
 

                       Agenda 
 

                                         Special Council Meeting 
                         Garth Homer Society Auditorium, 813 Darwin Avenue 
                                  SATURDAY, MAY 13, 2017 AT 10:00 AM    
 

 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING MAY 13, 2017 
 

1. “OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW, 2008, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9421” 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
AREA ATLAS 
 

 
a) 2785, 2801, 2811, 2821, 2825 & 2831 Tudor Avenue and 2766 & 2810 Sea View Road 

(Removal of the Terrestrial Herbaceous Environmentally Sensitive Areas): 
 

REPORTS: 
Report from the Director of Planning dated February 15, 2016, attached thereto are: 
 the assessment reports from the Registered Biologist in regard to 2766 & 2810 

Sea View Road and 2785, 2801, 2811, 2821, 2825 & 2831 Tudor Avenue; and 
 the Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Assessment by Moraia Grau MSc. 

 

 
Pg. 4 

 
 
 

MINUTES: 
Excerpt from the Committee of the Whole meeting held March 6, 2017. 
 

 
Pg. 57 

CORRESPONDENCE: 
 Additional submission(s) from the Registered Biologist; and 
 30 Letters from owners, applicants and / or residents. 

 

 
Pg. 66 
Pg. 98 

 
b) 2893 Sea View Road (Removal of the Marine Backshore Environmentally Sensitive 

Area): 
 

REPORTS: 
Supplemental report 2 from the Director of Planning dated March 13, 2017. 
Supplemental report from the Director of Planning dated February 15, 2017.  
Report from the Director of Planning dated October 27, 2016, attached thereto is the 
assessment report from the Registered Biologist in regard to 2893 Sea View Road. 
 

 
Pg. 143 
Pg. 148 
Pg. 152 

 

MINUTES: 
Excerpts from the Committee of the Whole meetings held March 27, 2017 and 
November 14, 2016. 
 

 
Pg. 166 

CORRESPONDENCE: 
 Additional submission(s) from the Registered Biologist; and 
 13 Letters from owners, applicants and / or residents. 

 
Pg. 176 
Pg. 201 
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c) 4015 & 4033 Braefoot Road and 4004, 4010, 4024 & 4032 Malton Avenue (Removal of 

the Woodland Environmentally Sensitive Areas): 
 

REPORTS: 
Report from the Director of Planning dated February 15, 2017, attached thereto is: 
 the assessment report from the Registered Biologist in regard to 4015 & 4033 

Braefoot Road and 4004, 4010 & 4024 Malton Avenue; and 
 the Plant Transplantation Guidelines dated June 29, 2010.   

 

 
Pg. 236 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MINUTES: 
Excerpt from the Committee of the Whole meeting held April 5, 2017. 
 

 
Pg. 273 

CORRESPONDENCE: 
 Additional submission(s) from the Registered Biologist. 
 4 Letters from owners, applicants and / or residents. 

 

 
Pg. 275 
Pg. 280 

 
d) 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road and 4141, 4157, 4181 & 4185 Glendenning Road and 

4173 Lynnfield Crescent (Removal of the Woodland Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas): 

 
REPORTS: 
Report from the Director of Planning dated February 15, 2017, attached thereto is: 
 the assessment report from the Registered Biologist in regard to 1515 & 1517 

Cedarglen Road; 4141, 4157, 4181 & 4185 Glendenning Road; and 4173 Lynnfield 
Crescent. 
 

 
Pg. 290 

 
 

 

MINUTES: 
Excerpt from the Committee of the Whole meeting held March 13, 2017. 
 

 
Pg. 323 

CORRESPONDENCE: 
 Additional submission(s) from the Registered Biologist; and 
 5 Letters from owners, applicants and / or residents. 

