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Executive Summary 
 
The Pilotage Act has been in force since 1972 with the last substantive changes to the Act 
made over 20 years ago. While it is working well with an average safety record over the last 10 
years of over 99.9% on the West Coast, modernization of the Act is required in order meet 
some of the challenges presently facing the Pilotage Authorities and the industry we serve. 
 
As a result the Pacific Pilotage Authority’s recommendations are summarized as follows: 
 

1. Amend the Pilotage Act to ensure that all parties affected by Act are represented on the 

Board of Directors. 

2. Amend the Pilotage Act to ensure that the tariff setting process is modernized to enable 

the Pilotage Authorities to react quickly to changes in the maritime business environment 

in which they operate. 

3. Amend the Pilotage Act to ensure that the fines on summary conviction are increased to 

reflect the importance of compliance and ensure that they are a deterrent. 

  



4 | P a g e  
 

Background 
 
The Pacific Pilotage Authority (PPA) is a federal Crown corporation and one of four Pilotage 
Authorities across Canada. Our mandate, as with the other Pilotage Authorities, is to establish, 
operate, maintain and administer, in the interests of safety, an efficient pilotage service within 
the region set out in respect of the Authority in the schedule to the Pilotage Act (Pilotage Act of 
Canada, s. 18). 
 
The PPA’s area of responsibility is outlined in the Pacific Pilotage Regulations and is restricted 
to the west coast of Canada. The area extends from the Washington State border in the south 
to the Alaskan border in the north (areas 2 to 4), including the waters around Haida Gwaii (area 
5) and the waters of the Fraser River (area 1) up to Mission. The mandatory pilotage waters 
extend approximately two miles seaward from every salient point of land along the coast.  
 
There are two groups of pilots who provide marine pilotage services on the west coast of 
Canada. The BC Coast Pilots Ltd. is a private company presently consisting of approximately 
one hundred pilots. These pilots contract their services to the PPA under a service agreement 
for areas 2 to 5. The Fraser River Pilots (presently eight pilots) are employees of the PPA and 
provide pilotage service for area 1.   
  
Our pilotage jurisdiction is unique in the world and is the only one where the pilots are licensed 
for such a large geographical area; the entire BC coast. This unique model is in response to the 
regional demands of West Coast maritime trade. The suitability and efficiency of this model is 
evidenced by our track record of safety, reliability and predictability, and the fact that we are 
perceived by many of our peers as a leader in maritime safety. 
 
The single biggest reason for supporting the present coast-wide model is the service provided to 
the many outlying ports. These small ports (24 in all) do not have sufficient traffic to sustain a 
local pilotage system. The coast-wide system allows them to receive pilotage services on 
demand, which is integral to our province’s economic well-being, as well as being in the national 
interest. Taken together, the primary ports such as the Ports of Vancouver and Prince Rupert 
account for over 80% of all the pilotage assignments undertaken on the BC coast.   
 
Safety is measured as a ratio of the number of incidents to the total number of assignments 
completed. From a safety perspective we have a consistent track record of over 99.9% incident-
free assignments. In 2016 we had five minor incidents in 12,500 coast-wide assignments for a 
success ratio of 99.96%. Reliability is measured as the number of vessels delayed against the 
total number of assignments. There are separate measures for delays caused by pilots, 
dispatching errors or launch breakdowns and the average annual on time record exceeds 
99.9%. Predictability is the assurance that every assignment under the same circumstances and 
vessel type will be handled in the same way by the pilots. This is the single biggest challenge 
we face. The pilots have varying skill levels and risk tolerance, as do the shipboard bridge 
teams. With that said, we still see over 95% of the assignments complaint-free. We are actively 
working to improve this number by implementing standardized tug packages using bollard pull, 
the implementation of a quality assurance program to ensure that all the pilots will receive the 
same level of training with ongoing planned training throughout their careers, and a very 
extensive apprenticeship program.  
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The issues 
 
1. Establishment (Section 3 of the Act) and Organization (Sections 10 to 13 of the 

Act) 

Since the inception of the Pilotage Act in 1972 the composition of the Board of Directors has 
always been 2-2-2 in addition to the Board Chair – that is, two Board members nominated from 
the industry, two from the BC Coast Pilots and two public representatives. The Board Chair is 
appointed by the Minister. 
 
The existing structure has proved successful and provides for a balanced Board with all the 
required skill sets coming to the table. Members have always been well aware of their fiduciary 
duties and the need to recuse themselves if there was a hint of a conflict of interest. Recently 
the PPA took this a step further by ensuring that the issue of fiduciary responsibility and conflict 
of interest was clearly addressed during the five day compulsory orientation program that each 
PPA Board member must complete. 
 
In my sixteen years at the PPA I have never come across an instance where any of the Board 
members have been in a conflict of interest situation or abused their position to further their 
particular issue. 
 
Recently we were informed that every federal organization must submit to the same on-line 
process for recruiting Directors and that the 2-2-2 historical Board structure of past years would 
no longer be acceptable. Our primary concern is that this new structure, while obviously 
transparent, could result in one or another of the groups being successful in getting more than 
two Board members which would lead to an imbalance at the Board and perhaps a reduction in 
the collective skill set. 
 
 
Recommended wording 
 
 3 (1) Each Pilotage Authority named in the schedule is hereby established as a body corporate 
consisting of a Chairperson and not more than six other members. Two of the six members are 
to be nominated by the marine industry and two by the pilots. 
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2. Tariff Setting (Section 33 of the Pilotage Act) 

The West Coast, with the introduction and successful implementation of the Asia Pacific 
Gateway initiative, as well as the high level of interest in the many energy projects, is poised for 
a considerable increase in shipping in the near future. This interest in the supply and shipping of 
energy projects has presented the PPA (and many other entities) with some unique challenges. 
Many of the projects are facing severe opposition from NGOs and local communities and we 
need to position ourselves to be able to deal with the many new responsibilities imposed on us 
as a result of this opposition. The Oceans Protection Plan, and the initiatives that will flow from 
it, is one area in which the PPA can assist the government. To do this we must ensure that the 
Pilotage Act will support our need to act quickly with respect to the changing issues that we 
face, such as the need to implement or adjust tariffs quickly which under the present wording of 
the Act is extremely difficult. 
 
