
��

� ��������	�
����
��	���
������	������������������

������������������� 
������
����������������������

� ����� !"����������

� ���
�������#�#���$%���& �

� ����������� 			
����
��������

��
�� �
�

 
 

 
Position Paper – HMCS Annapolis in Halkett Bay Provincial Marine Park 

 
Sinking ships to create habitat in severely depleted marine zones is a positive green 

initiative and restores bio-diversity 
                                                 

Written by: Howard Robins, President – ARSBC July 13, 2009 
 
 

Summary Overview: 
 
Opposition from of a small local group, some of whom are summer time resident home owners within 
Halkett Bay, disapprove of a marine ecological enhancement initiative planned within a B.C. provincial 
marine park. They have been actively pursuing any means to persuade provincial regulators, individuals, 
and local area planners from the Islands Trust that what the Artificial Reef Society of British Columbia 
(ARSBC) hopes to accomplish will negatively impact their quality of life and that of users and visitors to 
a public park. They assert that the ARSBC has put in an application to government to essentially privatise 
the bay for commercial use which will benefit only a few at the expense of others. This group of bay 
home owners are prohibited from representing themselves on behalf of the Halkett Bay Home Owners 
Association because not everyone in the bay agrees with their argument or position. The ARSBC is aware 
there are other home owners within the bay that have no problem with a marine ecological project 
associated with eco-tourism in a public park.  Therefore, by our standard, the critics do not have a 
majority as they claim to have since some are pro, some con and others choose to remain neutral.  The 
ARSBC hosted a meeting with the Halkett Bay residents on April 9, 2009 in advance of a public meeting 
as a courtesy.  We also consulted with many others including the Squamish Nation, representatives of the 
Gambier Island Conservancy and Camp Fircom, all of whom attended the meeting. 
 
The Artificial Reef Society then held a public meeting on April 22, 2009 at HMCS Discovery in Stanley 
Park. The meeting date was publicized as part of the Notice Of Intent in the North Shore News and Coast 
Reporter on April 10, 2009. The ARSBC is required by regulation to advertise in two local papers in the 
public consultative process.  In both meetings the ARSBC provided a detailed power point presentation 
on the project purpose and objectives supported with mapping information on the chosen site.  The 
presentation also illustrated photo and video proof of the health and vitality of our current seven projects 
located in various regions of the province. The information exchange provided answers to questions and 
raised questions of specific concern which we addressed.  Nevertheless this not in my backyard splinter 
group have recently launched a web site that extols a number of false statements and inaccuracies which 
we will address in detail in this paper. The ARSBC will always respect the view points of others in the 
consultation process, however, when the critics in this case continually resort to distortion of  information 
it provides the ARSBC with an opportunity to respond in a factual and logical manner that reflects the 
common sense reality of the project parameters as well as our absolute position.   
 
 
The statements in blue italics are some of the direct quotes taken from the opponents’ website, 
www.savehalkett.com  
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“The Artificial Reef Society of BC says nobody uses Halkett Bay and that's why it's a good place 
to dump a derelict ex-warship”. 
 
False. The ARSBC has made no such statement, since we know by local consultation and 
observation that the area is used for daytime and overnight moorage, mostly on the east side at 
the head of the bay and where anchorage is more shallow, and where access to the park entrance 
exists. Furthermore, the ARSBC does not apply for a dumping permit, it applies for a Disposal 
At Sea Permit in which case the ship is strategically sunk. The Annapolis was decommissioned 
in 1998 and is a distinguished Canadian Destroyer Escort that patrolled Canada’s east and west 
coasts. The ship and her crews served this country with honour and distinction.  Until her sale to 
the ARSBC in 2008, the ship was in the care of the Queens Harbour Master at CFB Esquimalt, 
Victoria BC. and was never a “derelict ex-warship”. Halkett Bay uniquely meets the specific 
biological and physical criteria that are needed for the placement of an artificial reef.  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
“They plan to have a 100-foot exclusion zone that private boaters can't cross or anchor in, 
effectively taking over half of this small Bay” 
 
For any recreational dive site, a stand-off zone of 100-200 feet as a minimum is a reasonable 
distance in general terms.  Appropriate boating judgment and common sense suggests that when 
scuba divers are recognized to be in the water, boaters made aware of this will in all likelihood 
avoid approaching too close as a means of caution.  There is no hard and fast rule about stand-off 
distances other than being boat wise, aware, and courteous.  If there is no evidence of a dive boat 
tied to any of the Annapolis mooring floats, then anyone wishing to cross the site has no 
restrictions; however, if there are any dive boats tied to the mooring floats with divers in the 
water, other boaters will likely take the precaution to avoid going too close to the site for obvious 
safety reasons. The only exception to this is when a boat is on approach for the purpose of diving 
the site or just leaving the site in which case the same rules of caution and common sense apply.   
 
