional
ecological knowledge data sources. The Delpfpproach is part of the national advisory process
described below. Following the EBSA processes, strategies were developed to deal with challenges
unique to the Arctic. Arctic EBSAs have been prioritized based on their global and national significance
(DFO 2011a).

Peerreview andoublicationprocess of Canadian EBSAs

6. The process of identifying EBSAs and publishing these data follow the Canadian Science
Advisory Secretariat (CSAS) process for peer review (described in detail: http://www.dfo
mpo.gc.calsassccs/procesprocessus/procegsocessueng.htm). Briefly, the process brings together
experts to a formal peeeview meeting that reviews proposed research documents; in these cases the
documents included information on particular data layers, geroposed EBSAs and their supporting

data layers. Experts include anyone who is a key knowledge holder. This can include participants from
the government, academia, industry, community orgmrernmental organizations, however the experts

do not represerthe interests of their affiliated organizations. The peer review follows a rigorous process
that results in an advisory document, a proceedings document detailing the meeting process and one or
more supporting research documents to the advisory documAenthe end of the peer review,
publications are released on the CSAS website.

Includingtraditional ecologicalknowledge in the EBSgxocess

7. In all four EBSA processes, Canada used several means to include traditional ecological
knowledge (TEK) in thédentification of EBSAs. As the working draft EBSA document and supporting
data layers were gathered, all pertinent published TEK papers and reports (e.g., community conservation
plans such asttp://www.eirb.ca/pdf/ccp/Inuvik_CCP.pdivere reviewed andsed as valid data in the

same manner that published scientific literature was reviewed (Paulic et al., 2009). In some cases further
TEK data was gathered from community experts/knowledge holders to create additional data layers for
review (Paulic et al., @09, Hartwig 2009). In one case (Foxe Basin) EBSAs were finalized following a
two-stage review process under CSAS; the first gathered scientific data to propose EBSAs and the second
built on these layers and incorporated TEK gathered at a formal worksHoyalize the identification

and selection of EBSAs (DFO 2010). Therefore, both published TEK data and knowledge derived directly
from the holders of TEK are included in the EBSA process as data layers. The recent process to identify
EBSAs in Nunavut usedublished TEK data and did not hold separate workshops to gather additional
layers (Cobb 2011, DFO 2011a). The process to finalize the selection of EBSAs included Inuit
representatives, however it was noted that more detailed knowledge was held bgdnududd add to

further refine boundaries of EBSAs. Once EBSAs were published as part of the formal CSAS process,
they were presented to all communities for comment.

Strategies antessondearned

8. The challenge of identifying EBSAs in the Arctic resdltin the modification of the process and
associated output products that can guide future consideration for the identification of EBSAs in other
Arctic regions. The two significant challenges identified during the EBSA process were the data
deficiency formuch of the region and the extrdgnédnigh variability in the region (i.e., annually and
seasonally), both of which hindered ability to draw hard boundaries for EBSAs. These two challenges
cascaded on one another because the physical habitat featungsicaldy tkey supporting habitats for

high biodiversity and productivity. For example, marginal ice zones, polynyas and upwellings were often
associated with high productivity and, in the absence of biological data, they were identified as key
underlying fatures. The following approaches and output products resulted:

1) The layering approach began with an evaluation of the physical habitat features followed by
the biological (i.e., bathymetry, sea ice features, oceanography, aggregation of species,
migratory @ths). This approach helped to fill data gaps in the biological realm with physical
data, which is more available.
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2) To address the highly seasonal and annual variability of features such as marginal ice zones,
EBSA boundaries captured the maximum extenttheffeature (e.g., Lancaster Sound) but
the dynamic nature of the boundary is demonstrated with special symbols on the maps.

3) The importance of the EBSA criteria table was elevated relative to that of EBSA boundaries.
The table served to highlight the kimatures of the EBSA warranting attention. As such it is
advised that clients or managers considering management tools for the EBSA request a
revisit of boundaries and how they define and incorporate key features.

4)  The EBSA criteria table was modified tainde more detailed information about the EBSAs
to assist with interpretation of the feature(s). Seasonality and seasonal variability were
captured in descriptions within criteria, and the following columns were added: Physical
feature, rare/endangered si@s, level of confidence and heterogeneity.

5)  An approach to address data deficiencies included a precautionary approach. At times the use
of the precautionary approach together with high variability can result in apparently large
boundaries, thus again higghting the need for the user to understand the value of the
criteria and feature defining the EBSA.

9. Finally, EBSAs in the western Arctic bioregion wereesaluated to address new data collected

in this region.While the outcomes did not significaptdiffer from the first EBSA iteration, the
supporting table and criteria were much more detailed and rich, thereby providing additional information
on which to base management decisions. Note that tevateation focused on addressing and
incorporatingthe new scientific data available and did not incorporate any additional TEK data for the
area. It was proposed that communities consider an approach or analysis of new TEK data for the EBSA
process. This is a significant undertaking that requires capaatitgadily available at this time.

Kingdom of Denmark

Valuable and vulnerable Arctic marine areas in Greenland

10. Over the past decade the marine environment around Greenland (the EEZ of the rest of the
Kingdom of Denmark is not addressed in this r&pbas been evaluated to identify marine areas and
coastlines vulnerable to oil spills. This includes key habitats, migration routes and the population size and
ecology of sensitive species and resources in Greenland. These investigations have resuitecbier

of strategic environmental impact assessments (SEIAs) for hydrocarbon exploration and exploitation
activities @oertmann & Mosbech 2011, Boertmann et al. 2013, Boertmann. & Mosbech 2011,
Frederiksen et al. 2012, Merkel et al. 201Phe SEIAs areconducted for the Greenland Bureau of
Minerals and Petroleum by scientific environmental institutions (Danish €&ntrEnvironment and
Energy of Aarhus University, formerly the Danish National Environmental Research IidERE and

the Greenland Ingute of Natural Resources). The SEIAs build on pegrewed scientific literature and
supplementary scientific studies.

11. In recent years these SEIAs have been used as platforms for different initiatives aiming to
identify valuable ecosystems and biatisity areas. Two recent parallel processes that build on the
SEIAs have been conducted to identify ecologically valuable and sensitive marine areas around
Greenl and. The identification was based on | MOb6s
(Christensen al. 2012; Mosbech, Christensen & Falk in AMAP/CAFF/SDWG 201Be AMSA 1l C

report). A comparison between the 11 criteria for designating PSSAs with the EBSA criteria demonstrates
that they are broadly similar (Skjoldal and Taropova 20 MAP/CAFF/SDWG 2013).

12. The two processes mentioned above showed that most of the coastal and offshore waters around
Greenland host sensitive marine resources at least part of the year. Twelve areas were identified as
meeting the PSSA criteria and ¢dbe ranked in four priority categories. Half of the areas meet all
11PSSA <criteria. Wi thin each ar ea, particul arly
seasonal hotspots, mainly for sea mammals and seabirds (breeding or staging/namutitsiged with
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information on areas mapped as sensitive to oil spills. Based on the characteristics, a priority system was
established to rank the areas. Two aietiee North Water Polynya and Disko Bay/Store Hellefiskebanke

T stand out, and are rankedgity 1. Four areas are ranked priority 2, three areas are ranked [Biority

and three areas are ranked priority 4. The outcome of the assessment is dafele b below. In
addition, the table also | ists arNNRBC (ROLQ) iptheired as
interpretation of the CBD criteria.

13. The Inuit Circumpolar CoungiGreenland (ICC) submitted to this CBD workshop a proposal for
including the North Water Polynya as a transnational EBSA, although this submission was notembnsider
by the workshop. The ICC selection is based on a preceding workshop with Greenlandic and Canadian
participation, including TEK as well as scientific inputs (see annex VI and its appendix).

14. In June 2010, an Arctic Environment Ministers meeting wedd m llulissat, Greenlanavith the

Danish Minister for the Environment and the Member of Naalakkersuisut (Greenland Government) for
the Ministry of Environment and Nature. The Kingdom of Denmark subsequently started work on
identifying vulnerable marinareas and is looking at ways to protect them against the effects of shipping
(Kingdom of Denmark Strategy for the Arctic 202D20). It was decided that six of the 12 areas
identified in the AMSA IIC process and in Christensen et al. 2012 will be inagstignore closely and

that this work will initially focus on three higpriority fragile marine areas, namely:

@) North Water Polynya (Norttvestern Greenland);
(b) Disko Bay/Store Hellefiskebanke (West Greenland); and
(© Ittoggortoormii (Scoresby Sound) and surrdung areas (East Greenland).
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A) Important areas for sea mammahy; important areas for seabirds; a@y proposed designation
vulnerable sea areas (see number and names in table below). Within the general areas, especially
ficor e amaegkadsinboredahoveever, in areas V7 and N@4 the critical resources (e.g., whelpin
and foraging seabirds and whales) are associated with the marginal ice zone, which is highly
within and between years, and increasingly so due to the implaclisnate change, and designation
core areas would have to be equally dynaimand therefore no core areas are suggested hereVArn
includes international waters.

Numbers refer to Table 1, where the 12 areas are prioritized in four categoriesty Pried;
Priority 2: orange; Priority 3: blue; and Priority 4.green
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Figure 2.Ecologically valuable and sensitive marine areas around Greenland, Kingdom of Denmark.
Figure from Christensen et al. 2012.
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Table 1. Overview of sensitivaarine areas in Greenlandic waters ranked as pricdtysburce: Christensen et

al. 2012).
Overview of sensitive mari ne areas i n Greenl an
column) based on an assessment of the IMO criteridgarticularly Sensitive Sea Areas; for each criterion
indicated whet her t bnequivwcakpa (nxeXedbssantivély e ( X Xih pagtor i @X )i
blue column specifies if the area is also proposed as an ecologically or lEbogignificant area (EBSA) or
Asuper EBSAO by | UCN/ NRDC in their interpretat:i
Area PSSA criteria EBSA | g
Py}
Number | Name / decription | = o = = O
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Norway

Management plans for valuable and vulnerable areas in Norwegian waters

15. In the inaugural declaration of the Norwegian Government that came into force in 2001,
ecosystenbased plans for all Norwegian Sea areas were declared. Withirrgheofithe plans, the
foundation was built for the integrated management of all human activities in order to ensure the
continued health and safety of the entire marine ecosystem and the human communities dependent on
them. The management plan for the BéseSea and Lofoten area was set in place in 2006, for the
Norwegian Sea in 2009 and for the North Sea and Skagerrak in 2013. The plans are revised every four to
five years to take into account new knowledge and changes in the ecosystem or human. activities

16. In the management plans several areas are identified as particularly valuable and vulnerable.
Criteria for selecting valuable areas were:

1  Oceanographically/topographically special ar@ag., fronts, strong currents, fjords)

1 Important areas for fk history (e.g., spawning/birthing/breeding groundsdrifting
paths/migrating routegeeding groundswintering groundsmoulting areak

T Other criteria(key areas for endangered or vulnerable species or species for which Norway
has a special responsityl or habitats for internationally or nationally endangered or
vulnerable populations of certain species all year round or at specific times of the year

17. Vulnerability was assessed with respect to specific environmental pressures such as oihpollutio
fluctuation in food supply and physical impact within the plan area. When assessing vulnerability, the
type of impact, duration and possible effects need to be considered. Differentiating between natural and
humaninduced pressures on the environmemt loa difficult. Furthermore, an area is usually not equally
vulnerable all year round, and all species in an area will not be equally vulnerable to a specific
environmental pressure. The most vulnerable areas were the particularly valuatiiespesmsing ad

egglaying grounds for fish, larva grounds for fish, breeding, feeding, moulting and wintering grounds for
some animals and a few others. Negative pressures in these areas will in some cases affect a large
proportion of a population or a large propontiaf the ecosystem and might persist for many years.

Svalbard

18. Norway has proposed the marine part of seven national parks and four nature reserves in Svalbard
as OSPAR Marine Protected Areas. The aim of designating these areas as OSPAR MPAs atftécts th

the national regulation and also aims to protect and conserve several species and habitats on the OSPAR
listin a part of the OSPAR maritime area not presently covered by existing OSPAR MPAs.