The current Pilotage Act was introduced in 1972 and reflected most of the recommendations 
drawn from the Royal Commission on Pilotage undertaken by Judge Yves Bernier. The Royal 
Commission was formed in 1962 with its final recommendations being made in 1968 followed by 
the establishment of the Pilotage Act in 1972. The current Pilotage Act has seen some minor 
modifications over the years but has remained generally unchanged in forty years. In the same 
period, transportation in Canada and more specifically shipping, has changed significantly. 
 
Budgetary restraints in the early 1990s required the Government of Canada to review all of its 
systems of service delivery. At the time it decided that all Canadian Pilotage Authorities had to 
be financially self-sufficient and operate in a more transparent and commercial fashion. The 
Government amended the Pilotage Act in 1998 to stop all Parliamentary Appropriations to the 
Authorities, signaling to the Authorities and the users of the system that commercial and private 
industry practices should be adopted in the delivery of pilotage services in Canada.  
 
In most commercial operations, tariffs may be changed in less than 30 days when conditions 
require changes. However, the legislation was not adequately amended and failed to include a 
nimble and efficient tariff setting system to allow the Authorities to effectively deal with quickly 
changing commercial, economic and traffic situations. From beginning to end, the tariff approval 
process can easily take eight months or more. The amount and complexity of the paperwork 
and the numerous steps involved in the approval process can be overwhelming and require the 
involvement of Transport Canada, the Department of Justice, the Treasury Board Secretariat 
and ultimately the Governor in Council. Delays can also occur when federal elections are being 
held, or when higher priority regulatory changes are being worked on.  
 
The PPA and the other Canadian Pilotage Authorities are particularly susceptible to traffic 
swings, sometimes related to global or national economies and sometimes related to local 
industry, that require timely adjustment to tariffs. In 2016 we suffered almost a million dollars in 
lost revenue due to the length of time for a CTA Tariff hearing to be arranged after an objection 
was lodged against a proposed tariff. More recently in 2017 we lost almost $150,000 as a result 
of a one month delay in receiving approval for our tariff despite having the full support of the 
maritime industry we serve. 
 
The delays in implementing the tariff changes are systemic. They result in inefficiencies, and 
create obstacles to the proper financial and operational management of the Pilotage Authorities. 
Moreover, the tariff once approved becomes a regulation and cannot be adjusted downward 
(without undertaking the regulatory process again) to provide rebates or reductions to industry in 
situations where the Authorities have met their financial targets earlier than anticipated. 
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Similarly, the legislation does not allow special arrangements in terms of tariffs to help attract 
new business, or assist industry in remaining or becoming more competitive. 
 
Adapting the regulatory process for Pilotage Authorities’ tariff changes to a process similar to 
the port authorities’ framework (or some such framework) would yield important benefits for the 
Authorities and the maritime industry. The Authorities could implement tariff changes within 60 
days rather than eight months, and make tariff adjustments when appropriate. In addition, such 
a framework would allow the Pilotage Authorities to offer rebates, incentives or establish special 
arrangements to attract new business and assist in the competitiveness of our respective 
regions and the maritime transportation system as a whole. 
 
It is important to note that the above proposal for a timelier and more flexible tariff 
implementation process would not in any way remove the safeguards, check and balances 
intended to protect clients and the public interest. We fully understand that as a regulated 
monopoly our customers have no choice but to use our services and as a result the Canadian 
Transportation Agency (CTA) would need to play a part in any improvement to tariff process. 
Any change would include the continued ability of industry or stakeholders to file objections with 
respect to any tariff increase or modification before the CTA. This however would need to be 
time limited (ex. 60 days) otherwise we run the risk of a similar situation developing as did last 
year where nine months lapsed from the time the objection was lodged to the actual hearing. 
 
Lastly we need to have the ability to charge for other administrative duties and processes in 
which we are engaged. An example is the waiver system, which is presently costing us almost 
$100,000 per annum. Another example would be the ability to charge for the use of our 
simulator or for our time consulting on projects. These charges should not be borne by the 
industry hiring pilots but by the actual users of the service such as the operators seeking 
pilotage waivers or industry proponents seeking subject matter expertise from the PPA.  
 
Recommended wording 
 

Tariffs 
 
Regulations prescribing tariffs of pilotage charges 
33 (1) An Authority may fix tariffs of pilotage services to be paid to that Authority for pilotage 
and, without restricting the generality of the foregoing, may fix tariffs of pilotage charges for 

(a) the cancellation of a request for the service of a pilot; 
(b) the carriage of a pilot on a ship beyond the area for which the service of the pilot was 
engaged; 
(c) the detention of a pilot on board ship or otherwise; 
(d) travel and other expenses incurred by a pilot that are directly associated with an 
assignment to pilot a ship; 
(e) the use of a pilot boat; 
(f) the use of telecommunication equipment;  
(g) the service of a licensed pilot on board ship pursuant to a regulation made under 
paragraph 20(1)(l) requiring a licensed pilot to be on board; and 
(h) any service provided by the Authority, or any right or privilege conferred by it.  

 
Idem 
(2) An Authority shall be deemed to have fixed a pilotage charge if it prescribes a manner for 
determining a pilotage charge. 
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Requirements to be met by tariffs 
(3) The tariffs of pilotage charges prescribed by an Authority under subsection (1) shall be 
fixed at a level that permits the Authority to operate on a self-sustaining financial basis and 
shall be fair and reasonable. 
R.S., 1985, c. P-14, s. 33; 1998, c. 10, s. 149. 
 
Notice of new or revised tariffs 
34 (1) Where an Authority proposes to fix a new tariff or revise an existing tariff for any of the 
pilotage services under section 33 (1), it shall give notice of the proposal in accordance with 
this section and no fee shall come into force before the expiration of sixty days after the last 
of the notices is given.   
 