We note that the SaveHalkett.com website shows a black oval drawing that would influence the 
reader to believe that this oval relates to the entire ship footprint when in fact it is the broader 
area depth readings measured by sonar when we were surveying a portion of the bay’s 100-foot 
contour line. The survey area or oval is approximately 4 times longer and 3 times wider than the 
actual footprint of the ship, which would lie in the centre line of the survey area. The ship’s 
dimensions are 366 feet long and 42 feet wide. 
 
Further to this, the red circle drawn around the survey site by the critics in their website is 
grossly exaggerated and does not come close to their stated 100 foot exclusion zone. In their 
depiction, we estimate the red circle zone of exclusion to be several hundred feet beyond a 
reasonable stand-off distance, and this is where they mistakenly conclude that half the bay is 
being taken over. 
 
Figure 1 shows the survey image taken by sonar in relation to the west side of the bay’s shore 
(the curved black line). The two flags represent the start and end points of the survey base line, 
which are at the 100-foot depth contour.  
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Figure 1.  Survey Area by the Western Shore of Halkett Bay. 
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Figure 2.  Proposed Position of the Annapolis in Relation to the Survey Zone. 

As well, the ARSBC has no authority to prevent anyone from anchoring in the bay. The ship will 
have three ARSBC-provided floats with markings stating that this is a “Conservation Wreck Site, 
Dive Boat Usage Only and ask that boaters respect its specific use.  The assumption that these 
restrictions is tantamount to “taking over half of this small bay” is simply causing alarm where 
there is no justification. The Annapolis site is a mere fraction of the over all bay area and we 
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have forwarded this information to the critics at their request some time ago yet they continue to 
present it falsely.  The ARSBC has taken the time and effort to properly measure the position 
distances of the mooring floats to the east and west side of the bay. The chart below shows the 
actual chart measurement distance readings. 
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A to B:   400 ft
A to C: 1091 ft
B to D:   991 ft
A to E:   225 ft
B to F:   385 ft
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Figure 3.  Distance Readings from Halkett Bay Chart. 

 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
“The BC Government created the park specifically to preserve the area, not to "improve" it.” 
 
The simple act of preserving an environment or habitat is, for all intents and purposes, the first 
step towards improving it. That is the whole idea of environmental protection or preservation. 
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The ARSBC is all about preservation and there is nothing wrong with improving something if 
it’s needed.  The bay may look beautiful above the water, but the ARSBC believes few, if any, of 
our critics have seen what’s below the waves in Halkett Bay; however, we have.  In a document 
obtained from the Province of British Columbia Ministry of Parks entitled Halkett Bay 
Provincial Marine Park - Master Plan, excerpts state the following. 
 
“There has been a history of industrial and recreational development in Howe Sound. The 
protected anchorages in the bays of Gambier Island have been long used as storage areas for 
log booms being transported down the coast to mills in the Lower Mainland. Gambier Island 
itself has been logged at various times.” “As well, the bark and other litter from the booms 
accumulate beneath the boom storage area and degrade the quality of the marine environment 
below. This has a detrimental effect on the quality of diving in the area, as it reduces both the 
quality and variety of marine flora and fauna available for viewing.” 
 
This is exactly what the ARSBC has tried to explain to the critics - that decades of log storage 
activity has taken its toll on this small bay.  Sea life has been slowly choked and/or smothered by 
wood debris, and the sensitive habitat has seen massive destruction resulting in a severe 
reduction of fish and invertebrates.  
 
