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Norwegian Virus Linked to
Disease in B.C. Salmon Farms

D
I can remember twenty years ago,
working on the salmon farming campaign
and asking Fisheries scientists how
they figured on importing salmon eggs
without importing exotic disease. “Surface
disinfection,” they said. “Ineffective against
viruses living inside the egg,” we said. But
they went ahead and allowed the imports
and now, it seems, the viruses, too.
Read on for a fascinating look at
the science and the politics that led to
confirmation that a Norwegian strain of
a virus is here in B.C.; and the research
underway to determine what role it plays
in wild salmon survival.

r. Kristi Miller and her team at the
Strategic Salmon Health Initiative(SSHI)
published the news early in 2017: they
identified a Norwegian strain of piscine
reovirus (PRV) as the only one of a host
of tested pathogens that is linked to a
disease called Heart and Skeletal Muscle
Inflammation (HSMI). They made the first
positive diagnosis of HSMI on just one
farm, but their work called into question
the diagnostic methods of the provincial
veterinarian Dr. Gary Marty, who has
admitted he’s been seeing the signature
lesions of HSMI since about 2008.
Farmed salmon contract and are treated
for all kinds of diseases. What makes HSMI
important is that it has the potential to wreak
havoc with wild salmon. A farmed fish has a
pretty good chance of recovering from HSMI
within the protected confines of an ocean
netpen, but a wild salmon that contracts

the disease becomes lethargic and swims
slowly and will soon be eaten. Nature’s way
of preventing an epidemic is to remove sick
fish from the population; and that’s effective,
so long as there is no reservoir of pathogens—
like a farm full of sick fish-- waiting to infect
the next wild fish that swims by.
HSMI might also be important because Dr.
Miller made an earlier discovery, which she
reported when Mr. Justice Cohen reopened
hearings into the Fraser River sockeye
decline, specifically to hear from her. Dr.
Miller described a “flu-like” disease process in
dying Fraser River salmon, linked to a virus,
which might account, she said, for the massive
pre-spawn mortality in these fish. DFO
responded to the breakthrough discovery by
cutting her budget and telling her to focus
her attention elsewhere. We don’t know if
the mystery flu was HSMI or what virus was
continued on page 2...

80% of the wild chinook salmon
that have been analyzed thus far
have high levels of PRV
...continued from cover
involved, because further investigation was
halted.
The legal, scientific and political bruha-ha caused by this pathogen has been
ongoing for some time, but it’s fascinating
to see the recent escalation of posturing and
stonewalling.
You might think a precautionary approach
to this situation would be to prevent salmon
farmers from putting fish with PRV into
the water in the first place. That’s what Alex
Morton thought and she sued the Minister
of Fisheries to force the Department to stop
letting salmon farmers decide to put infected
fish into the ocean. Alex won her case, but
the problem is that most of the hatcheries the
industry uses are infected with PRV and so
enforcing the Court’s judgment would involve
putting most of the salmon farms out of
business. So it isn’t being enforced.
Even when presented with a
histopathologist’s opinion that farmed fish
were dying of HSMI between 2011-2013,
and even when Dr. Miller’s team found the
infection rate at one farm to be 100%, DFO’s
Aquaculture Management branch failed or
refused to make the diagnosis.
B.C. salmon farmers responded to the news
of a positive diagnosis of HSMI by insisting
that a single paper doesn’t make good
science—kind of overlooking the fact that
the findings of the SSHI team are supported
by many other researchers studying the
disease globally, all of whom have linked the
pathogen PRV to the disease HSMI.
Another DFO lab, presenting at a recent
B.C. Salmon Farmers’ Association meeting,
pointedly refused to refer to HSMI or
its association with PRV, while giving a
presentation on the Department’s “further
work” on PRV and heart lesions. It seems this
lab is feeding the Department’s last bastion
of denial, which is the fact that no-one has as
yet figured out just how PRV causes HSMI. A
Norwegian paper in print at the moment is
expected to unravel that.
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Both the farmers and the aquaculture
scientists at DFO point to the fact that there is
no evidence that HSMI has been transmitted
to a single wild fish. True thus far and
unsurprising, since as we observed above, sick
wild fish get eaten, not collected for diagnosis.
But the SSHI team has come up with an
innovative approach to figuring out if PRV/
HSMI might be capable of having populationlevel impacts on wild salmon (i.e., doing
more damage than just killing the odd fish).
They’ve developed a set of biomarkers for the
early development stages of viral diseases that
allow them to test just about any kind of fish
tissue sample and determine whether or not
that fish is going to develop a viral disease,
as opposed to just carrying a virus. They’ve
developed and tested biomarkers for 45
disease agents, of which PRV is just one.
The team has wild sockeye and Chinook
tissue samples collected over a span of 2000
km of smolt migration, from salt water entry
through the gauntlet of salmon farms and up
to 9 months of marine residence. Preliminary
results reported orally by Kristi Miller are
that 80% of the wild chinook salmon that
have been analyzed thus far have high levels
of PRV and can be characterized as being
in “a viral disease state”. Histopathology,
yet to be performed, will look for lesions in
the heart and red skeletal muscles, which
will determine whether or not the fish had
contracted HSMI.
This is exceedingly important research
with the potential to explain some of the
massive declines of wild salmon we’ve seen
over the past decade. If the research shows
that it is a Norwegian variant of a virus that is
doing the damage, rather than a native virus,
it will clearly implicate salmon farms as the
source of infection. The research also has the
potential to force DFO to face the conflict in
its mandate that we have long complained
of: the Department cannot effectively protect
wild fish while honouring its mandate to
promote open netpen aquaculture.
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Canadians Eating in the Dark:
A Report Card of International
Seafood Labelling Requirements