Contents of notice 
(2) The notice shall 

(a) set out the particulars of the proposal; 
(b) specify that a document containing more details about the proposal may be obtained 
from the authority on request; and 
(c) specify that persons interested in making representations in writing to the authority 
about the proposal may do so by writing to the address set out in the notice. 

 
How notice is to be given 
(3) The authority shall 

(a) have the notice published in a major newspaper published or distributed in the place 
where the authority is situated; 
(b) send, by mail or by electronic means, a copy of the notice to 

(i) organizations whose members will, in the opinion of the authority, be affected 
by the new or revised fee, and 
(ii) every user and other person who has, at least ten days before, notified the 
authority of a desire to receive notices or announcements under this Part; and 

(c) post an electronic version of the notice in a location that is generally accessible to 
persons who have access to what is commonly referred to as the Internet. 

 
Notice of objection to Canadian Transportation Agency 
(4) Any interested person who has reason to believe that any charge in a proposed tariff of 
pilotage charges is prejudicial to the public interest, including, without limiting the generality 
thereof, the public interest that is consistent with the national transportation policy set out in 
section 5 of the Canada Transportation Act, may file a notice of objection setting out the 
grounds therefore with the Canadian Transportation Agency, and the Agency shall consider 
the complaint without delay and report its findings to the authority, and the authority shall 
govern itself accordingly. 
 
Governor in Council may vary or rescind 
(5) Section 40 of the Canada Transportation Act applies, with such modifications as the 
circumstances require, to every report of the Agency made under subsection (4) as if the 
report were a decision made pursuant to that Act. 
 
Copies to be filed 
(6) On the filing of a notice of objection with the Canadian Transportation Agency, a copy 
thereof shall be filed with the Authority and the Minister forthwith. 
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Obligation to reimburse 
35 (4) Where the Agency recommends a charge that is lower than that prescribed by the 
Authority, the Authority shall reimburse to any person who has paid the prescribed charge 
the difference between it and the recommended charge, with interest at the rate quoted by 
banks to the most credit-worthy borrowers for prime business loans, as determined by the 
Bank of Canada for the day on which the Agency recommends the lower charge. 
 
Copy submitted to Minister 
(6) The Agency shall submit a copy of its recommendation to the Minister immediately after 
it is made. 
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3. Offences and Punishments 

Sections 47 through 51 identify the various fines on summary conviction as well as the fact that 
those fines shall be paid to the Authority concerned. 
 
The most important of these is Section 47 which deals with a vessel proceeding through 
pilotage waters without a pilot. The problem with this section is the level of the fine imposed and 
the fact that it is only on summary conviction. This means that you must commence legal 
proceedings against the vessel who contravened the Act, which is a costly venture in itself, 
particularly when the maximum penalty is a mere $5,000. When you consider that a vessel 
requiring two pilots to transit the Inside Passage will likely generate a pilotage invoice of 
$10,000, the amount of the fine for contravention is actually less than the cost of hiring the 
pilots. The fine is not a deterrent for non-compliance. 
 
In the past several years we attempted to take a vessel to court for a contravention but the 
prosecutor refused to move forward. At present we have two court cases in progress. Both are 
against United States operators and the combined legal and court expenses will cost the 
Authority approximately $100,000. Our legal counsel will obviously press for our costs to be 
covered but there is always the chance that we will not get that consideration from the court. 
Thus for the cost of $100,000 to ensure that we are enforcing the Pilotage Act of Canada the 
best outcome we can hope for is a $10,000 return – and only if the judge sets the fines for both 
offenders at the maximum allowable amount. In order to bring this into our present reality, this 
fine should be set at a maximum of $150,000. At this level of penalty we will still come out 
ahead even if our legal costs are not covered. 
 
Similarly the maximum fine under Section 48 should be set at $150,000 for the same reasons 
as mentioned for Section 47. Section 48.1 states that a person who contravenes section 15.3, 
“A body corporate with which the Authority has contracted for services under sub-section 15(2) 
and the members and shareholders of the body corporate are prohibited from refusing to 
provide pilotage services while a contract for services is in effect or being negotiated” is guilty of 
an offence and liable to a fine of not more than $10,000 for each day on which the offence is 
committed or continued. 
 
Section 49 needs to be amended to read that all fines shall be paid to the Authority. The way 
this section presently reads there is no indication of who the fine gets paid to for a contravention 
under Section 48.1 or even who levies the fine. 
 
Recommended wording 
 

47 Except where an Authority waives compulsory pilotage, the owner, master or person in 
charge of a ship subject to compulsory pilotage that proceeds through a compulsory pilotage 
area not under the conduct of a licensed pilot or the holder of a pilotage certificate is guilty of 
an offence and liable on summary conviction to a fine not exceeding one hundred and fifty 
thousand dollars. 

 
48 Every person who contravenes or fails to comply with 

(a) any provision of this Part, other than section 15.3, 
(b) any regulation made by the Governor in Council, or 
(c) any regulation of an Authority, 
is guilty of an offence and liable on summary conviction to a fine not exceeding one 
hundred and fifty thousand dollars.  
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ANNEX 1 
 
Answers to some of the questions posed during the roundtables 
 

1. Does the pilotage system work as intended? What could be improved? 

a. From a West Coast perspective the system does work as intended with respect to the 
meaning of our mandate, but where it could be improved is on the financial aspect of the 
operations. 

b. It is clear from the Pilotage Act that our mandate is to establish, operate, maintain and 
administer in the interests of safety an efficient pilotage service and we are on point 
where our mandate is concerned. 

i. Our on-time service delivery (pilot or dispatch related delays) is 99.98%. 

ii. Our safety record is 99.96% (4 minor issues in 2016 from 12,500 assignments) 

iii. By licensing pilots for the entire BC coast we are able to provide pilots on a 
coast wide basis to service all the small docks, terminals and anchorages 
without having to worry about a lack of pilots when shipping activity increases 
or having too many pilots when a particular sector goes into decline. In 
addition, this provides benefits both in terms of cost and efficiencies to industry 
by reducing the need to board pilots on and off the vessel when transiting 
between the many ports and waterways on the coast. 