 

 
Pg. 328 
Pg. 333 
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e) 4727, 4731, 4735, 4739 & 4740 Treetop Heights and 4755 & 4769 Cordova Bay Road 

(Removal of the Terrestrial Herbaceous Environmentally Sensitive Areas): 
 

REPORTS: 
Report from the Director of Planning dated February 15, 2017, attached thereto is: 
 the assessment report from the Registered Biologist in regard to 4727, 4731, 4735, 

4739 & 4740 Treetop Heights and 4755 & 4769 Cordova Bay Road; and 
 the Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Assessment by Moraia Grau MSc. 

 

 
Pg. 340 

 

MINUTES: 
Excerpt from the Committee of the Whole meeting held March 27, 2017. 
 

 
Pg. 394 

CORRESPONDENCE: 
 Additional Submission(s) from the Registered Biologist; and 
 9 Letters from owners, applicants and / or residents. 

 
Pg. 398 
Pg. 400 

 
 
 
 
2. “OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW, 2008, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9422” 

PROPOSED TEMPORARY EXEMPTION OF SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING (RS) ZONED 
PROPERTIES FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA ATLAS 
 

REPORTS: 
Supplemental report from the Director of Planning dated April 27, 2017. 
Report from the Director of Planning dated April 18, 2017. 
 

 
Pg. 416 
Pg. 418 

MINUTES: 
Excerpts from the Committee of the Whole meetings held May 1 and April 24, 2017 
 

 
Pg. 425 

CORRESPONDENCE: 
 15 Letters from residents. 

 
Pg. 428 

 



“OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW, 2008, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2017, 
NO. 9421” 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT AREA ATLAS 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
 

BYLAW NO. 9421 
 

TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 8940, 
BEING THE "OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW, 2008" 

 
 
 

The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich enacts as follows: 
 
1) Bylaw No. 8940, being the "Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008" is hereby amended as 

follows: 
 

a) By deleting Plate 13 from Schedule 3 of Appendix “N” (Development Permit Areas 
Justification and Guidelines) of the Environmental Development Permit Area Atlas 
and substituting therefor a new Plate 13, attached hereto as “Schedule “A” and 
dated April 13, 2017. 

 
(For the removal of: 
i. The Terrestrial Herbaceous Environmentally Sensitive Areas and associated 

buffer at 2785, 2801, 2811, 2821, 2825 and 2831 Tudor Avenue; and 2766 
and 2810 Sea View Road from the Environmental Development Permit Area 
Atlas. 

 
ii. The Marine Backshore Unit at 2893 Sea View Road from the Environmental 

Development Permit Area.) 
 

b) By deleting Plate 20 from Schedule 3 of Appendix “N” (Development Permit Areas 
Justification and Guidelines) of the Environmental Development Permit Area Atlas 
and substituting therefor a new Plate 20, attached hereto as “Schedule “B” and 
dated April 13, 2017 

 
 (For the removal of the Woodland Environmentally Sensitive Areas at 4015 and 

4033 Braefoot Road; 4004, 4010, 4024 and 4032 Malton Avenue from the 
Environmental Development Permit Area Atlas.) 

 
 

c) By deleting Plate 28 from Schedule 3 of Appendix “N” (Development Permit Areas 
Justification and Guidelines) of the Environmental Development Permit Area Atlas 
and substituting therefor a new Plate 28, attached hereto as “Schedule “C” and 
dated April 13, 2017. 

 
 (For the removal of the Woodland Environmentally Sensitive Areas at 1515 and 

1517 Cedarglen Road; 4141, 4157, 4181 and 4185 Glendenning Road; and 4173 
Lynnfield Crescent from the Environmental Development Permit Area Atlas.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

2



d) By deleting Plate 41 from Schedule 3 of Appendix “N” (Development Permit Areas 
Justification and Guidelines) of the Environmental Development Permit Area Atlas 
and substituting therefor a new Plate 41, attached hereto as “Schedule “D” and 
dated April 13, 2017. 

 
 (For the removal of the Terrestrial Herbaceous Environmentally Sensitive Areas and 

associated buffer at 4727, 4731, 4735, 4739 and 4740 Treetop Heights; and 4755 
and 4769 Cordova Bay Road from the Environmental Development Permit Area 
Atlas.) 