Mainland Norway

19. In addition, a network of smaller MPAwill be established along the coast of Norway, in order to
maintain biodiversity and keep certain areas more or less undisturbed to facilitate research and
monitoring. A plan for MPAs has been drawn up, but the selection of areas has not yet beed.finalize

United States of America

20. The United States of America have several processes relating to the application of the scientific
criteria for the identification of ecologically or biologically sensitive areas in the Arctic. In all cases
scientific informdion on the locations of habitats supporting feeding, breeding, migration and permanent
residency of individual species and of related assemblages of species is used to delineate areas within
which the species may warrant exceptional protection. The spbeiewarrant exceptional protection are

of two types: potentially commercially exploitable populations and threatened, endangered or declining
species. For example, in the case of whales, biologically important areas have been identified based on
observéions of feeding, breeding and migration in the US Arctic. Another process for defining
ecologically, biologically and culturally sensitive areas in the United States is the establishment of marine
areas that protect a variety of critically important hatbitand species of concern. Two Arctic examples

are the national wildlife refuges and specially restricted areas within the US fishery conservation zone

...
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(EEZ). Finally, five biological hotspots with high levels of benthic productivity and/or speciesitjivers
have been designated in the Arctic to serve as marine observatories, where monitoring provides a method
of tracking the effects of climate change on both the benthic and pelagic species assemblages.
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Annex IV
ECOLOGICAL OR BIOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ARCTIC
IN A GLOBAL CONTEXT
AfArctic biodiversity is an irreplaceable cultural
(CAFF 2013, p. 4)
ifThe chall enges f armeintargonnActed, tequeinglwomprdhiensigersduitionsyand
international cooperation. o
(Arctic Biodiversity Assessmegey Finding No9, 2013)
1. The Arctic hosts a globally significant array of biodiversity, and the size and nature of Arctic

ecosystems ake them of critical importance to the biological, chemical and physical balance of the globe
(ACIA 2005).

2. The marine waters of the Arctic are unique in that they contain a deep ocean basin which until
recently was almost completely covered in my#ar ice. No other area in the world has such an ice
dominated deep ocean. That property alone would make conservation of the Arctic deserve the attention
of Arctic States and the rest of the world. The increasing loss of theymaittice places the Arctimder
increasing pressure and is exerting impacts on sensitive Arctic ecosystems. These pressures and impacts
emphasize the urgency of adopting effective conservation and management measures. The Arctic, as
defined by CAFF, covers 32 million Kn0.6% ofwhich is composed of marine areas. The ecosystems

of this vast area exhibit substantial biodiversity, comprisiioge thar21,000known species.

3. Arctic species have developed remarkable adaptations to survive both extreme cold and highly
variable clinatic conditions. Iconic icedapted species such as polar bear, bowhead whale, narwhal,
and walrus, live among thousands of ledgaswn species that are adapted to greater or lesser degrees
to exploit the habitats created by sea ice (Eamer et al. 20@8)e Species have adapted to the point
where they have become idependent, making their population levels vulnerable to loss of sea ice.
Sea ice is a generic term for a variety of critically important Arctic marine habitats, which include ice
shelves, pdcice, and the highly mobile ice edge. The sea ice complements and modifies other types
of habitats, including extensive shallow ocean shelves and towering coastal@CAREABA 2013).

4, In addition to supporting a diversity of ieglapted specieg\rctic habitats are also remarkable

for their roles in supporting globally significa
shorebird speciesMillions of migraory birds breedin the Arctic and then flyto every continent on

Earth, contributing to global biodiversty and eological health (ABA 2013)During the short summer

breeding season, 279 species of birds arrive from all corners of thé teaidke advantage of the long

days and intense period of productivity. Thirty species come &®ifar away as South Africa, 26 from

Australia and New Zealand and 22 from South America. Several species of marine mammals, including
grey and humpback whales and harp and hooded seals, also join the migration (CAFF 2010).

5. Recent changes in Arctica&e cover, driven by rising temperatures, have affected the timing of
ice breakup in spring and freezgp in autumn, as well as the extent and type of ice present in different
areas at specific dates. Overall, mykiar ice is rapidly being replaced figst-year ice. The extent of ice

is shrinking in all seasons, but especially in the summer. The Arctic Ocean is projected to be virtually ice
free in summer within 30 years, with mwgar ice persisting mainly between islands of the Canadian
Arctic archipelago and in the narrow straits between Canada and Greenland (Eamer et al. 2013).

6. Changes in ocean conditions also mean thatrstib species of algae, invertebrates, fish,
mammals (Kaschner et al. 2011) and birds are expanding northwards intactice while some Arctie
adapted species are losing habitat along the southern edges of their ranges. Relationships among species

% Except for the interior of Amtrctica
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are changing, with new predation pressures and shifts in diets recorded for some animals. To what extent
Arctic species will djust to these changes is uncertain. Changes are too rapid for evolutionary adaptation,
SO0 species with inborn capacity to adjust their physiology or behaviour will fare better. Species with
limited distribution, specialized feeding or breeding requiremarid/or high reliance on sea ice for part

of their life cycle are particularly vulnerable (Eamer et al. 2013).

7. Humans have long been part of Arctic ecosystems, and presently the Arctic is home to more than
four million people (AHDR 2009). Arctic biodersity has been the basis for ways of life of indigenous
peoples for millennia and is still a vital part of their material and spiritual existence. The CBD recognizes
this link, inter aliain the draft plan of Action for Article 10 (c), which states thimidiversity, customary
sustainable use and traditional knowledge are intrinsically linked (CBD 2@d8dditionto its intrinsic

worth, Arctic biodiversty alsoprovidesinnumeaableseavicesandvaluesto peopk.

8. Industrial exploitation of renewabénd noArenewable natural resources poses special challenges

in the Arctic. Currently, commercial exploitation of natural resources, including fisheries, only takes
place in waters under national jurisdiction in the marginal seas surrounding the Aretia. @¢hile the

Arctic Ocean was once igmvered for most of the year, climate change has reduced ice cover, creating
the potential for utilization of natural resources, including fish stocks, in the central portion of the Arctic
Ocean, i.e. marine areagyond national jurisdiction (Lin et al. 2012). The newly seasonallyrése

areas of the Arctic Ocean contain protected species such as bowhead whales (Moore et al. 2011) and fish
species that may support a commercial harvest (Lin et al. 2012). Amongmamable natural resources,
the Arctic i s estimated to contain a fifth of t
which is expected to increase. Al ready, 10% of
produced in the Ktic, predominantly onshore, with the majority coming from the Russian Arctic
(AMAP 2007).

9. The foregoing makes clear that the Arctic is a region of global significance and that what happens
there will have an effect felt far beyond its extent. Theedgson of Arctic areas meeting EBSA criteria

is important and necessary because this relatively pristine environment now faces threats from increased
warming, ocean acidification and increased pollutants, causing among other things erosion of sea ice,
changes in weather patterns, altered natural habitats, and the opening of areas for new development
(ACIA 2005). These changes will have significant consequences for marine biodiversity and biological
producti on, as wel |l as ¢ use of thesedrésguecas.dDeseribipgeecojpdically 6 s u
or biologically significant marine areas in the Arctic is an essential process for informing policy and
management and for establishing a scientific baseline for future observations and to better inform
policymaking.

he
t

10. The Arctic Council is a regional body with a long history of effective cooperation on issues
related to environmental conservation and sustainable developmpnbyides an important forum in
relation to marine conservation, monitoringdanesearch. Data generated through Arctic Council
activities provide important inputs into the EBSA process, e.g., through the Arctic Biodiversity
Assessment (ABA) and the Circumpolar Biodiversity Monitoring Programme (CBMP). Specific reports,
such as AMSAIC, demonstrate the important contribution of these activities. AMSAdé@tified areas

of heightened ecological and cultural significance in light of changing climate conditions and increasing
incidences of multiple marine uses, and encouraged tHernmeptation of measures to protect these areas
from the impacts of Arctic marine shipping

11. In summary, when considering the EBSA process, the Arctic is unigue relative to the rest of the
worl dés marine and coastal nphatas for a number of

(a) It supports unique coldand iceadapted species, biodiversity, habitats and ecosystems
(ABA 2013);
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(b) The Arctic is undergoing change at a more rapid rate than other places on the globe,
threatening the existence of ecosystems such asyealtisedce. In the past 100 years, average Arctic
temperatures have increased at almost twice the average global rate (IPCC 2007);

(© When viewed on a global scale, the region as a whole meets several of the EBSA criteria:
Uniqueness, naturalness, vulnerabilityaditity, sensitivity and slow recovery, which can be found at
many scales throughout the Arctic;

(d) Owing to cold temperatures, breakdown processes for anthropogenic contaminants occur
more slowly than in a temperate and tropical climatd4AP 2011);

(e) The Arcic is more clearly defined as a distinct and unique geographical region than other
areas where the EBSA process has been applied; and

() In the Arctic, there exists a challenge for indigenous peoples and Arctic States in how to
include traditional knowledgenithe description of areas meeting EBSA criteria, as well as how to assess
and include saocial and cultural significance, especially when these areas cross national borders.

12. These factors justify adopting a higher baseline level of risk aversion irgmgra activities in

the Arctic relative to the rest of the world. The challenges in maintaining the functionality and
biodiversity of Arctic ecosystems are interconnected, requiring comprehensive solutions and international
cooperation (ABA 2013), hendbe importance of the EBSA process as a means of drawing attention to
the Arctic and helping to inform responses to the challenges it faces.
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Annex V

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION ON
CHALLENGES IN APPLYING EBSA CRITERIA BY FOCUSING THE WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION ON MARINE AREAS BEYOND 200 NAUTICAL MILES

1. The meeting noted that decisions of pastetings of the Conference of the ParbesEBSASs,
especially decision X/29, have specifiedl@c process for application of scientific criteria for EBSAS in
marine areas. That decision does not explicitly restrict this application process to marine areas beyond
national jurisdiction (ABNJ/ taken as the 200 nautical mile limit). It was, howeveted that this
decision was negotiated in the context of decision VI1I1/24, referring to the limitations on competence of
the CBD in ABNJ, and also it explicitly invited Parties to apply the EBSA criteria, or similar criteria,
within their national waters.

2. At the beginning of each regional EBSA workshop, participants from CBD Parties and other
Governments are invited to report on outcomes of any national EBSA or -HRSprocesses within

their EEZ. They are also invited to include in the workshop taperresults of the application of EBSA
criteria in their respective national jurisdictions. Many types of responses have been received to these
invitations. In a number of cases, countries have reported that there are national processesywrder
comgeted applying the EBSA or similar criteria, within national waters, and therefore they prefer that the
workshop only take note of the scientific methodologies and approaches, and results of their national
processes, and otherwise not consider areas wikin national jurisdiction at the workshop. In other
cases, experts from countries have described EBSAs within their own EEZs, as well as EBSAs straddling
the EEZs of several countries and areas beyond national jurisdiction as prior submissions and/or du
CBD6s regional EBSA workshops.

3. Accordingly, and following the guidance in decisions X/29 and XI/17, and overall CBD
precedents regarding national prerogatives, when so requested the regional workshops have not
considered possible areas meeting EB&AReria within national jurisdiction. This precedent was
followed in the Arctic regional workshop, but the constraints it imposed created some issues.

4, One issue, as discussed under agenda item 5 of this report, is that the EBSA criteria are inherently
relative (areas are compared with other areas within the region). Consequently, the application of the
criteria needs to be relative to some larger scale of regional ecological properties.

5. In the workshop, some countries only presented informationtdimw areas meeting EBSA

criteria (or areas identified using comparable criteria) were identified as a result of their national
processes and did not encourage the workshop to discuss the actual ecological properties of those areas
within national jurisdition themselves nor relative to the total Arctic area. Some potentially very

i mportant information relative to fiscaled of ecol
and the discussion of thelative criteria was correspondingly wealazh

6. This potential distortion of application of inherently relative criteria is amplified because the
200nautical mile limit is ecologically arbitrary, and hence the excluded information may be ecologically
relevant to the application of the criterislany of the oceanographic and biological features reflect
gradients of change over space. Ecologically arbitrary boundaries, such as territorial borders, cut these
ecological and oceanographic gradients at arbitrary locations and at different placebalecgogical
gradients in different parts of the Arctic.

7. Life histories of many species, as well as many migratory species, cross territorial borders into
ABNJ, and consideration of life history processes and ecological connectivity are also ilgrbitrar
disconnected, if consideration of these ecological processes cannot extend into national waters. Even
when areas of relatively higher ecological or biological significance in ABNJ can be identified, this is
done with the knowledge that areas of equad\wen greater ecological or biological significance may be
located within adjacent national waters.
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8. Not only is consideration of ecological processes artificially truncated when application of the
EBSA criteria cannot extend into national jurisdictibnt application of knowledge systems is disrupted

and artificially limited as well. This is considered in greater depth in annex VI, but it is a clear challenge
to producing best possible assessments, when discussion has to avoid consideration célefectogs

within national jurisdiction. For this workshop, a consequence was that no benthic areas meeting EBSA
criteria were described.