L

iving Oceans and SeaChoice partners
collaborated this month on the launch of
a new campaign to improve seafood labelling
in Canada. Currently, our seafood labels don’t
disclose enough information to tell us just
what we’re really buying.
We compared our labelling laws with the
U.S. and the E.U., two of our major trading
partners. Canada scored a “fail”, because we
don’t even require the species to be properly
identified, much less give details about how
and where the seafood was harvested.
“Without detailed information, Canadians
are eating in the dark,” said Kelly Roebuck,
co-author of the report. “Having only a
common name to go by, consumers can’t be
sure they’re getting what they paid for and
can’t always choose the most sustainable
seafood.”
Seafood fraud isn’t just a problem for
the consumer: it can be a cover for illegal
fishing and may mask human rights abuses
that occur in some fisheries. It is clearly
an issue that troubles a lot of people, as
over 12,700 Canadians signed our petition
to the Canadian Food Health Inspection
Agency (CFIA) within the space of a month!
The petition, together with a SeaChoice
submission detailing our recommendations,
has been delivered to the CFIA. That agency is
reviewing food labelling right now.
Canadians Eating in the Dark explains

how a single common name can be used to
describe a multitude of species—for example,
there are over 200 kinds of fish that can be
sold as “snapper”. Without the scientific
name, there’s no way to know if the particular
fish you’ve bought is of a vulnerable species.
Labelling laws that don’t require this
detail can encourage illegal, unregulated,
unreported (IUU) fishing and place shoppers
at risk of seafood fraud (where something is
advertised as something it is not).
“For people who want to buy local, it’s
also important to know where the fish was
caught,” said Kelly. “And putting the catch or
harvest method right on the label will make it
so much easier for us all to shop responsibly.”
However, adding to the complexity is
the confusion that our ‘Country of Origin’
laws bring. A Canadian-caught fish can be
labelled with an entirely different ‘Country
of Origin’. This is because under our labelling
regulations, ‘Country of Origin’ refers to the
country of the last major transformation or
processing, not where the fish was caught
or farmed. Adequate labelling regulations
should require both the true (geographic)
origin and processing origin to be disclosed.
The problem is in no sense a minor one:
over 30% of the seafood imported into Canada
is so poorly labelled that we can’t determine
what its sustainability ranking might be. Visit
www.labelmyseafood.ca to learn more.