The area that the ARSBC studied, surveyed and documented in Halkett Bay is flat with little to 
no vertical relief. It is a marine moonscape with limited bio-diversity, but it wasn’t always like 
that. The good news is that the bay is well fed by a current that is rich in food nutrients and 
carries with it many forms of planktonic marine organisms and some in embryonic stages.  As 
we have proven in our seven previous projects – and have seen in countless shipwrecks around 
the world - the Annapolis will provide the important vertical relief structure needed where this 
marine life will be deposited by the current, and bottom dwelling marine life will soon follow.  
Essentially, the shipwreck provides the new habitat, and nature re-seeds it. What the ARSBC is 
doing is mitigating what human activity has already damaged.  We believe it’s fair to say that the 
ARSBC are the ones who are trying to save Halkett Bay.  So yes, the bay does need 
improvement, and in our opinion “preservation” also applies to below the waves and not just 
what looks pretty from the shore. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
“If they're successful, Halkett Bay will change from a place used by moms and dads and kids 
who swim, paddle, row, sail, fish, boat, camp and anchor there to a dedicated diving site run by 
commercial interests.” 

It is ridiculous to suggest that a ship sunk 100 feet deep and over 200 feet off shore will change 
someone’s camping enjoyment or any other activity listed. All that will change will be 3 small 
floats on the western side of the bay and the occasional boat(s) tied to the floats in a public park 
for public use.  

The suggestion that the site will be run by commercial interests is simply wrong.  The site is run 
by no commercial interest, it is used for recreational dive tourism. There are no fees, dues, or 
memberships. The ARSBC works with the dive community to maintain the floats, lines, and 
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connections, and the costs are shared between us. The site is open to the public within in a public 
park.  

The ARSBC consulted with the President of the B.C. Council of Yacht Clubs who understands 
that the ARSBC sinking ships as reefs is not a commercial activity, and they would not have 
endorsed the project if it were.  They also found no basis to the allegation that the ship would 
reduce access to the bay.  Transport Canada consultation with The Council of Marine Carriers 
which includes water taxis and tug operators also agree with these findings. These projects don’t 
come with vending machines or meters. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
“And despite what the dumpers say, the jury is out on whether using derelict ships to create 
artificial reefs is even a good idea” 

The ARSBC has provided opponents of the project a presentation and video of the evidence of 
what our fleet of reefs has produced. Here is an example of the bio diversity often seen on 
artificial reefs in BC. 
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• Rock fish
• Sculpins
• Ling cod
• Cabezon
• Wolf eels
• Octopus
• Barnacles
• Scallops
• Corals
• Crabs
• Shrimp
• Sea cucumbers
• Sea stars
• Anemones
• Tunicates
• Nudibranchs
• Tube worms
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Nature will fill a vacuum given the opportunity. If a niche is created whether it is a cleared area 
in the forest or a barren area on the sea floor, nature will fill it. The oceans are full of planktonic 
material just looking for a suitable place to settle and grow. 

Additionally, nothing will grow where conditions are not conducive to its survival. An animal 
placed in a hostile environment will either leave or die, it is that simple. It struck us as we 
watched the video of the benthic environment of Halkett Bay how little life there is. If this is 
such a healthy environment, then where is all the life? We also noticed that the great majority of 
invertebrate life that is there is growing on objects which protrude above the actual bottom, such 
as fist-sized rocks, a tire, and bottles.  The actual bottom of Halkett Bay is not conducive to 
marine life survival. It has been documented that these artificial reefs provide shelter, a nursery, 
and a feeding ground to over 110 species of fish and invertebrates and we have seen generation 
upon generation of marine life thriving on them. These artificial reefs eventually go on to 
become self-sustaining ecosystems, and act as dispersal sites of embryonic material to 
surrounding areas. It’s doubtful these animals made a mistake in their habitat choice.  The use of 
ships as artificial reefs works and there is no disputing that fact which has led to world wide 
recognition that ships can be used as viable platforms for long term stable habitat creation. 

The reader may be interested to know that as far as protection and enhancement of the marine 
environment goes, Greenpeace sank its “Rainbow Warrior” as an artificial reef in New Zealand, 
where it became a famous and environmentally rich dive site. The Sea Shepherd Society have, in 
fact, offered the ARSBC it’s “Sea Shepherd II” as an artificial reef.  And finally, Jacques 
Cousteau and the Cousteau Society endorsed the sinking of the former HMCS Saskatchewan 
sunk at Snake Island Nanaimo in 1997.  What do the critics know about artificial reefs that 
Greenpeace, the Sea Shepherd Society, and The Cousteau Society have missed? 