9. None of these problems are unique to the Arctic area. However, they were all prominent in most
of the assessment§ areas against the EBSA criteria at this workshop. This may have occurred in part
because the Arctic Ocean ABNJ is fully surrounded by continental or large island land masses and
associated waters within national jurisdiction. Consequently, populatiotisecological processes in
ABNJ have very high connectivity with those in areas within national jurisdiction, and excluding
consideration of areas within national jurisdiction impedes the adequate consideration of conservation
issues when evaluating aremish the EBSA criteria.

10. Moreover, the pace of change in the Arctic has been particularly rapid in recent decades due both
directly to climate change and indirectly to increased access to the Arctic due to the impacts of climate
change. Hence, consiileg the ecological processes, and the functions of sea ice in particular, there is a
need to take a wholecean perspective to take the ongoing changes into account. The exclusion of areas
within national jurisdiction from the application of the EBSAefiid constrained our ability to apply such

a perspective in the assessments.

11. If effectively coordinated, the national processes to apply EBSA and HiBSAriteria within

national jurisdiction and regional CBD workshops should result in a satisfatemtment of the
ecological complexity of concern, and inclusion of knowledge systems that do not follow national
borders. The need for such coordination has been recognized, and the desire and possible opportunities to
improve practice are also discudse annexes Il and VI.

12. Recognizing the need for greater coordination does not reduce the challenges for this and future
workshops, if such coordination has not been built into the national processes. Rather, it makes the
outcomes of this workshop rd workshops held under similar conditions) depend greatly on the
standards and practices of the national processes. These are standards and practices over which a CBD
workshop held afterwards can exercise little influence. Hence, there is no assurarnice Hugregate
outcomes of a workshop for ABNJ and diverse national processes reflect common interpretations of
criteria and common standards of practice for different geopolitical parts of a larger region such as the
Arctic & parts whose populations aadological processes are highly interdependent.

13. This possible diversity of practices and standards among the separate processes to apply EBSA
criteria has implications for how policy and management bodies can use the results of such workshops.
Even tlough one can assume that each national process was conducted as an expert process, the potential
for inconsistences among outputs of the several independent processes could result in fragmentation of
the scientific baseline, with potential implications fouture use and policy considerations. This
fragmentation of ecologically or biologically significant areas may make it more difficult for relevant
competent authorities who wish to use the products to design appropriate management approaches. In
addition, the level of protection provided by piecing together the results of the separate processes cannot
be known well, and may not be the fienhanced prote

14. From the CBDO6s perspective, wletged reeedifos greatarot her
coordination among national and CBD regioleslel processes, and with the multiple knowledge
systems. If neighbouring countries do conclude that there is a need to conduct more integrated
applications of EBSA and EBSHke criteria, there needs to be a forum for such an integrated approach.

15. The CBDb6s EBSA process being undertaken in a
such a forum, where work on populations and ecological processes that cross the borders of adjacen
countries can be integrated with considerations of how they may extend beyond the 200-mdetical
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limits of countries. Consequently, these CBD regional EBSA workshops warrant consideration-as a pre
existing forum for such integration and coordinatidnnational efforts, as well as for rigorous peer
review of products of its own and other processes. A dialogue is encouraged on the possible role of these
CBD regional EBSA workshops relative to-fmtional or multinational processes that may be created

and operate in a morad hocmanner, and with regard to possibilities for peer review of products from
application of EBSA and EBSHhke criteria, whether produced by national processes or by regional
workshops.
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Annex VI

SHARING EXPERIENCES AND CHALLENGES IN INCORPORATING TRADITIONAL
KNOWLEDGE IN APPLYING EBSA CRITERIA OR SIMILAR CRITERIA AND SOME
SUGGESTIONS TO ADDRESS IDENTIFIED CHALLENGES

Value of traditional knowledge

1. The CBD EBSA process can greatly benefit from the input of indigenous and |lomaductties

(ILCs), which can contribute their traditional knowledge (TK) and observations of conditions and trends
in areas or populations. This input can provide information in its own right or validate and add value to
existing scientific information. Wit its often more holistic approach, TK can also increase knowledge of
environmental linkages and inform better management decisions.

Mandate

2. In consistency with CBD article 8 (j) and Aichi Biodiversity Target 18, together with
decisiondX/20, X/29 andXl|/17, there is a need to ensure the full, effective and meaningful participation
of indigenous and local communities and the integration of TK into the EBSA process. The International
Labour Orgargation Convention no. 169 (ILO C169) and the United NetiDeclaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) set up an overarching framework for such participation, including the
need for national consultation based on the principle of free, prior and informed consent (FPIC).

National experiences in appying EBSA criteria or similar criteria

3. The CBD process for organizing a series of regional workshops to facilitate the description of
EBSAs is complemented by national processes for applying EBSA criteria or similar criteria. Parties may
submit potentil areas that meet the EBSA criteria to the workshop, so that they and additional experts
from other countries and organizations can discuss the proposals and complement the national processes.
In the national process, it is the responsibility of relevaaitonal authorities to engage indigenous and

local communities (ILCs) in an effective and meaningful way.

4, The case of Canada provides one example of a national process (see annex lll). Published TK
papers and reports were reviewed and used as datarSogpthe identification and finalization of

EBSAs within Canadads national EEZ. Additional | a
community experts/knowledge holders at workshops. Furthermore, indigenous peoples reviewed and
commented lateon in the process.

Limitations and challenges at the regional workshop on applying EBSA criteria

5. Describing transboundary areas meeting EBSA criteria, due to migrating species or dynamic
features, poses a challenge in the effort to engage indigenduso@a communities (ILCs) in an
effective and meaningful way. This is especially the case when the Arctic indigenous peoples themselves
are residents of more than one Arctic State. The
this realiy. For example, the organizational structures of the Inuit Circumpolar Council (ICC) and the
Saami Council both cross over several national borders. Likewise, the capacity and perspective that Inuit
and Saami can offer is not only at national scale inraahut also transboundary.

6. The existing practice of conducting a national process when dealing with a transboundary issue
may limit its scope and overall coherence. In the process of describing transboundary areas that meet
EBSA criteria, the lack ofaordination can undermine the provision of important information as well as

the added value that indigenous and local communities (ILCs) can contribute.

7. As an example, prior to this workshop, ICC Greenland submitted a proposal to include
Pikialasorsuad the North Water Polynya as an area meeting EBSA criteria (see appendix to this annex).
This submission by an indigenous peoplesd organi z
transnational vi ew a n d-cuitunaf sgnificarce (see annex Yill).t he ar eabs
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8. The area is located between Canada and Greenland, Kingdom of Denmark, in northern Baffin
Bay, within the EEZs of both countries. It is one of the most biologically productive areas in the Arctic
due to the mixing of differénvater massesriginating from the Atlantic and Pacific oceans, and due to
the formation of an ice bridge in Kane Baéina major determinant for the opening of the polynya. The
primary production supports marine life in the surrounding areas.

9. ICC Grealand held a workshop in September 2013 with more than 20 participacitgling
scientists and regional Canadian and Greenlandic representatives from communities that surround
Pikialarsorsuaq / the North Water Polynya. The goal was to identify comnions/fer the conservation

of the polynya, which is important for the biological diversity and productivity of the area, as well as for
surrounding indigenous communities. The Inuit hunters and fishers from each side of the bay presented
and compared thelfK and observations of conditions and trends in the polynya and surrounding areas,
and described its social and cultural significance for their livelihoods. Oceanographic, biological and
geological features of the polynya were described, supporting itsgezad significance. The role of the

ice bridge in the immigration of Inuit from Canada to Greenland and the continued subsistence of local
communities i n Canad aWwestGEankndeaonirmed the: Hisiorical and presano r t h
value of the plynya for the communities. The information gathered from this workshop was submitted to
the present workshop as a contribution from ICC Greenland.

10. Independently from this indigenous input, the national processes in Canada and the Kingdom of
Denmark lave come to similar conclusions regarding the ecological importance of the polynya. Although
Canada and the Kingdom of Denmark did not include areas within their national jurisdictions for
consideration of this workshop, they acknowledge the great valadopting a transboundary instead of
national approach and including Inuit communities from each side of Baffin Bay.

Suggested approaches

11. At this workshop, several challenges were noted in ensuring the full, effective and meaningful
engagement of indanous and local communities (ILCs) in the EBSA process.

12. In addition to discussing possible EBSAs in ABNJ, regional EBSA workshops can be a useful
venue for experts to discuss possible transboundary EBSAs. A challenge arises if Parties do not wish to
include their national EEZs in the scope of the workshop. In such cases, transboundary EBSAs cannot be
considered by the workshophis challenge could be addressed if Parties were to allow their national
EEZs to be included within the scope of the workshop at least allow for consideration of
transboundary EBSAs within their national EEZs for this purpose.

13. Another challenge is the | ack of capacity of i
participate in CBDOG6s KeBtBraughparseriee o segiohat wonkghopsi ordoe r t a
conduct their own processes for identifying EBSAs. In COP paragraph 22 of decision XI/17, the reference

to training and capacituilding and other activities related to EBSAs for indigenous and local
commurities (ILCs) as appropriate should not be interpreted only to apply to developing countries and to
countries with economies in transition, but also to ILCs in developed countries.

14. I n this context, it shoul d beldmnmplaodiuzdd nt i at
participation of indigenous and local communities (ILCs), and that the approach will need to be tailored

to the specific circumstances and capacities of each community. In each case, however, it is likely that
more data colleain and documentation are needed, as well as cagadlting support for the
communities involved.

15. Some suggestions can be made to facilitate the full, effective and meaningful engagement of
indigenous and local communities (ILCs) in the EBSA pracEsese include the following:

(a) The template for EBSA description can be improved to provide for incorporation of TK
(particularly in the section related to iARAssess
accordance with paragraph 23 of decisiornLXj/
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(b) Continue to ensure full and effective participation of ILCs, as appropriate, when
organizing training workshops for EBSAs in all regions;

(© Compile lessons learned from abawentioned experiences and develop guidance and
best practiceon full and effetive participation of indigenous and local communities (ILCs) in the EBSA
process, as well as integration of TK into this process;

(d) Implement training and pilot projects to facilitate more effective participation of ILCs in
the EBSA process and incorpadiK into the process.

(e) Examine the feasibility of developing linkages to the Intergovernm&uiahcePolicy
Pl atform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
systemsodo to assess whdelogiesedevelopad by IPBES tmaycalso be nsdful fore t h
the EBSA process; and

(

() Organize a dialogue forum between EBSA scientific experts and experts from indigenous
and local communities (ILCs) at the forthcomimgeting of the Subsidiary Body on Scientific chical
and Technological Advicprior tothe twelfth meeting of the Conference of the Pattiediscuss areas of
collaboration in support of the activities suggested above.

16. One model of a more inclusive engagement of ILCs in international fora &rehie Council.

I ndigenous peoplesd organizations are recognized
table together with the Arctic States. As one Arctic State cannot addresbardesissues on its own in

a coherent manner, this gobn has proved effective in providing a regional approach to relevant issues.
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Appendix to annex VI
Pikialasorsuaqg / The North Water Polynya

Presented by

Parnuna Egede, Inuit Circumpolar Coundil Greenland, Advisor on Environmental Issues,
parnuna@inuit.organd Bjarne Lyberth, Inuit Circumpolar Counéil Greenland,Executive Science
Advisor, ababsi@inuit.org

Abstract

The Pikialasorsuaqg / North Water Polynya is one of #igelst and most productive polynyas in the
Arctic. It is located between Canada and Greenland, Kingdom of Denmark, in northern Baffin Bay. Its
high productivity is linked to the mixing of different water masses originating from the Atlantic and
Pacific ocans, and the formation of an ice bridge in Kane Basia major determinant for the opening

of the polynya.

ICC Greenland held a workshop in September 2013 with Canadian and Greenlandic representatives from
communities that surround the polynya, and varistientists. Inuit hunters shared traditional knowledge

and observations on conditions and trends in the area, and its social, cultural and historical significance
was explored. Oceanographic, biological and geological features of the polynya wereedresent
supporting the ecological significance of the polynya.

Introduction

ICC Greenland held a workshop in September 2013 with over 20 participants, including regional
Canadian and Greenlandic representatives and scientists from communities that surialarddPguaq
/ the North Water Polynya.

The goal was to identify common visions for the conservation of this area, which supports a high level of
biological diversity and productivity and is important for the indigenous and local communities (ILCSs)
aroundthe area.