Putting the catch or harvest method
right on the label will make it so much easier
for us all to shop responsibly

Certifying
Salmon Farms
L

iving Oceans is taking a close look at
Aquaculture Stewardship Certification
here in Canada, as more farms apply every
day for the “gold standard” in stewardship.
Companies farming in Canada have publicly
announced their intention to see all of their
farms certified, leaving us to wonder what,
exactly, the certification will mean. It’s worth
taking a look at what was intended at the
outset.
Aquaculture Stewardship Certification
(ASC) was founded in 2010, following a series
of ‘Aquaculture Dialogues’ initiated by World
Wildlife Fund (WWF). The Salmon Standard,
one of seven species standards, was launched
in 2012. The first farm to be certified was in
Norway, in 2014; and the first in Canada was
certified in January 2015.
ASC’s main objective is the management of
global standards and promoting best practices,
while minimizing the environmental and
social impacts of aquaculture. The ASC
states their certification and its associated
logo “recognise and reward responsible
Aquaculture”. The result is meant to be added
value for the certification holder. ASC follows
ISEAL guidelines and claims to be based on
science, transparency and multi-stakeholder
process. Independent auditors, trained and
tested in the ASC standards, are responsible
for the audits necessary to achieve and
maintain certification.
Still in its infancy, ASC has expanded its
reach worldwide and, as of March 2017, there
are more than 7810 ASC labelled products
worldwide. Today, over one million metric
tonnes of ASC-certified aquaculture products
are marketed annually. Farmed salmon is the
ASC’s leading certified product by volume
(and consequently, likely by value also) at
573,134 metric tonnes. In addition, farmed
salmon is the certification scheme’s leading
logo product per species, at 36 per cent of the
total of ASC-labelled products.
Living Oceans was actively involved in
creating the Salmon Standard. We advocated
for stringent and robust criteria as part
of the Steering Committee of the Salmon
Aquaculture Dialogue. Our aim was to set
a bar high enough to actually improve
aquaculture practices and reduce impacts
continued on page 5...
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Kinder Morgan willing to bet $7.4 billion of other
people’s money on another major pipeline failure

W

hen Kinder Morgan admitted recently
that its pipeline construction estimate
has risen to $7.4 billion, it triggered a clause
in the contracts it holds with tarsands
shippers that would let them pull out of their
“take or pay” contracts. I expected a number
of producers would want to get out of those
contracts, signed when oil prices were at their
highest and expectations of rising production
and lucrative new markets were headline
news. Yet the company says it lost only a net
22,000 bbl/day in committed
volume and made that up again
with new contracts.
Why, I wondered, would
these shippers be willing to
commit to space on a pipeline
that they probably can’t use? All
of the expert witnesses before
the NEB during the Kinder Morgan hearings
were in agreement that this pipeline capacity
isn’t required until 2025 at the earliest, given
oil prices and supply forecasts as they now
stand—in fact, it may never be needed. Dr.
Tom Gunton at SFU just updated his opinion
and says that no new capacity is needed until
2030 and, if Trans Mountain and Keystone
XL both go ahead, we’ll have up to 1.9 million
bbl/day excess capacity.
Assuming that major pipeline companies
behave for the most part rationally, the
only conceivable answer is that Kinder
Morgan and the tarsands shippers are
expecting another major pipeline failure
like Kalamazoo to reduce existing pipeline

capacity. But that wouldn’t have been a good
selling feature for a new pipeline project; and
so they invented the twin myths of the Trans
Mountain marketing campaign:
Myth #1: China is going to buy 500,000
bbl/day of tarsands bitumen as soon as the
pipeline is built; and
Myth #2: they’re going to pay more for it
than shippers currently get by selling to the
U.S. Gulf Coast refineries.
With this mythic scenario in mind,