 
 
2) This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW, 

2008, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9421". 
 
 
Read a first time this 24th day of  April, 2017. 
 
Public Hearing held at the Municipal Hall on the ___ day of __________, 2017. 
 
Read a second time this ___ day of __________, 2017. 
 
Read a third time this ___ day of __________, 2017. 
 
Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of The Corporation 
on the ___ day of __________, 2017. 
 
 
 
 
       
 Municipal Clerk Mayor 
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Report 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

The Corporation of the District of Saanich ~ 

Mayor and Council 

Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning 

February 15, 2017 

Mayor 
COuncil/ors 
Administrator 

Request for Removal from the Environmental Development Permit Area 
(EDPA) 
File: 2860-25. 2785, 2801, 2811, 2821, 2825, 2831 Tudor Avenue, and 
2766, 2810 Sea View Road 

PROJECT DETAILS 

Project Proposal: 

Addresses: 

Legal Description: 

~~©~~W~[Q) 

FEB 24 2017 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

The applicant is requesting that the subject properties be removed 
from one Environmentally Significant Area of the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (EDPA). These properties were 
originally included in the EDPA to provide enhanced protection to 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem type. 

The request is based on the submission of a biologist report which 
states there is no sensitive ecosystem present. 

If Council supports this request, the EDPA Atlas would need Ito be 
amended. 

2785,2801,2811,2821,2825, 2831 Tudor Avenue and 
2766,2810 Sea View Road. 

Lot 1, Section 44, Victoria District, Plan 4290. 
Lot 2, Section 44, Victoria District, Plan 4290. 
Lot A, Section 44, Victoria District, Plan 16822. 
Lot 1, Section 44, Victoria District, Plan VIP69137. 
Parcel A (DD 39811W) of Block G, Section 44, Victoria District, 
Plan 501. 
Block G, Section 44, Victoria District, Plan 501 except the 
Northerly 5.23 Chains; the land the title to which is hereby 
registered having a frontage of 5.62 chains more or less, on 
Cadboro View Road. 
Lot B, Section 44, Victoria District, VIP71709. 
Lot 2, Section 44, Victoria District, Plan 4841, Except that part 
commencing at the most easterly corner of said Lot; thence north 
westerly along the north easterly boundary of said Lot a distance 
of 60 feet; thence south westerly and parallel to the south easterly 
boundary of said Lot a distance of 100 feet; thence south 70 
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degrees 37 minutes west a distance of 66 feet; thence south 
easterly along a straight boundary to a point on the said south 
easterly boundary distant 192.6 feet from the said most easterly 
corner; thence north easterly along the said south easterly 
boundary to the point of commencement, and except part in Plan 
VIP62177. 

Owner(s): Ian and Daphne Izard, Cynthia Henry, James and Gail Evans, 
Leslie Glazier, Will and Katy Maxwell, Walter Jackson, Kevin 
Cuddihy and Erica Kjekstad. 

Applicant: Kevin Cuddihy 

Application(s) Received: August 10 to 16, 2016 

Parcel Size(s): Between 0.1972 and 1.0798 hectares each 

Existing Use of Parcel(s): Single Family Dwellings 

Existing Use of 
Adjacent Parcels: 

Current Zoning: 

Minimum Lot Size: 

Proposed Zoning: 

Proposed Minimum 
Lot Size: 

Local Area Plan: 

LAP Designation: 

PROPOSAL 

See Figure 1 

RS-16 (Single Family Dwelling) Zone 

N/A 

No change proposed 

N/A 

Cadboro Bay 

Residential 

The applicant is requesting that the subject properties be removed from one Environmentally 
Significant Area of the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA). These properties 
were originally included in the EDPA to provide enhanced protection to the Terrestrial 
Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem type. 

The request is based on the submission of a biologist report which states there is no sensitive 
ecosystem present. 