Hunters from nortlwestern Greenland (Kingdom of Denmark) and northern Baffin Island and Grise
Fiord (Canada) shared their traditional knowledge and described observed changes in sea ice, snow
conditions, and distribution and behaviour of manmammals. They also noted that new species or
subspecies have been recognized around Pikialasorsuaq during recent years.

Location

The North Water Polynya is located between Greenland, Kingdom of Denmark, and Canada, in the region
of Smith Sound and Naré&#rait in northern Baffin Bay, within the EEZs of both countries. The polynya
is one of the primary connections between the Arctic Ocean and the North Atlantic Ocean.

The polynya is located roughly between 76°N and 79°N, and between 70°W and 80°W.
Feature description of the proposed area

While leading polar scientists have focused on the North Water Polynya in recent decades, the region has
been recognized by Inuit for generations as a critical habitat for culturally important species. Indeed, Inuit
use andccupation of nortieastern Canada and noemfestern Greenland are linked to the North Water
Polynya and the abundance of marine life it supports. Historically, the formation of an ice bridge in Kane
Basin played an important roie the immigration of Init from Canada to Greenland, Kingdom of
Denmark, and the continued cultural link between both sides of the basin.

The mixing of different water masses originating from the Atlantic and the Pacific oceans, and their
transformation along the journey in Arcc condi ti ons, contribute to tt
biological productivity. Water masses originating from the Pacific Ocean are driven through the Bering

Strait, around the Polar Sea with the polar gyre and through the Fram Strait to Pikiapssrsurface

...
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water (<200m depth). Water masses from the Atlantic Ocean are driven in the deep layers through the
Davis Strait along the west coast of Greenland, north towards Pikialasorsuag. This mixing together of
water masses, along with ice conditipneakes the area up to ten times more biologically productive than
other areas in the Arctic.

The high biological productivity is highly dependent on the formation of an ice bridge in Kane Basin,
which is a major determinant for the opening of the polyriy@e ice bridge and the predominant
northerly wind prevent ice floes from moving south over Pikialasorsuaq, leaving it open for light to reach
the water and fuel primary production.

Feature condition and future outlook of the proposed area

For the North Vdter Polynya, several recent years show a decrease in periods of monthly mean sea ice
coverage or earlier timing of ice breakup over the last years. As ice conditions are highly variable from
year to year, overall trends are mostly noticeable when exgrasstdyear averages or when looking at
adjacent areas in Kane Basin and Baffin Bay.

When the ice bridge is absent the productivity is much lower. Over the past two decades, the occurrence
and timing of the polynya have changed significantly, affectiregtiming, localization and intensity of
the spring bloom.

Observations by and traditional knowledge of hunters working in and around the area will provide input
and timely information about conditions and trends in the area.

Assessment of the area again€BD EBSA criteria

The Pikialasorsuaq / North Water polynya meets se
cultural and economic criteria on particularly sensitive sea areas (PSSAs). The polynya ranks high for five
EBSA criteria and mediunfor two EBSA criteria; it also ranks medium for the IMO criteria, further
supporting the significance of this polynya.

CBD EBSA | Description Ranking of criterion relevance
criteria (Annex | to decision 1X/20) (please mark oneolumn with an X)
(Annex | to . .
decision _No _ Low Medium| High
IX/20) information

Uniqueness |Area contains either X
or rarity of its kindodo), rare

locations) or endemic species, populations
communities, and/or (ii) unique, rare or
distinct habitats or ecosystems; and/or (iii)
unique or unusual geomorphological or
oceanographic features.

One of the largest and most productive polynyas in the Arctic, and globally unique with the format
an ice bridge.

Special Areas that are required for a population to X
importance survive and thrive.

for life -

history stages

of species

Numerous species of seabirds and marine mammals use the area for feeding, moulting, migratior]
overwintering and breeding. For example, more than 80% of tHd population of little auks depend ¢
the area for some part of the year.
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Importance | Area containing habitat for the survival and X

for recovery of endangered, threatened, declini

threatened, | species or &a with significant assemblages

endangered | such species.

or declining

species

and/or

habitats

No endangered species depend on the North Water Polynya as a habitat, but several occur in the
of the year.

Vulnerability, | Areas that contain a reie¢ly high proportion X
fragility, of sensitive habitats, biotopes or species thg

sensitivity, or
slow recovery

are functionally fragile (highly susceptible to
degradation or depletion by human activity ¢
by natural events) or with slow recovery.

Marine mammals are quite sensitive to distunrce from increased shipping and resource developme

activities. Moulting seabirds are especially sensitive to oil spills.

Biological
productivity

Area containing species, populations or
communities with comparatively higher
natural biological productity.

X

It is one of the

most biologically productive polynyas in the Arctic, due to
masses and formation of an ice bridge, leading to upwelling.

mixing of different water

Biological
diversity

Area contains comparatively higher diversity
of ecosystemdyabitats, communities, or
species, or has higher genetic diversity.

X

Numerous species of seabirds and marine mammals use the area part of the year.

Naturalness

Area with a comparatively higher degree of
naturalness as a result of the lack of or low
level of humarinduced disturbance or
degradation.

Thereis no use of living resources other thaaditional hunting in the area and adjacent to it. There a

no industrial activities or heavy shipping within the area itself.

Sharing experiences ad information applying other criteria (Optional)

Other Description Ranking of criterion relevance

criteria (please mark one column with an X)
Don 6| Low Medium | High
know

Social, IMO criteria for Particularly SensitivBea X

cultural and | Areas (PSSA), based on soaleconomic

economic dependency, human dependency, and culty

criteria heritage.

The historical role of the ice bridge in the immigration of Inuit from Canada to Greenland and subs
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movement and cultural ties between the tvaesiof the basin/bay.

Continued subsistence of local communities in neghtern Canada and nortlestern Greenland, who
rely on the marine life that the polynya supports for their livelihoods, both socially and economical
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Maps and Figures

Figure 1. Map of the average outline of Pikialasorsuaq / the North Water Polynya (Oceans North Canada).
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Figure 2.Trends in primary production iRikialasorsuaq / the North Water polynya (Dumont,
unpublished).
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Figure 3.(a) Trends in sea ice area in Pikialasorsuaq / North Water polynygpBaffin Bay during
selected months with averages of several years (Heidgensen et al., 2012).



UNEP/CBD/EBSA/WS/2014/5
Paged2

o
North Water Polynya

Ve Gacepansl Eroms 3k Dwre vwversdy G314(

Figure4. The North Water Polynya.
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Annex VII|

SHARING EXPERIENCES AND CHALLENGES IN APPLYING SOCIO -CULTURAL
CRITERIA AND SUGGESTIONS FOR BUILDING LINKAGE WITH THE CBD EBSA
PROCESS

Background

1. Through decisions 1X/20, X/29, and XlI/17, t@®nference of the Partiés the Convention on
Biological Diversityhas addressed the need to integrate social and cultural criteria into the description
and identification of EBSAs.

2. In paragraph 27 of decision 1X/20, tttee Conference of the Partiealled onParties to integrat

the traditional, scientific, technical and technological knowledge of indigenous and local communities,
consistent with Article 8(j) of the Convention, and to ensure the integration of social and cultural criteria
and other aspects for the identificatioihmarine areas in need of protection as well as the establishment
and management of marine protected areas.

3. In paragraph 47 of decision X/29, t@enference of the Partiesquestedhe Executive Secretary

to undertake, subject to availability of finaakresources, a studwithin a context of Article 8(j) and
related provisions, to identify specific elements iftiegrating the traditional, scientific, technical and
technological knowledge of indigenous and local communities, consistent with Artjgleof8the
Convention, and social and cultural criteria and other aspects for the application of scientific criteria in
annex | to decision 1X/20 for the identification of ecologically or biologically significant areas as well as
the establishment and mamagent of marine protected areas, and to make the report available at the
eleventh meeting of thEonference of the Partiesd transmit the findings to the relevant United Nations
General Assembly processes, including the Ad Hoc @peled Informal Workingsroup.

4, Following this decision, the followingeport was prepared by the Secretariat of the CBD:
Identifying Specific Elements for Integrating the Traditional, Scientific, Technical and Technological
Knowledge of Indigenous and Local Communities, andé&aeid Cultural Criteria and Other Aspects for
the Application of Scientific Criteria for Identification of Ecologically or Biologically Significant Areas
(EBSAS) as well as the Establishment And Management of Marine Protected Areas
(UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA/16/INFLO).

5. At its eleventh meeting, th€onference of the Partiegelcomed this report in paragraph 23 of
decision Xl/17,noting that the best available scientific and technical knowledge, including relevant
traditional knowledge, should be the basis for thecdption of areas that meet the criteria for EBSAS,

that additional social and cultural informatjaseveloped with the full and effective participation of
indigenous and local communities, may be relevant in any subsequent step of selecting conaadration
management measures, and that indigenous and local communities should be included in this process, as
appropriate, particularly in areas whihman populations amate-existinguses.

6. In paragraph 24 of the same decision, ©@enference of the Partiesivited Parties, other
Governments, competent international organizations, and relevant indigenolegancbmmunitiesd
consider thause of the guidance on integration of traditional knowledge in the reqiibrthe approval

and involvement of the holdg of such knowledge, where applicable, in any future description of areas
that meet theriteria forEBSAs and for the development of conservation and management measites,
report on progress in this regard to the twelfth meeting of the Confereriez étties to the Convention.

7. In paragraph 25 of this decision, tBenference of the Partiemted that socially and culturally
significant marine areas may require enhanced conservation and management measures, and that criteria
for the identification ofareas relevant to the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in need of
such enhanced measures due to their social, cultural and other significance may need to be developed,
with appropriate scientific and technical rationales.
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8. Additionally, in paragraph 19 of the same decision, the COP requested the Executive Secretary to
further refine the EBSA training manual and modules, as necessary, including further consultation with
Parties and indigenous and local communities, and the developmenmnofgtnaiaterials on the use of
traditional knowledge.

Limitations posed by the lack of a process for application of socicultural criteria

9. As noted bythe Conference of the Parti@s paragraph 25 of decisiokl/17 (see paragraph 7
above), criteria for thédentification of areas in need of enhanced management measures due to their
social and/or cultural significance may need to be developed, with appropriate scientific and technical
rationalesTo date, some national, regional and global processes alrpplyysacial and cultural criteria

in the identification of significant areas. In the context ofG@lo@vention on Biological Diversitythere is

a need to agree on a set of social and cultural criteria that can be used in conjunction with the EBSA
process.

10. In some cases, an area may be ecologically or biologically significant in accordance with the
current EBSA criteria but not of special social or cultural significance. In other cases, an area might be
socially and/or culturally significant, and may orynaot also be ecologically or biologically significant.

Thus, there may be a need for two distinct categories of significant areas: one for socially and culturally
significant areas and one for EBSAs. It needs to be explored whether different procesgas @aches

would be needed to apply the two sets of criteria. Furthermore, since some areas will be significant
according to both types of criteria, there is also a need to call special attention to such areas, and, at some
stage, to consider areas hatiatly, particularly when planning conservation and management measures.

11. The lack of adopted social and cultural criteria presents a limitation to considering the human
dimension of ecosystems, in accordance with the guidahdbe Conference of the P&t on the
ecosystem approach. It also limits the consideration of the implications for biodiversity related to cultural
and spiritual practices and traditional management systems. Reciprocally, it also limits consideration of
the impacts on cultural angisitual practices by other uses of biodiversity and institutional management
systems. Establishing a linkage between culture and biodiversity is important, givérealiay and
productive marine and terrestrial ecosystems are the foundation of indigenkbures, traditions and
identities.

12. It should be noted, in this context, that biodiversity in areas beyond national jurisdiction is
important for indigenous peoples of the Arctic due to the close connections between coastal and offshore
ecological sysgms. For example, ice edge ecosystems in offshore areas provide important feeding areas
for fish that are utilized by indigenous peoples in their coastal areas. Similarly, whales, seals and polar
bears are important for indigenous peoples, and migrateebetmearshore and offshore areas.

13. According to the report of theighth meeting of the of Ad Hoc Opesnded Intersessional
Working Group on Article 8(j) and related provisions (recommendation 8/2), cultural and spiritual
practices and traditional managerheystems are consistent with ecological values and are important in
fostering the sustainable use of biological diversity. Accordingly, the cultural and spiritual values and
practices of indigenous and local communities play an important role in theatime and sustainable

use of biodiversity and in transmitting its importance to the next generation. Without the opportunity to
consider areas for their social and cultural values, their ecological values, and especially for both sets of
values togethethe linkages between the two are more difficult to make.