iv. As an example, when Prince Rupert went through a massive downturn in 
tonnage shipped (and therefore pilotage assignments) we merely reduced the 
number of pilots in the area and utilized them elsewhere on the coast. Another 
example is if a vessel departs Vancouver, she can call at multiple ports on the 
BC coast and arrive in Stewart BC on the Alaskan border with the same two 
pilots several days later. 

v. Likewise, if an outport has a sudden surge in traffic we will merely fly additional 
pilots in to deal with the workload and then reduce again when the shipments 
normalize. 

c. The single biggest complaint from the industry is the “high” cost of piloting, however in a 
world-wide comparison the Canadian system is much more affordable than many of the 
western areas when calculated on a per ton mile basis (which is the only fair method of 
comparison). On the West Coast, the BC Coast Pilots are licensed for an entire coast 
and therefore should not be compared with a port pilotage system where the pilot boards 
and docks a vessel in under two hours and only has one port to study in order to obtain 
a licence. Regarding the “high” cost of piloting on the West Coast the following must be 
considered: 

i. Contract pilots do not get paid if there is no work, whereas employee pilots 
represent a fixed cost regardless of whether they work or not. 

ii. Contract pilots pay for their benefits package themselves. Thus when they get 
a 2% increase it includes all their benefits. If employee pilots receive a 2% 
increase it does not include the benefits thus a 2% salary hike with 35% in 
pension and benefits will translate into an effective 2.7% increase.  
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2. Pilotage is a regulated monopoly delivered by four Crown Corporations. Are 
there other ways to deliver pilotage services without compromising safety? 

a. There are always other ways but the question that needs to be addressed is whether 
such a change would result in: 

i. A safer, more efficient operation; and  

ii. A more cost-effective alternative. 

 

b. Port Piloting 

In many areas around the world, pilots and pilotage are part of the port system and are 
managed by the port in question with compulsory pilotage beginning and ending at the 
port limits. However that model is only effective where the approaches to the port are 
relatively straight forward and there is no risk to a vessel with a crew unfamiliar with the 
area. On the west coast of Canada, with the many fjords, narrows and fast moving tidal 
currents (up to 16 knots through Seymour Narrows) such a system would increase cost 
due to the need to have a separate coast pilot program as well as a port pilot program. 
At present, apart from the Fraser River, the BC Coast Pilots do the much needed coastal 
as well as the port piloting portion, as well as dock the vessels. 

 

c. Competitive Piloting 

This too has been tried in other parts of the world and on the surface the question arises 
“why not?” We live and work in a competitive world and some feel pilotage should be a 
competitive operation as well. The reasons that this model has not worked in other areas 
of the world are as follows: 

i. Pilotage is established by a government to ensure that the person who has the 
conduct of a vessel in the confined waters of a port or waterway holds a valid 
licence, and to have checks and balances that ensure continuous training in new 
technology and equipment on board the vessels calling. A compulsory pilotage 
system prevents the pilot from being coerced into taking unnecessary risks by 
the company who hired him/her with the threat that if they do not comply they will 
use the competition next time.  

ii. In times of economic slowdowns when there needs to be cost cutting by the 
pilotage groups, often the first to go is the ongoing training which for a system 
built on the premise of safety should be anathema. 

iii. The regulated monopoly system removes these issues from the operation and 
ensures that decisions are made based on the pilot’s knowledge and experience 
with safety of the vessel and the environment foremost in the pilot’s mind. 

iv. With competitive piloting the smaller outports could suffer as the pilot groups 
would be hesitant to commit to a revenue losing dock when there are other more 
lucrative pilotage assignments with no additional cost in travel.   

 

d. Privatization 

i. As an option this has some merit in that there could be cost savings by reducing 
the need for the present level of management within the Authority (some of the 
duties such as waiver management would no longer be required).  

ii. The pilots would thus assume all the duties of running the dispatch office as well 
as the purchase, maintenance and manning of the pilot launches. This is a cost 
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that would remain and might even be reduced when run as part of the pilots’ 
corporation.  

iii. There are however other options for privatization such as the NavCan model. 

iv. The industry might well object to the pilots running the dispatch office as the 
perception could be that the pilots will use the dispatch system to maximize their 
profits. While I do not believe that this is what the pilots would do the perception 
may still exist. 

v. This system would mirror that of the United States and yet the Americans currently 
envy our model. The primary reason for this is that the Authority always acts as a 
go between in dealing with the industry and the pilots. We provide information to 
both sides and shield the pilots from the displeasure of industry and vice versa. At 
present it is the Authority that meets with industry over tariff issues, leaving the 
pilots to focus on piloting. Under the US model, the industry negotiated directly with 
the pilots and this has led to issues when tariff increases have been refused. 

vi. The other issue with privatization is the fear that decisions will be made as a result 
of commercial pressure, possibly shareholder demands and coercion as opposed 
to safety.   

 

3. The Pilotage Act gives the responsibility to regulate safety to the Pilotage 
Authority and the Governor in Council. Could the current system be improved, 
if so, how?  

a. There is always room for improvement as there is no perfect system, but when you have 
results such as the present system is producing, with extremely low incident rates and 
minimal delays to the industry, we would be hard pressed to say that the present system 
is broken. 

b. What can be improved upon however is the length of time it takes to get our regulations 
through the federal approval system. As an example we have had a set of regulations in 
Ottawa since late 2015 and as of today are still waiting for the amendments to be 
promulgated. The changes requested to our regulations will go a long way to improving 
the overall safety of pilotage on the West Coast as we have identified a few clear gaps in 
the system that need to be closed. 