that Kinder Morgan claims will accrue from
the project.
The closest thing to tarsands dilbit that
sells in China is a Mexican product called
“Maya crude”. Mexico has been developing
its Asian markets for over twenty years. To
do so, it has sold Maya at a discount to the
price it realizes in the U.S. Gulf Coast market
in most years. In 2013, Pemex announced its
first long-term (2-year) contract with China,
increasing its annual trade from 85,000 bbd
to 115,000 bbd. In every year
since that deal was made, Pemex
has sold Mayacrude to China for
$6-7 per bbl less than it sold the
same quality of oil to the U.S.
Gulf Coast refineries.
With no price lift, and in fact
a price discount to face, exports
to China make no sense at all for Canadian
producers who can otherwise ship by pipeline
or rail to the US Pacific Northwest or Gulf
Coast. The only remaining destination that
might provide a new “tidewater” market is
California, where some of the Westridge
shipments have been going since at least
2012. (Some of the tanker shipments
currently go to Washington State and perhaps
more will go there; but the story behind the
pipeline has always been diversification into
new markets, not supplying existing markets
differently.) But will Califonians be willing to
accept the risks posed by increased bitument
shipments and processing?
continued on page 5...

The existing TransMountain line has been
there for 60 years and still, nobody’s
selling tarsands products in China
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a Pacific “tidewater” destination for the
tarsands products becomes essential and
TransMountain is the only pipeline that now
promises such access.
In 2011, the NEB approved firm access
to the Westridge terminal for the express
purpose of developing Asian markets, but
shipments to non-U.S. destinations have
plummeted from a lofty high of 6 vessels per
year to about 1. That’s about 500,000 bbl
every year, as opposed to every day.
Leaving aside for a moment the fact that
China is swimming in excess oil (see the blog,
“Kinder Morgan: that Ship has Sailed”), let’s
examine the mythical ‘price lift’ that accounts
for 84% of the government fiscal revenues

...continued from page 4
Californian refineries are supposed to
be equipped to handle heavy oil, although
the spectacular explosion of Chevron’s
Richmond refinery in August, 2012 was
caused by corrosion from acidic heavy oil
feedstock. The investigation report doesn’t
identify the sources of the feedstock, but
notes that the refinery had switched supplies
without upgrading certain portions of its
equipment to handle the higher acidity (that
is typical of Canadian tarsands bitumen).Over
15,000 people sought medical treatment for
respiratory distress following that fire.
Groups working on climate change
in California are well aware that the U.S.
National Academy of Sciences has reviewed
the U.S. regulatory regime for bitumen
products and concluded that it is inadequate
to the unique spill response requirements of
those products—i.e., the fact that they very
quickly sink in fresh or brackish coastal
waters. Until the technology for spill response
develops viable methods for tracking and
recovering submerged or sunken oil, many
U.S. groups feel that bitumen products should
be banned from U.S. waters and pipelines.
All things considered, it doesn’t seem
...continued from page 3
on wild species and their ecosystems. We
expected only the top 15% of farms globally
would meet this bar.
From the outset, we have been monitoring
the implementation of the Salmon
Standard, participating as a stakeholder in
the assessment of farms and responding to
proposals from the salmon farming industry
to lower the bar on key elements of the
Standard. We have pointed out systemic
deficiencies in the audits that recommend
certification and we’ve worked hard to ensure
rigorous science is applied when industry
seeks to alter the indicators used to assess
farm performance.
If we take a close look at another
certification scheme, Marine Stewardship
Certification (MSC), the scheme for wild
fisheries, we find a cautionary tale for ASC.
For example, some stakeholders complain
that input is typically disregarded and
complaints to certifying bodies are often
futile. Taking a complaint all the way to
the third-party accreditation body is timeconsuming and does not necessarily change
practices on the water, as the standard in
question may simply be diluted to permit the

reasonable that any company would invest
$7.4 billion just to have tanker access to
markets where oil prices are the same as, or
even lower than, the prices that can currently
be achieved with existing pipeline access to
the U.S. Gulf Coast. It is even less reasonable
when the costs of excess capacity are factored
in: Dr. Gunton estimates that cost at $25
billion, in terms of higher tolls and lost
tax revenue. This may explain why Kinder
Morgan seems to be having trouble finding
someone to put up the money to build the
project.
Perhaps, just as car companies responded
to climate change by giving us larger
SUVs and giant trucks, the oil industry is
responding by attempting to expand the
infrastructure so much that we can’t afford
to give up using it—a long shot in a world
of commitment to reduced greenhouse gas
emissions. Or perhaps, they’re betting that
another of the old and poorly maintained
pipelines is going to rupture like Enbridge’s
did at the Kalamazoo. Let’s just hope that
doesn’t happen to Kinder Morgan’s 60-yearold Trans Mountain Line 1 anywhere near the
Fraser River.