14. With regards to the EBSA process in the Arctic region, the lack of adoptedcstitical criteria

has prevented the workshop participants from considering available information on several &ypas of

that are of importance to indigenous peoples in the Arctic, such as customary use areas, areas of social
and economic importance, cultural heritage sites, subsistence use areas and sacred sites.

15. In some cases, organizations or processes that appbycsdtural criteria have sought input from
indigenous peoples or organizations, but have not received it. This may be due to either lack of capacity
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among indigenous peoplesd institutions, or | ack
with indigenous peoples. Thus, capadityilding may be required for both indigenous peoples and other
types of experts in this regard.

16. Social, cultural and spiritual information are of considerable importance to the conservation and
sustainable use of biodisty, as well as to the survival of indigenous peoples in the Arctic. Social and
cultural considerations will not only add immediate value to the CBD EBSA process, but will also be vital
for the success and lostgrm sustainability of the process, and domservation and sustainable use of
marine biodiversity in general.

Recommendations for future incorporation of sociecultural criteria

17. It would be desirable for the CBD to agree, as a matter of priority, on a set ofcaticial

criteria to be used inomjunction with the CBD process for facilitating the description of EBSAs based on
relevant criteria used in other processes, some of which have been discussed in document
UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA/16/INF/10 It would also be useful for the CBD to compile informatiand
experience on the practical application of semitiural criteria, and provide guidance and/or best practice

for their application. All of the above may be achieved most effectively through the convening of an
expert group on this topic.

18. Applicationof traditional knowledge (TK) may help identify areas that are socially and culturally
significant. TK may also help to identify EBSAs. The template for EBSA description should provide for
the inclusion of information related to TK in the description BSAs. Some areas identified as socially

and culturally significant may not necessarily be ecologically or biologically significant, in the context of
the EBSA criteria. Thus, there is a process needed to address socially and culturally significant areas on
their own merit.

19. It will also be useful to learn from other processes, regional and international organizations, and
national entities that already apply sccigdtural criteria. One such example is the International Maritime
Organization (IMO). The IMO &s considerable experience in incorporating social and cultural criteria,
along with ecological criteria, in the identification of Particularly Sensitive Sea Areas (PSSAs). These
experiences might be useful to consider in the CBD EBSA process.

20. The Arctic @uncil has produced a report titlddentification of Arctic Marine Areas of
Heightened Ecological and Cultural Significan@s a followup to the Arctic Marine Shipping
Assessment (AMSA) recommendation Il (c). The section on areas of heightened cigjtifiahace uses
the IMO PSSA criteria to identify examples of such areas in the Arctic. Ongheas@ illustrates that
the coastal fisheries are mainly conducted by the local fishing fleet, whose activities are limited by the

fishing vesfsied Bdr iran@ es amtntdl ement patterns. The s

of fishing activities can be compared to a social landscape in the marine environment. Areas identified
during the process are recognized both for their biological and sotiglsyahey represent areas where

the use of fish resources is of particular social and economic importance for commercial assgamall
fisheries. This process demonstrates, as a lelkesoned, that areas that are socially and culturally
significant al® prove to be ecologically or biologically significant, and that involvement of indigenous
and local communities and their knowledge also helps in the identification of EBSASs.

{
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Annex VIII

DESCRIPTION OF AREAS MEETING THE EBSA CRITERIA IN THE ARCTIC

AS AGREED BY THE WORKSHOP PLENARY

Area No. Area Name
(See the detailed description of each area in the appendix to this“a
1 The marginal ice zone and the seasonaldoger over the deep Arctic Ocean
2 Multi-year ice of the Central Arctic Ocean
3 Murman Coast and Varanger Fjord
4 White Sea
5 The ®utheastern Barents Sea (the Pechora Sea)
6 The mast of Western and Northern Novaya Zemlya
7 North-eastern Barerit&ara Sea
8 Ob-Enise River Mouth Area
9 Great Siberian Polynya
10 WrangelandGerdd Shallows and Ratmanov Gyre
11 Coastal Waters of Western and Northern Chukotka

4 The appendix to annex VIII appears at the end of this document.
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Annex IX

MAP OF THE WORKSHOP'S GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE AND AREAS MEETING THE EBSA
CRITERIA IN THE ARCTIC AS AGRE ED BY THE WORKSHOP PLENARY
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Arctic Regonal Workshop 10 Faciitate the Description of
Ecolbogicaly or Bickogically Signiicant Manne Areas (EBSAs)
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Map 1. Geographic scope of the wsinkp.
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Areas Meeting EBSA Criteria
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Map 2. Areas meeting the EBSA criteria in the Arctic.



UNEP/CBD/EBSA/WS/2014/1/5
Paged9

Annex X

SUMMARY OF THE WORKSHOP DISCUSSION ON IDENTIFICATION OF GAPS AND
NEEDS FOR FURTHER ELABORATION IN DESCRIBING ECOLOGICALLY OR
BIOLOGICALLY SIGNIFICANT MARINE AREAS, INCLUDING THE NEED F  OR THE
DEVELOPMENT OF SCIENTIFIC CAPACITY AS WELL AS FUTURE SCIENTIFIC
COLLABORATION

1. Many groups currently generate or collate data on Arctic biodiversity. This information is rarely
coordinated ands often inaccessible. This workshop demonstrated tbheed@ising demand for easily
accessible, accurate and understandable information on biodiversity trends and their underlying causes.
Consolidating the vast amount of disaggregated data across all Arctic subregions and biomes would
facilitate access to u-date information on biodiversity trends and promote a deeper understanding of
interrelationships at the local, regional, circumpolar and global séaleexample of progress in this

regard is CAFBs Circumpolar Biodiversity Monitoring Programme (CBMP), w@hiis working

with partnersacross the Arctic to harmonize and enhance-teng marine monitoring efforts.

2. Arctic marine environments are experiencing, or are expected to experience, many human
induced and natural pressures from climate change, overetigoj industrial development,
contaminants, invasive alien species, tourism, disease and parasites, scientific research and commercial
shipping. It is not certain how these pressurealone and in combinatiod affect marine species and
ecosystems becse the Arctiés complexity and size make it difficult to detect and attribute changes in
marine biodiversity. In addition, existing marine monitoring efforts are not connected on a circumpolar
scale, which limits the ability to make effective managemecisitms efficiently.

3. There is a need for further development of CA&FRrctic Biodiversity Data Service (ABDS) as a
means ofharmonizingandimproving the accessibilityof Arctic biodiversity data. Efforts suchasthese
will contributeto more rapid detecton, communicationand responsdo significant biodiversityrelated
trendsandpressuresffectingthe circumpolarworld. The ABDS will alsofunctionasa repositoryfor the
backgroundiatasets(with necessarpermissios) submittedfor this Arctic EBSA workshop.

Gaps in data identified during the scientific preparation for the workshop

4, In preparation for this workshop, an extensive data collection process was undertaken, and a data
report was developed. Biological, physical, oceanographic and physiagdapd were collected, as were

data from global archives on biogeographic information. In addition, more specialized data sets and
analyses specific to the Arctic region were also identified. Throughout this data collection process, a
number of general da gaps were identified.

5. The most prominent data gaps involve the lack of consistent, regitensurveys of biological

data on marine species across taxa and trophic groups. Comparable surveys of biological data in the
marine Arctic are sparse and oftextiremely limited in spatial extent and temporal representation. These
data gaps are especially noticeable indoeered areas and winter seasons. Biological data are also often
restricted to surface or shallemater regions in and around coastal areas.

6. While information on ice cover, ocean productivity and other broad indices derived from remote
sensing is fairly common, field validation data continues to be sparse across the region. Baseline data on
species abundance and representation is especialbullitb accumulate at the regional scale. Indicators

of species and ecosystem health are also lacking at the regional scale.

7. Questions were raised as to usability of climatological skt prepared for the workshop. These
are global models that wereliged in previous EBSA workshops and were not developed with the Arctic
in mind. Therefore projections for the Arctic based on thesesg#daare distorted or visually unfamiliar.
This problem could be addressed by focusing on specific areas and intngpanare relevant data
sources.



UNEP/CBD/EBSA/WS/2014/%
Pages0

8. Available additional data on species (mammals, birds and bentlawe)reviewed during the
workshop, with consideration given to the (1) Nelghst Atlantic subarctic; (2nigratory areas in the
Chukchi Sea for mobile spe&d in areas beyond national jurisdiction; §8hthic faunal assemblages; and
(4) birds. The following issues were identified:

(@) Further tagging and collation of data are needed in order to strengthen availabktsiata
when considering possible areas nmaptEBSA criteria in areas such as the Chukchi Sea cetacean
population (Luque & Ferguson, 2010);

(b) Benthic sampling is needed in a broader range of areas in order to build upon and
consolidate existing data;

(c) Data gaps for benthic fauna are primarily duehallenging sampling logistics (e.g., the
northern section of the Lomonosov Ridge). Particular sampling gaps to note include the Arcsealeep
invertebrate benthos (>3008) on the eastern side of the Canada Basin and in the-fianegg fraction
(Bluhm etal., 2011, p104);

(d) Within the Arctic, marine Important Bird Areas (IBAs) have only been identified
comprehensively for Alaska. The network of sites for the rest of the Arctic remains incomplete. The work
undertaken by Audubon Alaska to identify marine 8&an be used as a model for the rest of the region,
although the value of tracking data should be assessed in future updates. Ongoing work in the Russian Far
East (by Birds Russia) is due to deliver a new assessment of skad@ding colonies and assated
foraging areas that qualify as IBAs in 2015. Ongoing work in Iceland (Fuglavernd) is identifying new
marine IBAs around seabird breeding colonies, and a first assessment is expected to be completed in
2014. Additional information, which may supportwnearine IBAs in Greenland, has been compiled but
has not yet been integrated into BirdLife databases (Christiansen et al., 2012). Work to identify marine
IBAs is undemvay in Arctic areas of Canada, Norway and western Russia, although substantial
informaion about seabirds exists in all these areas; and

(e) A number of known seabird, cetacean and pinnipgcking datassets were not available
for this workshop. The compilation of such dagds would contribute to a more complete assessment of
the migration rates and movements of mobile species.

Traditional knowledge

9. The workshop acknowledged that there was a need to find a way to incorporate TK in the
description and identification of EBSAs. Tkwnference of the Partiegldressed this need decisions

IX/20, X/29, and XI/17, however, detailed guidance is yet t@rioeided on how to do so through the
regional workshops and how the CBD EBSA process at both national and regional levels should be
undertaken in conjunction with application of social and cultaréeria, with the full and effective
participation of indigenous and local communities (IL@s)addition to the application of ecological and
biological criteria (refer to annexes VI and VII, which address traditional knowledge anecatiomal

criteria, respectively).

Gaps in data relevant to specific areas in the Central Arctic Ocean beyond national jurisdiction

10. Work conducted during the International Polar Year (IPY) (28008) has greatly increased the
body of knowledge on subsurface physiand biological oceanography. These observations collected
from icebreakers have refined our knowledge of Atlantic and Pacific waters in the Arctic Ocean, as well
as the adjacent continental shelves. Despite this progress, significant gaps remaimgintiad
following:

(a) Basic scientific information is lacking for much of the Arctic Ocean in areas beyond
national jurisdiction. Until recently, the entire area was covered in icergaad, which seriously limited
access to the region in the past. This seasonal ice zone requires study;

(b) Most available information reflects conditions prevalent at only certain seasons or times
of the year, and very little is known about various aspects of the marine environment in winter and spring;

...
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(© Physical, biological ash ecological information along the ice edge during the spring
bloom is a particularly important gap;

(d) Differences in methodology, reporting, and language between researchers operating out
of different countries pose further challenges to assembling cobpanad coherent data; and

(e) Because of the rapid rate of change of the Arctic, ecologicakdaneed to be updated
frequently. Some important parameters, such as phenology and seasonal distribution of species, are in
particular need of updating.
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Appendix tannex VI

DESCRIPTION OF AREAS MEETING THE EBSA CRITERIA IN THE ARCTIC
AS AGREED BY THE WORKSHOP PLENARY

Area No. 1: The Marginal Ice Zone and the Seasonal Ice Cover over the Deep Arctic Ocean
Abstract

Large areas of the basins in the central Arctic Ocean now have annual ice and are thus ice edge and
seasonal ice zones with period of open water in summer. Thigynificant new region of ice
edge/seasonal ice and seasonal open water over the deep Arctic is highly dynamic both spatially and
temporally. The marginal ice zone, which results from seasonalower over the deeprctic Ocean

(deeper than 500 m), is a significant and unique feature in areas beyond national jurisdiction. This kind of
ice habitat is found nowhere else in the Araibanges in sea ice alter the amount, timing and location of
primary production, bothwithin the ice and in the water column, with potential cascading effects
throughout the ecosystenfihe area is important for sevemhdemicArctic species. Some of the ice

related species are listed as vulnerable by IUCN, and/or listed as under thfeatlaoline by OSPAR.