c. What we have taken to doing is using workarounds by issuing notices to pilots, notices 
to industry and standards of care and guidelines. This is obviously a lot more work as 
any non-regulatory measure always needs consensus and might not hold up in a court 
of law, should there be an incident where an operator refused to follow a guideline or 
notice. However due to the problems we encounter in obtaining approval for our 
regulations, it is the only way to safely operate while awaiting the regulatory changes to 
come into effect. 

d. As a regulated monopoly required to provide a service in a financially sustainable 
manner, the present GIC approval system does not work. It would be far more effective if 
all federal Crowns that have to be financially self-sufficient were brought under a similar 
system to that of the ports and allow us to operate more as a business than an arm of 
government with all the associated administrative restrictions.  
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4. Technology evolves rapidly. What is the best way to respond to this challenge 
without compromising safety? 

a. Pilots and Pilotage Authorities are at the forefront of technology. They are early 
adopters, leading the development and application of both software and hardware 
solutions to enhance safety and increase operational opportunities. 

b. Technology onboard ships is moving ahead at an incredible pace but the training of 
those responsible for such equipment is sorely lacking in many instances. The watch 
keeping officers on many of the vessels today do not know how to set up their 
equipment properly resulting in errors in the system. As a result pilots and the Pilotage 
Authorities have developed their own technological solutions, which are more accurate 
than shipboard equipment and designed specifically for coastal operations in confined 
waters. 

c. On the West Coast, technology has been developed, enhanced and embraced by the 
pilots and the Authority and is utilized on very sophisticated Portable Pilotage Units 
(PPUs) as well as in training by utilizing simulators to determine safety parameters and 
the required tug usage.  

d. The Authority and the BC Coast Pilots are partners on an equal share basis of a full 
mission bridge simulator that is housed on the premises of the PPA. 

e. The pilots have also been using technology to work with the ports on determining real 
time underkeel clearances for the larger vessels now calling in Vancouver and the 
Fraser River in order to determine the accuracy of the squat requirement. In order to 
increase the allowable size of vessels passing under Second Narrows and First Narrows 
bridges, the pilots have worked with the Port Authority in identifying technology that 
provided real time tide and current information as well as air draft. In order to leverage 
this new technology, pilots need access to more real time information on tide, current, 
wind, air draft, visibility, etc. This is critical as ships continue to increase in size and draft 
while traffic congestion increases. This information will also benefit ports and coastal 
communities through their domain awareness systems.  

f. In the cruise industry, there is arguably now an overreliance on technology and not 
enough emphasis placed on common seamanship practices such as looking out of the 
window. I have observed this first hand on a number of occasions and was told by a 
senior cruise ship VP who at one stage was very opposed to pilots, that he would not 
dream of doing the Inside Passage without pilots anymore, as in his words his young 
officers were becoming techno geeks and unable to function without all the technology. 

 
5. What is the best way to set pilotage tariffs? What are the most important 

elements of the fee-setting process? 

a. This has been identified in the PPA submission as one of the most important changes 
that needs to be made to the Act. 

b. We are shackled by the need to obtain GIC approval for the publication of the regulation 
for our tariff and the timing of that publication more often than not costs us and therefore 
the industry hundreds of thousands of dollars in delays. 

c. The process in brief is as follows: 

i. May: The PPA reaches out to all the terminals and ports in which we operate to 
obtain their best estimation of cargo and traffic for the coming year. Given that it is 
early in the year, the data that we are receiving cannot always be relied upon to be 
accurate. 
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ii. June: Use the estimates to populate our forecasting model and make assumptions 
on manpower needs to determine a tariff that will cover all the agreements already 
in place.  

iii. July: Meet with our Board and obtain approval for a proposed tariff, then begin 
consultations with the industry to garner letters of support. 

iv. August: Adjust the tariff as a result of discussions with industry and if necessary 
take the amended tariff back to the Board. 

v. September: File the Corporate Plan showing the required increases and the 
forecasting model, and commence the regulatory approval process at the same 
time. 

vi. October and November: Answer questions from TC and TBS (even when we have 
letters of support from industry for our tariff requests).   

vii. December through April: Await GIC approval. Over the last few submissions the 
final approval has been delayed, costing the Authority and ultimately our 
customers hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

 

6. What are the main challenges and opportunities over the next 5, 10, or 15 
years? 

a. These are all identified in our Strategic Plan which is aligned with our risk register.  

b. In summary: 

i. Opportunities 

1. The many energy projects being projected in the 2020s.  

2. The use of technology in ensuring that the ever larger vessels arriving on our 
coast can be effectively and safely handled.  

3. The new non-energy projects being projected from present to 2030. 

4. The ability to change the way the Pilotage Authorities are governed under the 
Pilotage Act (Section 33 tariff setting).  

 

ii. Challenges 

1. Succession planning (Authority management as well as pilots).  

2. Managing local interests and concerns: Local communities are pushing back 
against the maritime industry especially in the area of energy transportation, 
maritime traffic expansion in general and the increased use of anchorages.  

3. Balancing the need for environmental protection with the country’s need for 
trade. The ever increasing number of Marine Protected Areas being proposed 
as well as the Species at Risk Act make the west coast of Canada ports less 
competitive compared to those in the south such as Seattle/Tacoma.  

4. Ensuring that the Authority stays ahead of the concept of unmanned ships 
and the general over-reliance on electronics ensuring that all the issues 
facing the vessels as they approach the Canadian coast are addressed. 
Those issues will be related to safety and security: 

a. How to board pilots? And how to access the bridge? 

b. Who will tie up the ship? 

c. How will tugs be utilized? 

d. How will the shore side interact with an unmanned vessel? 
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There are many more questions that will need answering before the first 
arrival and the single biggest concern is the interface with the port. As an 
example vessel size has increased exponentially (especially container 
vessels) over the past 10 years and yet the fender system and tie up bollards 
have not been upgraded to align with this change. I therefore have little faith 
that the terminals will do anything to deal with the potential arrival of 
unmanned vessels other than to expect pilotage to address the concerns and 
get the ship alongside safely.    

5. Managing the risk of ever increasing vessel sizes calling at berths and terminals 
that were never designed for such vessels.  