Living Oceans and co-intervenor
Raincoast Conservation Foundation have
been granted leave in the Federal Court
of Appeal to pursue two lawsuits against
the Trans Mountain approval. Lawyers
from Ecojustice are pursuing our
claim that the National Energy Board’s
assessment of the project failed the
Southern Resident Killer Whales utterly.
We are joined in challenging the
decisions of the NEB and Federal
Cabinet by 10 First Nations and the
Cities of Burnaby and Vancouver. The
various lawsuits will be heard together,
likely not until 2018.

Misty MacDuffee

objectionable practice.
Many certifications are granted with
outstanding non-conformances to the
standard and it is often hard to see a
relationship between conditions that are
imposed on a certification and the drivers
of sustainability that were intended by the
standard. The standard holder can interject
in the assessment process and introduce
‘interpretations’ of the standard that lower
the bar.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly for
the credibility of any standard: the standard
holder’s financial interest in favourable
certification outcomes raises questions of

conflict of interest. MSC derives its revenue
from licensing the use of its logo and some
stakeholders are questioning whether or not
it has prioritized revenue generation over the
rigorous application of its standards.
Consumers and retailers alike need to
know that they can rely on a certification
standard to satisfy their desire to buy
sustainable seafood. At Living Oceans, we’ve
been working for years to ensure that market
incentives like certification actually work to
promote sustainable practices, rather than
rewarding business as usual. Otherwise, it’s all
just greenwash.
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Clear the Coast 2017
O
ur marine debris cleanup campaign is
gearing up for a fourth season on the
remote and rugged shores of the northwest
coast of Vancouver Island, aiming to do the
best job we can with no funding at all secured
at this point.
We’ve laid our 2017 plans with
incremental options, so that we can tailor the
program to the funds that ultimately become
available. Worst case, we’ll get to all of the
areas where we can drive and hike in, leaving
the debris secured for later collection. At its
most ambitious, our plan covers the North
Coast Trail, Cape Scott, Lowrie Bay, Sea Otter
Cove, San Jo Bay and every little pocket beach
from there to Grant Bay. There are, literally,
hundreds of tonnes of plastic debris still on
B.C. shores, after 3 years of concentrated
cleanup work—it just keeps coming!
Over the past 3 years, we’ve developed our
techniques for habitat restoration to the point
where our 2-week expedition increased its
recovery of marine plastics from 1.67 tonnes
to 10 tonnes in 2016. All of that work was
funded by a grant from the Government of
Japan, that has now been fully expended. We
had hoped that the Province of B.C. and the
federal government would step in, but thus
far, nothing has been allocated for marine
debris recovery.
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This is surprising, because the science
being published about the dangers of marine
debris is becoming more alarming by the day.
The latest news is that plastics ingested by
blue mussels--a species we eat –can migrate
from the digestive tract of the mussel into its
body tissues. This means that the plastic can
make its way onto our dinner plates, along
with a load of persistent organic pollutants
from the seawater.
This doesn’t mean that all seafood we buy
has plastic in it, for sure; this “translocation”
of plastic particles has been found only in the
one species. But it is certain that numerous
marine species are eating plastics; and
quite uncertain what effect the associated
pollutants are having on marine life or on
humans who eat seafood.
While a number of enthusiastic inventors
are hard at work trying to design a system for
cleaning up the vast expanses of ocean gyres
that are clogged with microplastics, experts
worldwide agree that the most practical
solution to the problem right now is to
remove large marine debris from the beaches
where it strands, breaks down and refloats
on the tides. Stopping the use of disposable
plastics, through consumer education and
regulation, can also help to reduce the scope
of the problem going forward.

Want to pitch in to
Clear the Coast?