The marginal ice zone and leads are important feeding areas fassigeiated species. Sea ice is
important breeding, moulting and resting (haut) habitat for certain marine mammadlsis noted that,

given the dynamic nature ohe& geographic area covered by this description, it may, depending on
changes in coverage of mujtear ice/marginal ice cover, partially overlap with an area meeting the CBD
EBSA criteria that was described by the joint OSPAR/NEAFC/CBD workshop in the-Bast Atlantic.
Following peer review by ICES, the description of this area is currently under consideration by the
Contracting Parties to OSPAR and NEAFC.

Introduction

The marginal ice zone, which results from seasonaidger over theleeper (>500 mparts of the Arctic
Ocean, is a globally and regionally significant habitat and a unique feature of the area beyond national
jurisdiction figure 1). This type of habitat is found nowhere else in the Arctic.

The dramatic reduction of mulyiear ice area gans that large areas of the basins now have annual ice
and are thus ice edges and seasonal ice zones with a period of open water in summer. This sigwificant
region of ice edge/seasonal ice and seasonal open water over the deep Arctic is highly dgtlamic
spatially and temporally.

The previously very low biological production of the deep basins may change in this region as light,
temperature and storminess increase and currents|ghdftidition, winddriven mixing of the ocean is
more efficient oveopen water and over the thinner, momebile, seasonal ice than over muiéar ice,

with the potential to increase productiviy well

As in other areas of the Arctic, the marginal ice zone provides critical feeding habitat for a variety of ice
depenént species, including endangered species. Unlike the rest of the Arctic, however, the ice margin
and the seasonal ice in the Central Arctic Ocean beyond national jurisdiction extend uniquely over deep
water. This ice supports the majority of productiorhia stratified, low productivity waters of the region

and plays a major role in contributing to the overall productivity of the region.fi§ee?2 for a
conceptual model of the ecosystem at the marginal ice zone.

It is noted that, given the dynamic nagwf the geographic area covered by this description, it may,
depending on changes in coverage of rydr ice/ marginal ice cover, overlap partially with an area
meeting the CBD EBSA criteria that was described by the joint OSPAR/NEAFC/CBD workshtiug in
North-East Atlantic. Following peer review by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea
(ICES), the description of this area is currently under consideration by the Contracting Parties to OSPAR
and NEAFC.
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Location

This area comprises tisairface ice and related water column features associated with the marginal sea ice
area in waters more than 500deep in areas beyond national jurisdiction. The marginal ice zone, at the
edge of the ice pack, is a geographically and temporally dynamiaréethat movegreat distances
seasonally from the minimum seasonal ice margin limit in the central Arctic (~September ice minimum)
to the seasonal marginal ice maximum (~March ice maximum)jseeial note for Area No.1, belpwt

also changes in argshape and geographic location from year to year, due to interannual variability of the
Arctic ice packThe multiyear marginal ice range provided (Septenibktarch climatology 19722007)

in this description has been restricted to areas beyond ngtiosdiction and waters greater than 500 m
deep within the described Arctic workshop region.

Feature description of the proposed area

There is limited information about the ecosystems of the central Arctic Ocean. There is more literature
describing the shiawer, coastal areas of the Arctic (although these areas are also less studied than most
shallow, coastal areas at lower latitudes). Where appropriate, this description includes some information
from coastal Arctic areas.

Production and lower trophic leYeommunities

Ice algal communitiesan be divided into communities on the surface, interior and bottom of the ice (Horner

et al. 1992). The surface can then be divided into-pagltl and infiltration communities, the interior into
diffuse, brinechannel ad band communities and the bottom into interstitial andicilsommunities. All,

except for the band community, occur in annual ice. In addition to microalgae, bacteria are an important
component of the iealgal community, but many other groups of oigars (e.g., archaea, fungi, ciliates,
kinetoplastids, choanoflagellates, amoebae, heliozoans, foraminiferans and some protists that belong to no
known group) also occur in these ice communities (Lizotte 2G@R)lin et al. (2010) reported a total of
1027sympagic taxa in the Arctic (including in coastal waters).

There are known sampling biases in unicellular eucaryotes, by location (more coastal), size (more larger),
and season (Poulin et al. 2010), and these biases weaken or impede assessment aihplatitenas in
these taxa.

In general, there are steep gradients in temperature, salinity, light and nutrient concentrations, creating
different habitats throughout the ice; the bottom 0.2 m has the most favourable conditions for growth
among the interiocommunities (Arrigo 2003)However, with respect to biomass and contribution to
primary production, the stibe community is the most important in the annual ice. In the outermost, thinnest
part of the sea ice, phytoplankton occur predominantly in théceutbmmunity, especially centric diatoms,

in addition to a few colonrforming pennate diatoms. The sl community of old annual ice is
characterised by the pennate diatdiitzschia frigida,but other species, such Bitzschia promarean be
importart locally (Syvertsen 1991Melosira arctica(a species typical of muljiear ice) may dominate sub

ice communities in some localities (von Quillfeldt et al. 2009addition there are seasonal trends and-inter
annual variations in species compositidopmss and production as a result of several factors, among others,
light, age and origin of the ice (e.g., distance to land and water depth). Thus, there is a high spatial
heterogeneity when larger areas are considered. All of these factors makeul diffiestimate regional
production (McMinn & Hegseth 2007).

Sea ice algae start to grow before phytoplanktenextended growth season in Arctic areas forms ice algal
communities that are grazed actively by both ice fauna and zooplankton and magnpertant component

of the diet of some species during the winter. Ice atgagribute 4 to 26% of total primary production in
seasonally iceovered waters (Gosselin et al. 1997, Sakshaug 2@@herusa glacialis probably the
most numerous amphipod spein the central Arctic Ocea@nisimus glacialismay be common in
some areas.
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The marginal ice zone is a highly productive area for phytoplankton (Sakahd8gjoldal 1989). Stable

water masses due to sea melt, coupled with high nutrient availatyiland light, result in an intense
phytoplankton bloom. As water masses become stratified due to surface heating, nutrient flow from below
is inhibited. Consequently, the bloom in marginal ice areas starts earlier than in areas never experiencing
seaiceThe bl oom follows the ice edge as it retreats
August or even September in the areas of maximum ice retreatR€wmksen et al. 2008). The Hedge

bloom is likely to weaken with time over the seas@Mag¢smann et al. 2006). Arctic planktonic
herbivores, such aSalanus hyperboreysre able to utilize the vast area of the Arctic Ocean and to feed
and store lipids for ovewintering until the sun disappears in October (FRditersen et al. 2008).
Calanushyperboreusomprisesup to half the zooplankton biomasses in the deep Arctic Ocean, and this

is the only theCalanusspeciethat can remain established within the deep Arctic Océiam, it can
reproduce thejgKosobokova 2012).

Fish

The fish diversiy of the Arctic is described in the Arctic Biodiversity Assessni€htistianserandReist
2013, and literature quotedThe Arctic Central Basin has a disproportionately low taxa richness
compared witltherest of theArctic Ocean and adjacent sea regjomish only 13 species in four families
and a proportion of Arctic species of around 92%. The number of species may be underestimated due to
poor sampling, low abundances and unresolved taxonomy. PolaBooglbgadus saida a keystone
species in the mare Arctic,and ice codArctogadus glacialisare endemic to the Arctic amdethe only
fishes in the northern hemisphere that utilize sea ice as habitat and spawning simtiatsd is the
only marine fish species that is widespread throughout thiee eArctic Ocean and adjacent seas,
including the Arctic Central Basin, i.e., it occurrs in areas with ayeliir, annual sea ice and open water.
Ice cod is much less abundant and is primarily associated with fjords and Arctic shiirekov and
Cherrova (2013) assumed that the scale of the uit@eswarming polar cod in the Central Arctic (pack
ice areas) is comparable to that observed in thiréeeareas at the Arctic periphery.

Birds

There are limited data on seabird distribution in the certralic Ocean.The following 13 seabird
species make use of the deep Arctic Ocean for feeding: Northern fukmbinatus glacialiy, Red
phalarope Rhalaropus fulicariuy Parasitic skuaStercorarius parasiticys Pomarine skuaStercorarius
pomarinug, Glaucous gull llarus hyperboreys ivory gull (Pagophila eburnean Kittiwake (Rissa
tridactyla) R o s KRddssthagiairbsba, ( S a b i Xemé sabing Ardti¢ terr{ Sterna paradisg

Little auk (Alle alle), Black guillemot Cepphus grillg and Brunnth's guillemot ria lomvia) (Buinitsky

1946, Portenko1946, Paynter 1955, Rutilevsky 1957, Uspensky 1968, Blomqvist & Elander 1987,
Parmelee & Parmelee 1994, Vuilleumier 1996, Hjort et al. 1997, Lunk & Joern 2007, Gilg et al. 2010a,b)

Amongthem,themds common i s Ross 6s -bgeading to fead bni crudtaceans pthat e s |
pack ice of the Arctic Ocean on a regular base (Blomquist & Elander 1981, Hjort et al. 1997, Gauvrilo,
unpublished). Ivory gulls prefer to use the marginal ice zone (Gilg. 2010, Gavrilo, unpublished).

Figures 3 to 5 show observationsefor y gqul | , Rossds gull and bl ack g

Mammals

Ringed seal

The Arctic ringed sedPusa (Phoca) hispidhas a very large population size and broad distribution in the
Arctic OceanFigure 6 shows encounters in the central Arctic Ocean. Ringed seals use sea ice exclusively
for breeding, moulting and resting (hauit), and feed on small schooling fish and invertebrates. In a co
evolution with one of their main predators, the polarrp#iaey developed the ability to create and
maintain breathing holes in relatively thick ice, which makes them well adapted to living in ice covered
waters. Kovacs et al. (2008) document declines in population size of this subspecies in parts of its range
associated with a decrease in sea ice, and there are concerns that future changes in Arctic sea ice will have
a similar negative impacts.
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Polar bear

Polar bears Yrsus maritimuy are dependent on sea ice and are therefore particularly vulnerable to
changs in sea ice extent, duration and thickness. Their circumpolar distribution, with 19 subpopulations,
is limited by the southern extent of sea ice (Gorbunddetikov 2008). Figure 7 shows encounters in the
central Arctic Ocearin the summer, a great maaf/these subpopulations inhabit Arctic seas and use the
marginal ice zone as an important feeding ground. In the winter, the polar bears are distributed more
evenly throughout the Arctic ice, however with the highest abundance in areas with polynyasdand le
Preferred prey species of the polar bear are ringed seal and bearded seal, and in some areas harp seal.

Narwhal

Narwhals Monodon monocerdoccur primarily in Arctic waters connected to the North Atlantic Ocean
(Reeves et al. 2014). It is a highbeidependent species that could make use of the central Arctic Ocean,
but there is no documented information on its distribution in these deeper videnhals are deep

diving benthic feeders and forage on fish, squid and shrimp, especially Arcticpbsies such as
Greenland halibut, Arctic cod and polar cod at up to 1500 m depth and mostly in winter. A recent
assessment of the sensitivity of all Arctic marine mammals to climate change ranked the narwhal as one
of the three most sensitive speciesnyatily due to its narrow geographic distribution, specialized
feeding and habitat choice, and high site fidelity (Laidre et al. 2008 in Jefferson et al. 2008).

Beluga

Belugas Delphinapterus leucgsare an Arctic species that have been tracked usiagitia at the edge

of a range that is predominantly over the shallower Chuchki and Beaufort seas off North America (Hauser
et al. 2014). Luque and Ferguson (2010), although not explicitly examining belugas is@reth note

that populations of belugastagher latitudes have a larger body size than those further south.

Bowhead whale

Bowhead whaleRalaena mysticetdiss the third of the three ieassociated cetacean species that reside
yearround in the Arctic, mostly connected to the marginal ice zoadaSthere are no observations of

this (heavily depleted) species in the central Arctic Ocean. The distribution of bowhead whales is nearly
circumpolar, although the heavy ice conditions that have prevailed over the last millennium in the Arctic
Basin hae impeded (but not completely blocked) their movement in the Northwest and Northeast
Passages. Some populations of bowhead whales are increasing (Reeves et al. 2014, and literature quoted).