The ARSBC has a mandate to create environmentally-sustainable marine habitat and eco-
tourism.  Much has happened over the past 20 years since the ARSBC created its first artificial 
reef. The United Nations has recognised that ships-to-reefs programmes world-wide have gained 
credible support and with it comes a set of rules. To this end, the United Nations Environmental 
Program produced a Mediterranean Action Plan entitled Guidelines for the placement at Sea of 
Matter For The Purpose Other Than The Mere Disposal (Construction of Artificial Reefs) 
Barcelona Spain, May 24-27 2005.  This is a blueprint for signing nations on how to operate, 
manage and monitor artificial reefs within the strict environmental and consultative guidelines. 
Canada among seventy other nations has signed onto this accord to which the ARSBC adheres. 

 

Excerpt taken from International News and Analysis on Marine Protected 
Areas, Vol. 11, No. 1, July-August 2009. 
 
Special Section: More News from the Second Internat ional Marine Protected 
Areas Congress (IMPAC2)  
 
“Vessel reefs as a useful tool for no-take areas an d fisheries management” 
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Sunken vessels in no-take marine reserves could serve a strategic role in attracting marine life 
to those protected areas and increasing biomass production, according to 
Paul Arena of Nova Southeastern University in Florida (U.S.). In his research of reefs in 
Broward County, Florida, Arena discovered that not only do vessel-based reefs attract and 
concentrate more biomass than natural coral reefs, but they may also foster greater productivity, 
particularly for certain economically important species like snappers. So rather than viewing 
vessel reefs as incompatible with or unrelated to conservation, he says, resource managers 
should consider them as a way to optimize their effectiveness. 
 
Paul Arena , Department of Math, Science and Technology, 
Nova Southeastern University, Davie, Florida, U.S. E-mail: 
arenap@nova.edu 
 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

“In fact, proposals for artificial reefs have been rejected in California for "environmental 
considerations and potential liability concerns." And Japan, which has worked with pre-
fabricated reefs, says dumping scrap metal isn't effective -- in order to work, artificial reefs have 
to be designed for their specific location.” 

Ironically, the former Canadian Destroyer HMCS Yukon was sunk nine years ago on June 14, 
2000 at Mission Beach, San Diego, California 

A report entitled Creating Underwater Value: The Economic Value Of Artificial Reefs for 
Recreational Diving, prepared on December 12, 2004 by Lin H. Pendleton, Associate professor 
for the University Of California Department Of Environmental Health Sciences, states the 
following. 

“ Ships, planes and other large structures are finding their way to the bottom of the sea along 
coasts in North America, Europe, Australia and elsewhere. More and more coastal communities 
are turning to these structures as a means of protecting shoreline, creating habitat for fish and 
other sea life.  To date over 700 ships serve as artificial reefs in the waters off the continental 
U.S. coastline. The majority of these ships are found off the coast of Florida (380), new Jersey 
(129), South Carolina (100) and New York (65).  Other states lag far behind in the creation of 
artificial reef structures. For instance, while steps have been made to increase the use of 
artificial reefs in California, the state only has 10 ships in place.”  Sounds like an active 
artificial reef program to the ARSBC.  

In Japan and in many other parts of the world the use of ships as reefs is not always the best 
solution if these countries are prone to constant hurricane or tsunami conditions. With severe 
adverse weather conditions some reefing organizations run the risk of a ship causing severe 
environmental damage to the reef by being rolled, tossed or dragged along the sea floor. In 
British Columbia we are not readily prone to these conditions, which is why the use of high-
quality military ships gives a stable and very long-term habitat lasting at least 80-100 years 
intact.  The ARSBC does not create reefs for harvesting purposes, we create them for 
conservation reasons and for eco-tourism. In Japan, artificial reefs are designed with different 
light-weight materials, usually in very shallow waters, and are specifically engineered for 
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aquaculture farming primarily as a means to feed their population and to reduce the pressure 
associated with marine resource depletion. 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

“BC's marine parks were created to save Protected Areas for the future, not to turn them into 
commercial cash cows” 

Artificial reefs do not fall under the category of “cash cows” and the ARSBC vehemently refutes 
this very misleading accusation.  All of our artificial reef sites are open and available to the 
public at no cost. Charter operators already exist to serve scuba dive customers who enjoy many 
of the wonderful sites in Howe Sound, and divers like the services and hospitality of a qualified 
licensed charter operator.  It is almost certain that a charter operation will be required to pay an 
annual permit fee for park use since the Annapolis would reside inside the park boundaries and 
that’s only fair.  To the general public, no fee would be charged for diving the site. The 
Annapolis would simply be a new dive destination. This is recreational use, not commercial use.  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 “Under B.C. law, marine protected areas are "dedicated to the preservation of their natural 
environments." They can't be changed -- by such actions as dumping toxic vessels that the 
government needs to get rid of -- unless it’s viewed as necessary to preserve or maintain the 
value of the park”. 