Clear the Coast is always looking for
volunteers. Even if you’re unable to
come along on the major cleanups,
you might enjoy helping out with local
cleanups or outreach events. Visit
our website at www.livingoceans.org/
action/volunteer to upload a resume
and tell us about your volunteering
preferences.
We should tell you up front that
volunteers for our major cleanups are
screened for physical fitness, backcountry experience and skills. It’s hard
work that we do: it involves hiking over
rough terrain, boating in sometimes
rough waters; lifting and carrying tools,
equipment and debris. We provide basic
training, but we do try to make sure that
everyone on the expedition is up for the
challenge!
This summer, we have planned several
optional cleanups and we’ll do as many
as funding permits. Dates are not yet
set, but will be in July and August.
Watch our website at www.livingoceans.
org/initiatives/clear-the-coast for
further details as they are available.

Federal Liberals Getting their Acts Together

T

he Trudeau government took office
with an ambitious legislative reform
agenda, most of which directly affects Living
Oceans’ ability to protect Canada’s oceans. We
thought they were biting off rather more than
could be chewed in the timelines announced
and so we have not been surprised to see the
various consultations taking longer than
originally announced. Here is a snapshot of
the progress to date.
Tanker Ban for the North and Central
Coast
No draft legislation has been produced as
yet, but details publicly disclosed include:
• Geographic area includes Dixon Entrance,
Hecate Strait and Queen Charlotte Sound;
• Oil tankers will be banned from calling at
ports or marine facilities within the area, but
not from transiting;
• “Oil” will include all persistent oils
(including tarsands bitumen products)
although only “crude” will be banned in the
legislation. “Persistent” oils will be added by
means of a regulatory schedule, relatively
easily changed;
• An exemption for cargoes of up to 12,500
tonnes of any kind of oil, to allow all existing
shipments to continue (and possibly to
expand).
The Voluntary Tanker Exclusion Zone is
actually larger than the proposed ‘tanker ban’
region and will continue to exist, keeping
most north-south tankers well offshore. The
latest word on the legislation is that it will be
introduced in the spring of 2017.
Fisheries Act
We had advocated, in concert with all
environmental groups, that the ‘lost’ habitat
protections of the Fisheries Act should be
immediately restored. The government

chose instead to consult widely and consider
modernizing this Act. A recent report of
the Standing Committee on Fisheries and
Oceans was generally positive, in that it
recommended reinstating habitat protection
and the protection for all fish species (rather
than just the commercially important
species currently offered protection). The
Committee recommended that DFO adopt
an ecosystem-based management approach
to fisheries and invest in science, monitoring
and enforcement. Much less encouraging
was the fact that none of the report’s 32
recommendations dealt with Aboriginal
fisheries co-management.
Minister LeBlanc now indicates that he
expects to introduce amendments in the fall
of 2017.
Navigation Protection Act
The Standing Committee on Transport,
Infrastructure and Communities reported
out on March 7, 2017, unfortunately
recommending that the government should
stick with the approach adopted by the
Harper government when it repealed the
Navigable Waters Protection Ac: that is,
rather than protecting all navigable waters,
to protect only those scheduled in the Act.
They did recommend opening up the process
of scheduling to make it faster and easier, and
enhancing consultation with First Nations
and other local governments, but fell far
short of recommending restoration of the
protections
previously afforded to navigable waters.
We anticipate that any amendments the
government might make to the Act will
be introduced at the same time as the
Fisheries Act.

National Energy Board Modernization
The public consultation on this one has
just closed; the report of the Minister’s Expert
Panel is scheduled for May, 2017. We could
write a book on what needs to be done here—
in fact, we did! Working with Sierra Club
B.C., we helped author “Credibility Crisis”, a
comprehensive look at the shortcomings of
the NEB in the context of the Kinder Morgan
pipeline review. Living Oceans’ experience
of the post-Harper NEB made it clear that
fundamental changes are required to the
legislation and composition of the Board, if
it is ever to regain public confidence that it
is actually considering the best interests of
Canadians in making its recommendations.
It will be interesting to see to what extent
the Liberal government seeks to distance itself
from the stance taken by the Conservatives:
will they, for example, return the final
decision-making function to the supposedly
apolitical Board and restore the role of the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency
in reviewing major projects? This would be
a clear signal that a science-based expert
assessment is to be given to major energy
projects. Or will this government continue
to rest the final decision with Cabinet,
indicating an acceptance of the fact that
major energy project approval is actually a
political, not a scientific, decision?
We have no clear indication whether or
when amendments to the NEB Act might be
introduced.
The Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act
The CEAA was also assigned to an expert
panel that has just recommended sweeping
changes to environmental assessment—
including dropping the “environmental” in
favour of “impact assessment”. The driving
philosophy behind the recommendations is
summed up by the Panel: “What we see is a
pendulum of policy that we believe has swung
too far. The process we envision occupies
a middle ground between the assessment
practices from the 1990s and those in practice
today.”
The changes recommended to CEAA
are far too extensive to be reviewed here.
Some of them are positive, but the overall
approach remains so high-level as to defeat
the possibility of making what we would call a
truly science-based decision.
The report is open for public comment
until May 5 at http://www.letstalkea.ca/.
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Christmas Ornaments