Feature condition and future outlook of the proposed area

Replaceraent of thick, multiyear ice by thin, firsyear ice as the Arctic warms may contribigténcreases in
the frequencies and magnitude of ice algal and phytoplankton blooms (Post et al. 2013).

Primary production of sea ice algae plays a crucial role ifif¢heycle of planktonic and benthic organisms
(Gradinger 1995) in the Arctic Ocean, but the extent of this importance in annual ice in the deeper central
Arctic Ocean has not been studied. However, a widespread deposition of ice algal biomass ofj@® ayera

C per m to the deegsea floor of the Arctic Central Basin has been observed (Boetius et al. 2013). When
released from sea ice, ice algae may be an early (and only) seasonal food source for zooplankton. Thus,
possible consequences of the observeuhitig of the Arctic sea ice may be severe. If the sea ice disappears
there will be a shift from a system dependent on sea ice species towards a system dependent on
phytoplankton species.

A change in timing and duration of the ice edge bloom increasesthe babi | ity of a fAm
productivity, which may have severe consequences for zooplankton that are dependent on this bloom
today, with potential cascading effects throughout the ecosystem. However, the timing of ice formation

and melt also influeneethe distribution and intensity of the primary production in the water column.

Such primary production is likely to increase in areas with less sea ice but may then become limited by
nutrient availability. The extent of nutrient replenishment by vertiwaing during winter is especially

important for the level of productivity in ieieee waters (Smetacek & Nicol 2005). Thus, changed ice
conditions may affect the productivity over the deep ocean of the Arctic more severely than shelf areas.
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Of the observe increase in annual primary production in the Arctic from 2006 to 2007, 30% was
attributable to decreased minimum summer ice extent and 70% to a longer phytoplankton growing season
(Arrigo et al. 2008). On the other harmdduced sea ice cover coupledhndin an increase in atmospheric

low pressures cells (with more wind) may cause the upper mixing layer to deepen and in turn causes changes
in the relative importance of the algal groups that dominate the phytoplankton community. It has been
suggested thanixing in the upper layers (above 40 m) favours diatoms (i.e., areas often influenced by sea
ice), mixing down to 60 m favoursPhaocystis pouchetiiwhile mixing below 80 m favours small
nanoflagellates (Sakshaug 2004). Howelameased stratificatiofdue to melting sea ice and river input)

and nutrient depletion in the euphotic zone may cause shifts in the taxonomic composition of
phytoplankton (Tremblay et al. 2012), as recently recorded by increasing abundances-sizeth&2

em in diameter) pytoplankton cells (Li et al. 2009)hus, the quality of the food available for grazing
communities will most probably change. The importance of the ice edge related production for higher
predators will change, but may depend on other factors, for exaegtieds may be also be influenced by
distance from breeding colonies.

Assessment of the area against CBD EBSaiteria

CBD EBSA | Description Ranking of criterion relevance
criteria (Annex | to decision 1X/20) (please mark oneotumn with an X)
(Annex | to No Low Medi | High
decision informat um

IX/20) ion

Uniqueness |Area contains either X
or rarity of its kindo), rare

locations) or endemic species, populations
communities, and/or (ii) unique, rare or
distinct, habitats or ecosystems; and/or (iii)
unique or unusual geomorphological or
oceanographic features.

Explanation for ranking
The area is unique because the marginal ice and associated seasonal ice occurs over a deep oce
Hence the dynamiasf its nutrient supply are globally unique, with implications for the primary
production in the area (Rudels et al. 1991 )addition, the importancef ice algae as a pathway of
productivity into the food web (Gradinger 1995, Gosselin et al. 1997, Sak8084) is unique at least
within the Northern hemisphere.

Special Areas that are required for a population to

importance survive and thrive. X
for life -

history stages

of species

Explanation for ranking

Important for icedependent species suchpatar cod (ChristianseandReist 2013), ringed seal (Kovac
et al. 2008), pol ar bear (Gorbunov & Beliko
1981, Hjort et al. 1997, Gavrilo, unpublished) and ivory gull (Gilg et al. 2010, Gavrjpoplished) The
marginal ice zones particularly important as a feeding ground for seals, polar bears and ivory gulls
to its enhanced productivity.

Calanus hyperboreusomprisesup to half the zooplankton biomass in the deep Arctic Ocean and is
only Calanusspecies that can remain established within the deep Arctic Qiceait can reproduce
therg (Kosobokova 2012).

Importance | Area containing habitat for the survival and X
for recoveryof endangered, threatened, declinir
threatened, | species or area with significant assemblage
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endangered
or declining
species
and/or
habitats

such species.

Explanation for ranking

Polar bear (IUCN vulnerabléisorbunov & Belikov 2008,Vongraven &Peacock 2011) and ivory gull
(IUCN near threatened) (Gilg at. 2010, Gavrilo, unpublished) depend on the sea ice throughout th

life cycles.
Vulnerability, | Areas that contain a relatively high proportig X
fragility, of sensitive habitats, biotopes or species tha
sensitivity, or | are functionally fagile (highly susceptible to
slow recovery| degradation or depletion by human activity ¢

by natural events) or with slow recovery.
Explanation for ranking
The geographical extent of the seasonal ice cover is declining in the summer (IPCC 2013).
Biological Area containing species, populations or X
productivity | communities with comparatively higher

natural biological productivity.

Explanation for ranking

Ice algae constitutes the second source of primary production in Arctic seas, with the highest rela
contibution in the central Arctic Ocean (Gosselin et al. 1997). Increasing extent of annually forme
ice over the Arctic Ocean, with vanishing and restricted ayehlir ice limited to the northern regions of
the Canadian Archipelago and Greenland (asrtegdor 2008 by the US National Snow and Ice Cent
may result in higher biomass of sympagic unicellular eukaryote taxa available for the upper trophi
at the time of minimum irradiance reaching the polar surface waters (Poulin et al. 2010).

Productivity of both ice algae (Gosselin et al. 1997, Sakshaug 2004) and phytoplé®dkshaug &
Skjoldal 1989) is higher in the marginal ice zone than in the more open waters, and deeper into th
of the ice pack, so the marginal ice zone scoresdrigbroductivityrelative toother areas of the Arctic.

Biological Area contains comparatively higher diversity X
diversity of ecosystems, habitats, communities, or
species, or has higher genetic diversity.

Explanation for ranking

In addition to micralgae, bacteria are an important component of thalga community, but man
other groups of organisms (e.g., archaea, fungi, ciliates, kinetoplastids, choanoflagellates, &
heliozoans, foraminiferans, some protists that belong to no known drotifgra, Nematoda, Copepod
Amphipoda) also occur in ice communities (Werner & Gradinger 2002, Lizotte 2003, Arndt & Swi|
2006,Bluhm et al. 2011, Kosobokova 20Q1Zonsequently, biodiversity of the lower trophic levels in
ice is relatively high.

Naturalness | Area with a comparatively higher degree of X
naturalness as a result of the lack of or low
level of humarnduced disturbance or

degradation.

Explanation for ranking
Very low impact from human activities (but vulnerable for climate chawbeh is already acting)
(Meltofte et al. 2013, Eamer et al. 2013).
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Maps and Figures
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Figure 5. Map from Gilg et al. 201ddcations of ivory gull according to satellite tagging, October).
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Ringed Seal (Phoca hispida) Graduated Quantity in the Central Arctic
Based on ‘The Russian Arctic Biogeographical Database' of 1957-2011

Figure 6. Yearound encounters of ringed seBhpca hispidain the central Arctic Ocean. Based on the
fiThe Russian Arctic Biogeographic Dataliase19572011.© The Pew Charitable Trusg912.

Polar Bear (Ursus maritimus) Graduated Quantity in the Central Arctic
Based on ‘The Russian Arctic Biogeographical Database’ of 1957-2011
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Figure7. Yearround encounters of polar beatdrgus maritimugin the central Arctic Ocean. Based on
thefiThe Russian Arctic Biogeographic Dataliase19572011.© The Pew Charitable Trus2912.
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Special note for Aea No.1: Marginal Ice Zone and Seasonal Ice Cover over the
Deep Arctic Ocean

This special note contains information on the use of sea ice climatologies to identify the location of the
features described in areas no. 1 and tdéappendix to annex VIIIThe primary data sources for these
areal definitions are sea ice climatologies from the US National Snow and Ice Data Center.

Definition of ice margin areas of the Arctic Ocean

Seaice margin areas are extremely dynamic both within and between years.tiddse have been
significant changes in their geographic range over the last several decades of obsSeaitennargin
areas were identified using the NSIDC 1972007 climatologies.

==
L =

Figure 1 September marginal sea ice range (192207)
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Figure 2 March marginal sea ice and fast ice (1972007)
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Figure 3 Septembef March marginal sea ice range (1972007)
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Figure 4 Marginal ice range and areas beyond national jurisdiction
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Figure 5 Marginal sea ice range limited to areas beyaaiibnal
jurisdiction and >500n depth in the High Arctic

Location

This area comprises the surface ice and related water column features associated with the marginal sea ice
area. This area is described as a geographically and temporally dynamictfesttis@xpected to change

in area, shape and geographic location from year to yiédar.area is expected to extend from the
minimum seasonal ice margin limit in the central Arctic (~September marginal ice minimum) to the
seasonal marginal ice maximum (~iMha marginal ice maximum). The example climatological marginal

ice range provided (Septembefarch climatology 19722007) in this description has been restricted to

the area beyond national jurisdiction within the described Arctic workshop region.
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National Ice Center. 2006, updated 20R@tional Ice Center Arctic sea ice charts and climatologies in
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Area No. 2: Multi-yearice of the Central Arctic Ocean
Abstract

The multiyear ice and associated marine habitats of the central Arctic Ocean beyond national jurisdiction
provide a range of globallgind regionally important habitats. Projections of changing ice conditions due
to climate change indicate that the central Arctic Ocean beyond national jurisdiction and in adjacent
Canadian waters is likely to retain ice longer than all other regions dArtttic, thus providing refugia

for globally unigue icaedependent species, including vulnerable species, as the ice loss comtishifts.
towards less muliyear sea ice will affect the species composition and production of the primary producers in
the area,with potential cascading effects throughout the ecosydiera situation with decreasing ice
cover, the effects on the ice fauna will be strongest at the edges of theyeauldea icePolar bears
(Ursus maritimuyare highly dependent on the gea habitat and are therefore particularly vulnerable to
changes in sea ice extent, duration and thickness. Theyealttiice habitat is especially important as
breeding habitat for polar bearstbe southern and northern Beaufort Sea subpopulattassnoted that

the geographic area covered by this description in part overlaps an area meeting the CBD EBSA criteria
that was described by the joint OSPAR/NEAFC/CBD workshop in the Neas Atlantic. Following
peerreview by ICES, the description of thésea is currently under consideration by the Contracting
Parties to OSPAR and NEAFC.

Introduction

The multiyear ice in the Arctic Ocean (the ice that survives summertime melt) is globally unique and has
dramatically decreased(in both extent and averagwhickness) in recent decades (AMAP 2011).
Multi-year ice now occupies only the part of the deep area beyond national jurisdiction in the Arctic that
adjoins the Canadian Arctic archipelago and the ryehir iceareadescribed therdi@ure 1).1t is noted

that the geographic area covered by this description in part overlaps an area meeting the CBD EBSA
criteria that was described by the joint OSPAR/NEAFC/CBD workshop in the {Eagh Atlantic.
Following peetreview by ICES, the description of this areacigrently under consideration by the
Contracting Parties to OSPAR and NEAFC.

The multiyear ice that remains is also much younger than previously as the oldestaatlitie classes

have declined more than other classes (AMAP 2011), and even if coaditianged to allow the return

of the lostdecreaseite cover were reversed, it would take many years to return to the state of just a few
decades ago.

The multiyear ice and associated marine habitats of the central Arctic Ocean beyond national qurisdicti
provide a range of globally and regionally important habitats. Projections of changing ice conditions due
to climate change indicate that the central Arctic Ocean beyond national jurisdiction that adjoins
Canadian waters near the Canadian Arctic artdgioeare likely to retain mulyear ice longer than all

other regions of the Arctic, thus providing refugia for globally uniquede@endent species, including
vulnerable species.