This is not the first time an artificial reef will be placed in a marine protected area. Porteau Cove 
has a number of small wrecks deployed albeit none of these were ARSBC projects; however, the 
GB Church, our pilot project, was sunk in Princess Margret Marine Provincial Park, Portland 
Island, Sidney B.C. in 1991, and is considered the benchmark on how to create a productive 
artificial reef. The GB Church is a living laboratory and shows how well ships-to-reefs work.  
Physical evidence of birth, growth, and mortality can be seen with successive generations of 
marine life.  The ship is home to rockfish, lingcod, and cabezon as long-term residents of the 
wreck.  

We re-state our position that the placement of the Annapolis as a new habitat will help to restore, 
preserve, and maintain the value of the park by bringing it from a state of marine decay caused 
by human activity. Further to this, we have repeatedly explained in great detail to our critics that 
the ships are cleaned to such a high standard as to be cleaner than the environment they are being 
placed in. The ARSBC works in close consultation with Environment Canada to ensure the that 
we meet or exceed the high quality standards as set out in their document entitled Clean Up 
Standards For Disposal At Sea of Vessels, Aircraft, Platforms & Other Structures. If these 
standards are not met we cannot obtain a permit to sink, and yet we have seven projects - each 
with their own biological success story. There is no pollution, there are no heavy metals, 
hydrocarbons or PCB toxins; fish and marine fauna thrive there.  

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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“Allowing a single user group to take over and exclude users from a marine park made for 
everyone is unacceptable. In more ways than one”: 

This statement is utter nonsense. The ARSBC is not trying to take over anything, and the notion 
that a single user group will exclude others from a marine park is completely without basis. This 
false allegation has never been our approach, and the Ministry of Environment Parks and 
Planning Division, as well as others in the regulator process, would never allow such a notion to 
become reality. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

The Islands Trust -- the watchdog of our coast -- specifically prohibits the creation of artificial 
reefs (Bylaw No. 17.3.4.2) Halkett Bay Marine Park was created in 1988.  The area was set 
aside to protect its natural resources, according to the park's Master Plan 

Islands Trust may be a local government organization with a set of bylaws, but for it to proclaim 
it has “jurisdiction with regards to the use and placement of structures on the surface of the sea 
and on the bed of the sea” within 1000 meters from any island shoreline is a mis-reading of the 
Canadian Constitution.  Only the Federal Government has title to the floor of the Strait of 
Georgia, while the water column is Provincial.  Also for archaeological site reasons the 
Squamish and Tleil-Waututh Nations have more credible claims to Halkett Bay’s land and sea 
than Islands Trust. 

It is not surprising that Islands Trust does not accept this project based on their bylaws, but 
Islands Trust has not given any specific reason for their bias against environmental programs 
revolving around human-made reefs.. The original bylaw was adopted in the early 1990s at the 
behest of some people that just did not like artificial reefs. As far as the ARSBC knows, the 
Bylaw was adopted without notice, without hearings, and without rationale. In the past 20 years, 
while we have placed several artificial reefs, no one from Islands Trust has ever investigated 
their effect on the marine environment.  

 

 
Ships like the Annapolis don't usually sink by themselves. In fact, the dumpers most often use 
explosives so they can better control the way the ship sits on the bottom. Ever wondered about 
how much explosive it takes to sink a warship? Lots. Or what the effect of the blast has on local 
mammal and sea life? The Department of Fisheries has. In a report published on the Internet, 
DFO said: 

· At least four of ARSBC's wrecks have been sunk using hull explosives  of gunpowder and 
jet aviation fuel  

· The harmful effects of underwater explosions and shock waves on both fish and marine 
mammals are well-documented in scientific literature since the '70s The shock waves are 
so strong -- with such a rapid change of pressure -- that they kill seals by damaging their 
lungs  
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· Scientists calculated that a safety zone can be assumed to be 359 meters around a 5-kg 
explosion (all seals closer to the explosion would be killed or harmed) (Hill, 1978). They 
warned that this is a conservative calculation that should likely be doubled because of 
such factors as the shallowness of the water or the fact that the explosions are sequential 
rather than simultaneous.  