6. A somewhat laborious PRMM process in establishing potential risks. There is a 
need for a more transparent process that involves all stakeholders to industry 
and the public so no parties believe the Pilotage Authority is unilaterally making 
safety or efficiency decisions.   

7. The commitment to review the unit fee. The review is scheduled to commence in 
2019 in the last two years of the present five-year agreement with the pilots.   
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ANNEX 2  
 
Additional Questions Posed as Areas for Reform  
 

1. Governance 
 

Questions for Consideration 
 

1. Pilotage services are delivered by four separate Crown corporations. Are there 
other models that are worthy of consideration (e.g., one entity responsible for the 
delivery of pilotage services, delivery by a private entity, etc.)?  

a. This was put forward as a discussion point by the Authorities when they were 
undergoing an asset review by the Minister of Finance in 2011. While on the surface 
it may appear that there are some synergies and savings to be had, the reality is that 
amalgamation will provide very little in the way of synergies or direct savings.  

b. Positive considerations 

i. Purchasing 

1. It may be possible to procure expensive items such as PPUs and 
launches for a lower price as a result of economies of scale if purchased 
for all four regions as opposed to each Authority making individual 
purchases. 

2. Again the difficulty is in the regional nature of the various locations and 
the differing levels of sophistication required. As an example, a PPU only 
used within a harbour could be a less expensive, less robust version due 
to the proximity to the shore and a service centre, compared to what is 
required in BC where the pilot could be working in a remote area for up to 
5 days with no access to technical support. The same is true for 
launches. In order to obtain a lower price you would need a cookie cutter 
solution, much like the Westjet model. Once again, however, due to the 
specific locations of the pilot stations (travel distance and exposure to 
differing environmental conditions) there would be a need for a few 
different models to be used. While I do believe that working together on 
such items would be helpful, there would still be differences specific to 
each region.  

3. There is no escaping the regional nature of the Pilotage Authorities and 
synergies (such as purchasing) could be achieved without the need to 
amalgamate, simply by having the Authorities working closer as a group. 

ii. Strategic Planning 

1. It may be beneficial to have a common voice in the long term delivery of 
the pilotage service, specifically with respect to those issues and risks 
that are common to all the Authorities. As an example, having a common 
set of policies and practices, a common enterprise risk management 
system or a common quality assurance program would assist all in 
providing some certainty to users of the pilotage model across the 
country.   
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iii. Common Functions 

1. These are mentioned in detail in the section on functionality. Functions 
such as regulations, forecasting and media could be addressed by closer 
cooperation. 

c. Negatives 

i. Loss of the local voice 

1. Our customers presently feel that they have direct access to management 
and the Board of each Authority and value that interaction, especially as 
in the past they had the ability to nominate two industry representatives to 
the Board. 

2. There is also the very real fear on the West Coast that if there was an 
amalgamation, there would be a much more eastern centric Board with 
decisions made that could very well negatively affect their operations. At 
present the whole focus of the Board and management of the Pacific 
Pilotage Authority is on the safety of piloted vessels on the west coast of 
Canada. Of course, there is always value in sharing information and best 
practices with the other three Authorities.  

ii. Regional Issues 

1. Each region has issues and challenges that are very specific. On the 
West Coast, it is not solely about safety and efficiency, but also all about 
managing the social licence aspect and ensuring good relationships with 
the coastal communities which include many First Nations. If the focus is 
taken off these issues and the effectiveness of the current system is 
called into question even for a short while, the anti-energy anti-shipping 
campaigns from the various communities will gain ground in stopping the 
projects, ships and the shipping industry. This particular issue is not 
something any of the other regions face. 

d. Alternative to the Amalgamation concept 

i. All of the above positives can be achieved without the amalgamation of the 
Authorities which we do not believe will bring the desired savings and 
efficiencies, and would be seen by many of our customers as the loss of the 
local voice. 

ii. The synergies and efficiencies could be in the form of a directive to the 
Authorities to form a joint Standing Committee with the mandate to meet twice 
a year. Such a committee could implement a National Strategic Plan that would 
identify those issues and functions that can be jointly achieved, and put in 
place an action plan that would have to be reported on each year in the Annual 
Report and Corporate Plan of each Pilotage Authority.  

1. The committee would be chaired by an Authority Chair or CEO for a two 
year period rotating through all the Authorities.  

2. The members of the committee would consist of the CEOs and Chairs of 
each Authority with guests from industry, the pilot groups and government 
on an as needed basis. 

3. This group would meet with Transport Canada senior management once 
a year to provide updates, receive feedback and share information.  
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2. Is it important to have representatives from both the pilots and industry on the 
Board of Directors? What other skills are important to promote effective 
stewardship of the organization?  

a. For the Pacific Pilotage Authority, the Board structure of two industry appointments, 
two pilot appointments and two public appointees with an independent publicly 
appointed Chair, has worked extremely well since inception in 1972. Having 
completed the ICD.D course I am very mindful of the need to ensure good 
governance and can categorically state that everyone on the PPA Board is keenly 
aware of their fiduciary duty to the PPA.  

b. The Board oversees a safety sensitive function and its responsibility to both the 
public’s safety and expectations. The need for subject matter experts to be intimately 
involved within the Board is critical to meeting this obligation. In addition to this there 
is: 

i. An intensive in-depth orientation program over 5 days 

ii. Each Board member is responsible for chairing or participating on a Board 
committee, with the two pilot members (subject matter experts) filling the 
essential roles of Chair of the Pilot Training and Examination Committee 
(PTEC) and Chair of the Pilot Transportation Safety Committee (PTSC). Both 
committees absolutely require the knowledge and expertise of a pilot. The 
other Board committees are: 

1. The Audit Committee, chaired by a public representative with an 
accounting designation; 

2. The Safety and Operating Review Committee (SORC), chaired by a 
public Board member, with representatives from the industry and the 
pilots to discuss issues of mutual concern; 