A

little project came to life Out of the
“Clear the Coast” initiative of last
summer, where our team of volunteers
cleared, recycled and repurposed a total of
40 tonnes of marine debris and ghost fishing
gear from the west coast of Vancouver
Island. Looking at fishing floats found during
the clean up, we had an “aha” moment! Let’s
upcycle these floats and turn them into
something that will be both beautiful and
useful: a Christmas ornament that is also a
teaching tool.
The next question was “who would paint
them?” We needed a few artistically oriented
people with environmental inclinations
who could do it in a short period of time
as Christmas was around the corner. Who
could do it but the next generation of
environmentalists: school children!
It was perfect timing, as some schools were
already involved in environmental projects
and this was a great way to demonstrate the
interconnections between nature and society.
We had some foam-plastic fishing floats with
obvious bite-marks on them, making it pretty
clear that this bit of societal debris had been

mistaken for food by some marine creature.
It didn’t take much more to have students
thinking about how that plastic might end up
on our dinner plates!
An army of little elves went to work and
produced great Christmas ornaments with
a story and a purpose attached to each of
them. In buying these ornaments, each person
contributes to keeping that difficult-to-recycle
object out of the landfill and better still: all
the proceeds of the ornament sales go directly
to our “Clear the Coast” campaign.
People were so moved by the results that
next year, we will reach out and involve more
schools in our Christmas project. Watch our
website for information on where to find
these little treasures next holiday season.

Let’s upcycle these floats and
turn them into something
that will be both beautiful and
useful: a Christmas ornament
that is also a teaching tool
Ways to Donate

Thanks for your support!
p I’m enclosing a cheque for

$

1. Donate directly to Living Oceans, if you do not
require a tax receipt.

payable to Canadian Coastal Research Society.

p I’d like you to process my donation on my credit card. Please charge:
¢$

each month OR

¢$

once.

Start date
Charge my: ¢ Visa

¢ Mastercard

¢ Discover

Card number

Expiry date

Cardholder name

CVV2

Signed
Address

Telephone
Email
Thank you for supporting the work of Living Oceans Society.
A charitable tax receipt will be sent to you for donations of $25 or more.
Please return this form to:
Living Oceans Society, PO Box 320, Sointula, BC V0N 3E0
Questions? Call Kerri at 250-973-6580 or info@livingoceans.org
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By cheque: Please make cheque payable to
Living Oceans Society and mail to: Living Oceans
Society Box 320 Sointula, BC V0N 3E0
2. Donate to the Canadian Coastal Research
Society if you would like a tax receipt (minimum
$25).
By cheque or credit card: please fill out this
form. Cheques must be payable to CANADIAN
COASTAL RESEARCH SOCIETY. Please note if
you would like to make a one time or monthly
donation. Monthly donors will receive annual tax
receipts.
3. Online: You can donate directly to Living
Oceans or to the Canadian Coastal Research
Society using your credit card or Paypal on our
web site.
Canadian Coastal Research Society is a
registered Canadian charity, no. 82128 1433
RR0001. Canadian Coastal Research Society and
Living Oceans collaborate on charitable projects.
You will be directed to the Canadian Coastal
Research Society web site if you want to make a
charitable donation.

www.livingoceans.org/donate