· Sinking a ship in 2001 took about 9 times this amount of gunpowder 

 
Here is an excerpt of what DFO wrote to the ARSBC in a letter dated September 7, 2001 during our 
application to sink the Cape Breton: 
 

 

 

 
 
 
The ARSBC does not use gun powder in the sinking process and never has. What is used is a controlled 
detonation process using flex cable linear shape charges that very rapidly cut through the metal to create a 
clean access hole for divers and sets up the sinking process. The critics are referring to the former HMCS 
Cape Breton where fuel was used during a pre-sink pyrotechnic show which had absolutely nothing to do 
with the actual sinking process. Admittedly, we no longer employ pyrotechnics for obvious 
environmental reasons.  Furthermore, an appropriate amount of explosives were used as needed since the 
Cape Breton was a 10,000 ton merchant marine vessel as compared to the destroyers that were 3,000 tons.  
I would also point out to the reader that in the detonation process, there are no shards of metal shrapnel 
blown out into the marine environment. In fact, the plates being cut remain fully intact and are forced 
back into the ship by water pressure. The plates are so cleanly cut that they can be welded back in place 
with a straight weld line. 
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The ARSBC does look at the overall picture as it relates to fish and mammal impact. On June 22, 1996 
the society sank the former HMCS Columbia in Maude Bay, Campbell River.  Within the bay was a fish 
farm and we recognised the impact possibilities. The ARSBC took the added precaution of draping a 
large plastic bubble curtain over the side facing the farm several hundred feet away to absorb any adverse 
shock effect.  After the event the owners of the fish farm confirmed no negative effects to their fish fry.  
When we sank the Boeing 737 on January 14, 2006,  a mobile crane lowered the airframe to the sea floor.  
No explosives were used.  In the 20 year history of the ARSBC there has been no physical evidence or 
report of fish being harmed by the underwater concussion or mammals being negatively impacted by the 
sinking process. 
 
 
The ARSBC says a sunken ex-navy warship won't impede traffic into the small bay. In fact, when 
concerned citizens actually measured depths for the coordinates the reefers say they'll use to dump the 
ship, the Annapolis could be partially exposed at extreme low tides. Doesn't that sound like a hazard to 
navigation” 
 
This is completely false, and the ARSBC could never hope to get a permit to sink under this scenario. We 
are bound by provincial regulations that state we must be compliant with Transport Canada Navigable 
Waters Act that states we must have 30 feet of navigable water clearance from the top of the ship to the 
surface.  The ARSBC has a specific set of rules to follow and one of them is that site selection as it relates 
to depth is dependant on the height of the ship. This is why the 100 foot contour works within Halkett 
Bay. All of our current projects are compliant with these Transport Canada regulations and the critics who 
believe a permit will be granted with the ship partially exposed in Halkett Bay are simply wrong in their 
assumption and wrong in their calculations.  Divers carefully measured and recorded depths within the 
transect grid lines that absolutely comply with the Navigable Waters Act.  
 

Depth data obtained at the study site. 

Transect # 
(Port side) Depth (ft) 

Transect # 
(Base line) Depth (ft) 

Transect # 
(Starboard)  Depth (ft) 

1A 117 
1 (AN2 - 

bow) 103 1B 91 
2A 112 2 102 2B 89 
3A 105 3 100 3B 88 
4A 108 4 100 4B 89 
5A 109 5 102 5B 93 
6A 109 5 101 6B 93 
7A 110 7 101 7B 93 
8A 110 8 101 8B 92 

9A 110 
9 (AN1 - 

stern) 100 9B 89 
In this study the base line is 400 feet long and represents the depth readings down the centre of 
the ship. There are 9 transect line each 100 feet long. Transect readings were taken at the end 
points 50 feet left and right of the base line. 
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“They say dumping a derelict ship in Halkett will improve the bay's marine life. In fact, Halkett Bay's 
marine life doesn't need "improving" -- anyone who has actually spent time there knows there's an 
abundance of shellfish, seals, birds, sea otters and other species.” 