3. The Governance and Nominating Committee, chaired by an industry 
representative with a legal background; 

4. Enterprise Risk Management Oversight Committee, chaired either by an 
industry representative with risk management experience or a public 
representative. 

iii. The two industry representatives (subject matter experts) act as counterpoint in 
any discussion regarding pilotage on the coast, providing the Board with an 
industry perspective, should that be required in a discussion. 

c. The PPA lists the Board requirements in a skills matrix. Skill sets as follows: 

i. A professional designation  

1. A degree, certificate of competency, etc. 

ii. General business knowledge and skills 

1. Governance (corporate or Board experience) 

2. Crown Corporation expertise 

3. Leadership 

4. Facilitation or chairing of meetings 

5. Business management 

6. Strategic planning 

7. Project management 

8. Risk management 
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9. Succession planning/evaluation 

iii. Shipping industry knowledge and skills 

1. Shipping industry knowledge (West Coast) 

2. BC coastal marine geography 

3. Pilotage knowledge 

4. Maritime law 

iv. Other 

1. Corporate social responsibility 

2. Environmental sustainability 

3. First Nations knowledge 

 
3. Should common functions be amalgamated? Would this promote efficiencies 

within the industry? 

a. Yes. There are a few areas where this would be beneficial. 

i. Regulations (both tariff and operational): As previously mentioned, a lot of 
time and effort goes into the regulations process and unless we manage to 
remove the Authorities from the GIC approval process, the situation will only 
worsen (especially in light of the fact that TC will no longer support us in this 
area). A joint office funded by the four Authorities would certainly take the load 
off the management team with savings in management time and possibly 
costs. 

ii. Forecasting: The PPA has developed a very sophisticated forecasting model 
that could be used to assist the other Authorities in obtaining support from 
industry and the pilots. The model is being used effectively to plan for rate 
increases as well as decisions on manpower and identification of areas of 
concern that can then be targeted for improvement. This function could be 
housed in the PPA offices and supported monetarily by the other Authorities. It 
would provide a consistent forecasting model across the country and would 
ensure industry support for any proposed rate increases.   

iii. Mainstream Media and Social Media: This would be another function of our 
operations where a unified single office would help. Media attention (especially 
in the West with all the energy projects) was very intense for a number of years 
and took up a lot of management’s time and effort. In addition, incidents can 
bring a lot of scrutiny. While we should all have Twitter and Facebook 
accounts, our small staff and management team cannot take on the additional 
work required – once you go online and have a profile, comments and 
complaints must be addressed within a reasonable time. Either a central office 
or the use of a media company jointly funded by the Authorities would take 
much of this load off the management team’s desks.  

iv. There are other areas of potential benefit, such as the use of more than one 
Authority to boost purchasing power for items such as pilot launches, PPUs 
and required accounting or dispatching software.   

b. Functions that have been considered but would fail in amalgamation 

i. Dispatching: This is one of the first items that was discussed but the 
agreements presently in place are just too diverse to be efficiently and 
effectively handled by a single office. 
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ii. Human Resources: This is another function that was considered for 
amalgamation but ultimately set aside as none of the Authorities have large HR 
departments. Rather, each internal department such as operations or 
administration deals with HR issues on an as-needed basis. In the Pacific 
region, HR issues outside of contract negotiations take up only about 5% of a 
manager’s time. 

 

2. Safety 
 
Questions for Consideration 
 
1. What are the aspects of the Pilotage Risk Management Methodology that work 

well or could be improved?  

a. It is an inclusive process which ensures that all stakeholders are consulted on their 
needs, issues, and concerns (NICs) and includes local communities and First 
Nations.  

b. However, it can be somewhat subjective in that in the scenario planning section, the 
assessment of risk and the mitigations of those risks is often difficult to substantiate 
especially where data such as incidents are extremely low or not measured. This is 
where the issues start as the facilitator will often then seek data from other unrelated 
areas in order to establish risk, which skews the end result and of course the 
required mitigations. 

c. The PRMM process can be cumbersome to apply for all risk reviews. There needs to 
be a more streamlined process for smaller risk reviews.  

 
2. Are there other tools that can be used to verify that designated compulsory areas 

should remain compulsory?  

a. Yes. The most significant is the use of simulations, both fast time and real time. This 
is especially the case for a new terminal or project (in a location not previously used 
by pilots) where risks were identified and pilotage safety decisions must be 
developed. 

b. This is why the PPA and BCCP partnered to bring a simulator in-house. It is an 
invaluable tool which is used in conjunction with the PRMM, and having it in-house is 
significantly more cost-effective than using facilities such as BCIT. 

c. A case in point was the risk assessment on liquid bulk carriers over 39,999 summer 
deadweight and liquid bulk carriers under 39,999 summer deadweight. Simulations 
allowed us to determine that tethered tugs were only required for vessels over 
39,999 summer deadweight. 
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3. The Pilotage Authorities determine the conditions and situations for a waiver to be 
granted. Are there other models to be considered? Should national standards 
apply (e.g., a vessel in distress should automatically qualify for a waiver)? 

a. The current waiver model for the West Coast works well when applied correctly.  

b. Waivers should never be automatic as a vessel in distress given an automatic entry 
without a pilot might well end up in an even worse situation given the complexity of 
the west coast of Canada. It must be left to the Authorities on a case by case basis 
working in coordination with TC and MCTS. The first response should always be to 
try and get a pilot onboard. Only if pilots are unable to board the vessel should we 
then consider other options but this will again be in coordination with PPA/TC /MCTS 
with local representation. 

 
4. Licensing and certificates can be issued by the Pilotage Authority and remain 

valid with proof of service. Should there be a standard approach to issuing 
licenses and certificates? What is the best way to monitor compliance? Should 
there be any limitations on the licensing and certification process? 

a. We have never had a need to issue a pilotage certificate on the West Coast. 

b. The appropriate pilot licences are managed by the Authority and overseen by the 
Pilot Training and Examination Committee. 

c. There needs to be a robust system (PPA has implemented a Quality Assurance 
Program) that follows a pilot’s career from apprenticeship to retirement.  

d. Our Quality Assurance Program tracks each pilot from their apprenticeship program 
through each stage of their career with specific training and assessments required 
along that path. 