Location

The area meeting EBSA criteria comprises the surface ice anedr&ater column features associated

with the multiyear sedce area. This area is described as a geographically and temporally dynamic
feature that is expected to change in area, shape and geographic location seasonally and from year to year.
The multiyear ice range provided (September 20March 2013) in this description refers to the area
beyond national jurisdiction onlyigure 1 andSpecial note for Area No)2

Feature description of the proposed area

There is limited information about the ecagyss of the central Arctic Ocearthere is more literature
describing the shallower, coastal areas. Where appropriate, this description includes some information
from these coastal areas.
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Physical description of the area

Multi-year ice is the ice that suvés the summertime melt in the Arctic Ocean and so-defieed each
September, when séee is at its minimum extent. It has been declining rapidly over the last 30 years,
both in extent and age (Maslanik 2011) and in September 2012, ice more tharate/@lgeoccupied

only 42% of the area beyond national jurisdiction in the central Arctic; very little of this is now greater
than fiveyears old figure 2). The multyear ice area meeting EBSA criteria is defined by ice greater than
two years old.

The circulation of sea ice in the Arctic Ocean is wiinticed, and, roughly, flows from the Eurasian side
towards Greenland and the Canadian Arctic archipelago. Ice that then flows along the eastern coast of
Greenland and through Fram Strait leaves the Arcticraals. Ice that impinges on the nowtlestern

edge of the Canadian Arctic archipelago tends to be compressed there and accumulate, and is thus the
oldest seace in the Arctic Ocean and forms the core of the nydtr ice.

The multiyear ice in the deefrctic basins overlays an ocean that is very strongly layered by salinity,
comprising nutrienpoor surface waters that are freshened by the huge river runoff, largely from Siberia,
and nutrientrich waters below the seasonal euphotic zone that flowtieté\rctic Ocean either from the
Pacific Ocean, through the relatively shallow Bering Strait, or the Atlantic Ocean, through the deep Fram
Strait and the Barents Sea. The higher strength, thickness and concentration of theamidé tends to

shield tke underlying waters from the wind and attenuates light. Reduced wind forcing, combined with
the high stratification provided by the river runoff, means that vertical nutrient fluxes are low. Low
nutrient input and reduced light levels lead to very low ahptmary production in this region.

Primary production and lower trophic level communities in multi-year ice
Autotrohic and heterotrophic communities

Ice algal communitiesan be divided into communities on the surface, interior and bottom of the itee{Ho

et al. 1992). The surface can then be divided into-pagltl and infiltration communities, the interior into
diffuse, brinechannel and band communities and the bottom into interstitial andesebmmunities. All
except for the band community ocdarannual ice. In addition to microalgae, bacteria are an important
component of the iealgal community, but many other groups of organisms (e.g., archaea, fungi, ciliates,
kinetoplastids, choanoflagellates, amoebae, heliozoans, foraminiferans and stiste that belong to no
known group) also occur in ice communities (Lizotte 2088ulin et al. (2010) reported a total of 1027
sympagic taxa in Arctic waters (including coastal waters).

Due to its thickness and construction, my#iar ice is relativgl difficult to research.The subice
community of tweyearold and multiyear ice is dominated by the centric diatokbelosira arctica
Widespread deposition of this species has been found on the sea floor at depths of about 4000 m in the central
Arctic Ocean, where it is eaten by different benthic organisms or broken down by bacteria (Boetius et al.
2013), thus creating a link between ice and benthic ecosystems. Solitary diatoms increase in abundance in
many interior and surface communities, but there iseasame time a decrease in the relative importance of
diatoms compared with other algal clas$es.algae are estimated to contribute to more than 50% of the
primary production in the permanently ice covered central Arctic (Gosselin et al. 1997,Ugak804).

The sympagic macrofauna is commonly divided into two groups, the autochtonous and allochthonous
species (Lgnne & Gulliksen 1991, Arndt & Swadling 2006). The former consists of the species that are
believed to live their entire life connected tetsea ice (e.g., nematode worms, rotifers and other small
softbodied animals within the ice and amphipodes on the underside), whereas the latter consists of
species that are connected to the sea ice only during parts of their life cycle (e.g., larfaesite

stages of some organisms). Currently the most common amphipod species in theeamdlte are
Gammarus wilkitzkji Onisimus nanserénd Apherusa glacialigWerner & Gradinger 2002, Arndt &
Swadling 2006). Among these, the former is by far momportant in terms of biomass (Arndt &
Swadling 2006). These are the important food items for polar cod.-dtiice is regarded as a critical
habitat for londived ice-associated species, e.@., wilkitzkii, (Hop & Pavlova 2008)Multi-year ice is

...
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also essential for maintaining populations of severai@@aematode species, which form trophic chains
within the ice environment, with smaller species feeding on autotrophs and the larger ones predating on
smaller nematodes (Tchesunov & Riemann 1995e3ighov 2006).

Fish

The fish diversity of the Arctic is described in the Arctic Biodiversity Assess(@mistiansen & Reist

2013, and literature quotedThe Arctic Central Basin has a disproportionately low taxa richness
compared with the rest of the AicOcean and adjacent sea regions with only 13 species in four families
and a proportion of Arctic species of around 92%. The number of species may be underestimated due to
poor sampling, low abundances and unresolved taxonomy. PolaBooglbgadus saida a keystone
species in the marine Arctiand ice cod Arctogadus glacialisare endemic to the Arctic and the only
fishes in the northern hemisphere that utilize sea ice as habitat and spawning simdtratmdis the

most abundant and widespreashfin the Arctic, occurring both in areas with mykiar and annual sea

ice. Ice cod is much less abundant than polar cod and is primarily associated with fijords and Arctic
shelvesln the Central Arctic, which is covered by thick muyjl&ar ice, the potacod is usually found as

single specimens or in small groups rather than large schools (Melnikov & Chernova 2013, and literature
quoted).

Mammals Polar bear

Polar beardJrsus maritimusare highly dependent on sea ice and are therefore particularlyahiméo
changes in sea ice extent, duration and thickness. They have a circumpolar distribution, with
19 subpopulations. Polar bears are most commonly on ice over the continental shelves as this is where the
preferred prey, young ringed seals, are foBaine also occur in the permanent myétar pack ice of

the Arctic Central Basin (Durner et al., 200®ecently the number of polar bears in the northern
Beaufort Sea was estimated at a density of 0.061 bears per 1QRI&Bonald 2012) The multiyear i

habitat is especially important as breeding habitat tfeer southern and northern Beaufort Sea
subpopulations. In the last century, a significant proportion of these populations could breed in the
multi-year ice, but there are no recent quantitativesassents to confirm if this is still the case (personal
communication Stanislav Belikov)The thick, multiyear ice has, in the past, served as a refuge for
marine mammals, including polar bears, during summers in years with extensive meltyafafirfe

(AMAP 2011).

Due to low reproductive rates and long lifetime, it has been predicted that the polar bears will not be able
to adapt to the current fast warming of the Arctic and become extirpated from most of their range within
the next 100 years (Schlieket al. 2008).

Feature condition and future outlook of the proposed area
Production and possible ecosystem effects

Reduced sea ice, especially a shift towards less-yaatisea ice, will affect the species composition in these
waters. Seasonal/annuabsiee has to be colonized every year, as opposed toymaitiice. In addition,
multi-year ice has ice specialists that do not occur in younger sea ice (von Quillfeldt et al. 2009).

In a situation with decreasing ice cover, the effects on the ice falinaevatrongest at the edges of the
multi-year sea ice. Sympagic fauna transported with the sea ice from the Arctic Ocean through the Fram
Strait will, for example, probably be lost without possibility tecodonize the ice (Werner et al. 1998).

has, lowever, been speculatédat downwards vertical migrations, followed by polewards transport in
deep ocean currents, are an adaptive trait of ice fauna Aglgerusa glacialis that both increases
survival during icefree periods of the year and enablesalonization of sea ice when they ascend within

the Arctic Ocean (Berge et al. 2012).

The transport of organic material out of the Arctic Ocean serves as an important food source for the
pelagic and benthic food web in the Greenland Sea (Werner &98I). With a decrease in sea ice cover
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also the transport of ice to the Greenland Sea will decrease and thus the export of organic material from
the Arctic Ocean may diminish and alter the food web structure in the Greenland Sea.

Fauna heavily dependant are algae will be particularly affected by the reduction of sea ice (Gradinger
1999).

Assessment of the area against CBD EBSahiteria

CBD EBSA | Description Ranking of criterion relevance
criteria (Annex | to decision 1X/20) (please mark one column with an X)
(Annex | to No Low Medi | High
decision informat um
IX/20) ion
Uniqueness |Area contains either X
or rarity of its kindo), rare

locations) or endemic species, populations

communities, and/or (ii) uniqueare or

distinct, habitats or ecosystems; and/or (iii)

unique or unusual geomorphological or

oceanographic features.
Explanation for ranking
This is the largest mulif e ar i ce feature of the wor [Thd@dstc

multi-year ice is mostly over the deep Arctic ocean basins and contains ice that is more than five
(Maslanik et al. 2011). This contrasts with Antarctica, which only has small areas of coastgiean
ice, which is no more than thrgears old (Tumer et al. 2009).

Multi-year icedependent communities, fauna and flora, e.g. endemic sea ice nematodes and ar
(Homer et al. 1992, Werner & Gradinger 2002, Arndt & Swadling 2006, von Quillfeldt 2009, Poulir
2010). Historical records indicathat this was key breeding habitat for a significant proportion of
southern and northern Beaufort Sea subpopulations of polar bear, although the current status
multi-year ice by these subpopulations is unkndpersonal communication Stanigl8elikov). Multi-
year ice normally has ice specialists that do not occur in younger sea ice (von Quillfeldt et al. 200¢

Special Areas that are required for a population to X
importance survive and thrive.

for life -

history stages

of species

Explanaton for ranking

Historical records indicate that this was key breeding habitat for a significant proportion of the sou
and northern Beaufort Sea subpopulations of polar bear, although the current status of usg@imu
ice by these subpopulatioissunknown(personal communication Stanislav Belik&ilti-year ice has
autochtonous species that are believed to live their entire life connected to the sea ice (e.g., nema
worms, rotifers and other small s@ibdied animals within the ice and ampdes on the underside)
(Lgnne & Gulliksen 1991Tchesunov & Riemann 199B8yndt & Swadling 2006 schesunov 2006

Importance | Area containing habitat for the survival and X
for recovery of endanged, threatened, declining

threatened, | species or area with significant assemblage

endangered | such species.

or declining

species

and/or

habitats

Explanation for ranking
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Historical records indicate that this was key breeding habitat for a significant proportion of the sou
and northern Beaufort Sea suaipulations of polar bear, although the current status of use ofyealti
ice by these subpopulations is unknafparsonal communication Stanislav Belikov).

Vulnerability, | Areas that contain a relatively high paytion X
fragility, of sensitive habitats, biotopes or species thd
sensitivity, or | are functionally fragile (highly susceptible to
slow recovery| degradation or depletion by human activity ¢
by natural events) or with slow recovery.

Explanation for ranking

Extremely vulnerable for a warmirgmate and human activities in genetaé algae constitute the
second source of primary production in Arctic seas, with the highest relative contribution in the ce
Arctic Ocean (Gosselin et d997. The increased freshening of surface watergumahth multiyear ice
likely impacts the se&e biota (Melnikov et al2002).

Multi-year ice has been declining rapidly over the last 30 years, both in extent and age (Maslanik
and in September 2013, ice older than ywars old occupied only 42%6 the area beyond national
jurisdiction in the central Arctic, very little of which is now greater than-figars old.

Biological Area containing species, populations or X
productivity | communities with comparatively higher
natural biological productiwt

Explanation for ranking
Production levels are low, but ikesed production contributes a significant portion of the total multi
year ice ecosystem productitoe algae are estimated to contribute to more than 50% of the primary
production in theoermanently ice&overed central Arctic, forming a distinct community. (Gosselin et
1997,Sakshaug 2004).

Biological Area contains comparatively higher diversity X
diversity of ecosystems, habitats, communities, or
species, or has higher genetic diversit

Explanation for ranking

Often higher biodiversity compared to annual ice in specific localiBeadinger 1999, Melnikov et al.
2002, von Quillfeldt et al. 2009, Zheng et al. 2011).

The subice community of tweyearold and multiyear ice is donmiated by the centric diatorivlelosira
arctica, which sinks and forms a link between ice and benthic ecosysBoasus et al. 2013)

Naturalness | Area with a comparatively higher degree of X
naturalness as a result of the lack of or low
level of humarinduced disturbance or
degradation.

Explanation for ranking
Very low impact from human activities (but vulnerable for climate change, already acting) (Meltofts
2013, Eamer et al. 2013).
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Figure 1.Area meeting EBSA criteriddap of combined September 2012 and March 2013 edi ice
areas within the central Arctic area beyond national jurisdiction.



UNEP/CBD/EBSA/WS/2014/1/5
Pager5

Figure 2. September 2012 and March 2013 boundarigaiotg ice at least two years old.