We disagree. Our benthic survey has determined that although there is some marine life in the area where 
we are proposing to sink the Annapolis, the density and diversity is severely lacking. Most of the marine 
life in the study area is mobile and could avoid being impacted by the placement of the Annapolis onto 
the sea floor. It is our experience that a substantial amount of marine life, much more diverse than is 
currently at the site would be established on the Annapolis Artificial Reef within a very short time span. 
What proof do the critics have to say that the bay does not need help?  The attitude of not in my back yard 
is no excuse to justify the prevention of an effort to restore our marine environment.  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

“ The dumpers say their wrecks draw hundreds of divers on a typical weekend day -- and that's in areas 
away from major Canadian cities. But Halkett Bay is less than 20 minutes from Vancouver and is already 
well-used. If the dumpers are right, the hundreds of divers they expect on a regular basis will likely over 
whelm the park.” 
 
Our critics have been circulating information that 400 divers will be on the Annapolis site on a regular 
weekend basis. This was a quote from a speech that the Past-President and co-founder of the ARSBC, 
Tex Enemark, gave the day before the sinking of HMCS Yukon a mile offshore from San Diego in 2000; 
however, Mr. Enemark was referring ONLY to the specific circumstances of a dive attraction that was 
within a few hours drive of a population of about 10 million people, in Southern California, where North 
American SCUBA began, and which has one of the most active scuba-dive communities in the world. As 
it happens, even with that huge potential market, the dive business relating to the Yukon has never 
reached anything near those numbers. To suggest that this quote applies equally to the Vancouver area, 
with perhaps 1% of the certified divers that exist in Southern California, is shameful. 
 
 
 
There is no dive infrastructure in B.C. to support that many divers on any of the ARSBC’s wrecks. At 
present there are two dive charter operators in Howe Sound one with a maximum capacity of up to 16 
divers, the other up to 12. Most of the lower mainland dive shops that offer their customer wreck-dive 
trips use these same operators. The ARSBC has never said there would be hundreds of divers on the 
Annapolis on a regular basis, and the industry itself is at a loss to understand how such misinformation 
persists.  We do anticipate that there will be greater interest and curiosity to visit the Annapolis soon after 
the ship is sunk as in other projects however, that soon subsides into a normal rhythm of divers coming 
and going. The tourism to follow will not reduce the quality of life to Halkett Bay residents, some of 
whom may summer in the bay and winter in Vancouver. Winter diving is noted to be the optimal time for 
diving in these waters. 
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Summary 
 
The ARSBC restates its position that the proposed project plan currently under Provincial review to place 
the Annapolis in Halkett Bay Provincial Marine Park would in fact benefit the ecology of the bay and that 
most would agree this is in everyone’s interest.  This is particularly true given the level of low benthic life 
within the immediate site. We are motivated to do this because we know artificial reefs that are prepared 
by the book using ethical means for safe disposal at sea do work.  The issue of whether man made reefs 
provide a positive benefit or not to our marine environment has long been answered and for the critics to 
suggest otherwise is chasing a red herring in the absence of showing any proof otherwise. The abundance 
and diversity of marine life that colonizes these artificial reefs can’t be wrong.  
 
Recreational dive boats tied to her mooring lines will not impede access nor block the bay. The ARSBC 
are not profiting nor privatising the bay for commercialization as some claim. The ARSBC is not seeking 
any undue consideration from regulators that would allow us to take over a public park at the cost of 
others.  The ARSBC will take the same care and attention it always has to every detail of the project from 
start to finish, and we are proud of our body of work and of our contribution to British Columbia’s marine 
ecology.  Images and reference letters are included below in this report. 
 

 
 
Large Plumose anemone attached to a piece of rubber tire. All anemones 
observed in the study area were attached to stable substrate and not embedded 
in the silty substrate. 
Transect # - 4A Time Stamp on video: 8:35 Halkett Bay 
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Dungeness crab on the mostly silty bottom with sparse cobbles Transect # - Main Time 
Stamp on video: 7:43 Halkett Bay 
 

 
 
4 large plumose anemones attached to one of the few boulders in the study area 
Transect # - Main Time Stamp on video: 4:26 Halkett Bay 
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Swimming anemone attached to a glass bottle, one of the very few pieces of 
Garbage encountered Transect # - Main Time Stamp on video: 13:42 
Halkett Bay 
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