 

3. Labour Models 
  

Questions for Consideration 
 
1. Are there any advantages to using different service delivery models to provide 

pilotage services? 

a. We hear from many other jurisdictions around the world and most of them tout the 
Canadian model as the best there is. 

b. I am all for improvement and change, but it must never be done merely for change’s 
sake. We have an excellent model but it is a regulated monopoly and as such is 
open to attack; and the government through the Pilotage Act gives the industry the 
right to do so through the CTA objection process.  

c. It should also be kept in mind that the present Final Offer Selection (FOS) process 
was pushed for by the industry in 1998. They demanded labour peace and that is 
what was achieved.  
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2. Should the Pilotage Authorities develop in-house pilotage expertise, if so, how?  

a. We have been operating successfully since 1972 without ever needing a pilot on 
staff. Our operations department employs two master mariners and they work closely 
with the pilots and industry to resolve areas of concern regarding safety. 

b. Just because an Authority has a licensed pilot on staff is no guarantee that this 
person will be any more effective than our present operations team of master 
mariners. A more effective process is to develop a working relationship between the 
Authority and the pilots to address and resolve operational issues. An improved risk 
assessment process would assist in resolving any impasse. 

c. The PPA and the BCCP have a close working relationship and have developed a 
successful Strategic Partnership to further each party’s strategic objectives. The PPA 
has a consultative process with the pilots for safety and operational matters through 
various committees and this model has worked successfully since 1972. 

 
3. Are there other dispute resolution mechanisms that may be appropriate to 

address a contract impasse?  

a. Yes. Canada has a very robust labour law with the right to strike and the right to lock 
out embedded in the process. 

b. I think what we have in the present FOS system is exactly what the industry wanted, 
but what must change is that once an FOS award is made there should be no ability 
for the industry to then go to the CTA to cry foul. One cannot have it both ways.  

 
4. Should the final offer selection process be maintained? Should an arbitrator be 

required to take into account the financial status of the Pilotage Authority? 

a. Yes we do believe that it should be maintained, provided the following is taken into 
account during the process: 

i. The facilitator needs to take into consideration all of the factors at hand 
including Ministerial directives, the ability of the Authority to pay, and the state 
of the industry we serve.  

ii. During the last negotiations the BC Coast Pilots did all of the above 
without the use of a mediator or Final Offer Selection. In addition, the 
BCCP voluntarily suggested and reduced a recent legal tariff increase in 
an effort to lessen cost to the Authority and thus the industry. 
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4. Economic and Public Policy Considerations 

The majority of the costs for the Pilotage Authorities relate to the provision of pilotage 
services which include contract fees, salaries, and pilot launches/boats. As demonstrated 
below, the Pilotage Authorities seek to find ongoing operating efficiencies.  

 
Questions for Consideration 

 
1. Are there ways to seek further efficiencies in the provision of pilotage to reduce 

costs to shippers? 

a. This is something that we as an Authority are constantly reviewing, and over the 
years we have worked with industry and the pilots to achieve as many of the 
identified efficiencies as was feasible and possible.  

b. The greatest efficiencies pilotage has provided to industry come from maximizing the 
use of the waterway to facilitate larger vessels and increased traffic. It is only through 
the pilots’ use of new technology, advanced training, new procedures for tug 
utilization and berthing techniques that industry has benefited from larger cargo 
volumes and lower transportation costs.  

c. In the last negotiations with the BCCP we approached industry, as we always do 
during negotiations, and asked for a wish list. We were told that there were very few 
additional efficiencies that they could think of, so it all came down to money. 

d. As a result we settled on a five year agreement of a 2% hourly rate increase and a 
1.75% unit fee increase, which is a total increase of 1.8% per annum and did 
manage to find additional efficiencies that assisted industry. 

  
2. Safety is a paramount consideration in the provision of pilotage services. Are 

there ways to reduce costs without compromising safety considerations? 

a. The present costs are all contractual with little room left for any manoeuvring.  

b. Improved transportation could maximize the use of pilots and reduce callbacks. In 
addition, dispatch times to outports could be reduced and as a result a reduced 
workforce would translate into reduced costs. 

c. Overall the Authority pays out approximately $0.92 on every pilotage dollar earned, 
so there is no manoeuvring room. 

d. In addition, the pilots gave up a million dollars a year in 2016 and every year going 
forward as a result of the agreement. 

 
3. Are there modern tools that can be used to reduce the need of mandatory pilotage 

in some areas? 

a. The complexity of pilotage on the West Coast with its narrow channels, confined 
waterways and the sensitivity of the public and coastal communities to environmental 
issues removes any possible reduction in the mandatory pilotage areas.  

b. Technology cannot reduce the compulsory pilotage areas. It is embraced by the 
Authority and the pilots and further enhanced/developed in order to maximize the 
waterways. This is the only reason that the extensive vessel size increases and their 
substantial cost benefits to industry have been able to be addressed.  
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c. The industry is increasing the use of technology on bridges but often failing to train 
the watch keeping officers in the new technology which can result in additional 
issues.  

d. The industry is also reducing power on larger vessels in order to realize cost savings 
and meet the emissions requirements, with the result that larger vessels are 
becoming more and more difficult to manoeuvre, requiring the skill of a licensed 
marine pilot. 

e. As things stand on the West Coast, any reduction in the pilotage district because of 
improved technology would likely result in incidents and damage to the environment. 
The development and use of these new safety mitigations was to enhance the safety 
of the process through additional safety layers, not to reduce it by removing another. 
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ANNEX 3 
 
Pacific Pilotage Authority Compulsory Pilotage Areas 
 
 

Area 1 (Green) Covered by 8 employee pilots 
 
Areas 2-5 (Red) Covered by 114 BC Coast Pilots operating under a service 

agreement. Pilots obtain a licence for the whole of areas 2-5. 
 

 

 