PLANNING POLICY 

Official Community Plan (2008) 
4.1.2.1 "Continue to use and update the 'Saanich Environmentally Significant Areas Atlas' and 

other relevant documents to inform land use decisions." 
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4.1.2.3 "Continue to protect and restore habitats that support native species of plants, animals 
and address threats to biodiversity such as invasive species." 

4.1.2.4 "Protect and restore rare and endangered species habitat and ecosystems, particularly 
those associated with Garry Oak ecosystems." 

4.1.2.5 "Preserve 'micro-ecosystems' as part of proposed development applications, where 
possible." 

4.1.2.7 "Link environmentally sensitive areas and green spaces, where appropriate, using 
'greenways', and design them to maintain biodiversity and reduce wildlife conflicts." 

Cadboro Bay Local Area Plan (2008) 

6.4 "Seek opportunities to preserve and restore ecosystems, which include indigenous trees, 
shrubs, plants and rock outcrops within open space, parks, boulevards, unconstructed 
road rights-of-way, and other public lands, as well as on private land." 

General Development Permit Area Guidelines (1995) 
1. "Major or significant wooded areas and native vegetation should be retained wherever 

possible." 

Environmental Development Permit Area Guidelines (2012) 
1.b.i) and iv) "Development within the ESA shall not proceed except for the following: 

Proposals that protect the environmental values of the ESA including: 
• the habitat of rare and endangered plants, animals and sensitive ecosystems" 

2. "In order to minimize negative impacts on the ESA, development within the buffer of the 
ESA shall be designed to: 
• Avoid the removal/modification of native vegetation; 
• Avoid the introduction of non-native invasive vegetation; 
• Avoid impacts to the protected root zones of trees within the ESA; 
• Avoid disturbance to wildlife and habitat; 
• Minimize the use of fill; 
• Minimize soil disturbance; 
• Minimize blasting; 
• Minimize changes in hydrology; and 
• Avoid run-off of sediments and construction-related contaminants." 

3. "No alteration of the ESA will be permitted unless demonstrated through professional 
environmental studies that it would not adversely affect the natural environment. Prior to 
the issuance of a development permit, the following information may be required: 
• A sediment and erosion control plan; 
• An arborist report according to the "Requirements For Plan Submission and Review 

of Development or Building Related Permits" (Saanich Parks); 
• A biologist report; 
• A surveyed plan; and/or 
• A bond." 
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4. "The following measures may be required to prevent and mitigate any damage to the 
ESA: 
• Temporary or permanent fencing; 
• Environmental monitoring during construction; 
• Demarcation of wildlife corridors, wildlife trees, and significant trees; 
• Restricting development activities during sensitive life-cycle times; and 
• Registration of a natural state covenant." 

5. "Revegetation and restoration may be required as mitigation or compensation regardless 
of when the damage or degradation occurred." 

Figure 1: Context Map 
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BACKGROUND 

Environmental Development Permit Area 
The Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) was adopted by Council in 2012. Part of 
the EDPA Bylaw is the EDPA Atlas which illustrates the location of five Environmentally 
Significant Area inventories and associated buffers on properties in Saanich. As with the 
Streamside Development Permit Area (SDPA). it is acknowledged that the EDPA Atlas will need 
to be maintained and updated over time. 

There are four ways mapping inaccuracies can be approached according to the EDPA 
Guidelines: 

1. Exemption #14 allows for a professional to refine boundaries of an Environmentally 
Significant Area and potentially proceed without an Environmental Development Permit if a 
development proposal is shown to be outside of the Environmentally Sensitive Areas. This 
exemption was designed to avoid undue process or delays for applicants where mapping 
could be improved. 

2. Exemption #15 allows for intrusions into the EDPA where covenants are used to secure 
comparable natural features which were not previously mapped. 

3. As with the SDPA. staff collate proposed EDPA mapping changes as property owners note 
inaccuracies (which are documented by staff) or biologists hired during the development 
application process do a more detailed assessment. These changes are brought forward in 
batches to Council as recommended amendments. 

4. Where a proposed mapping amendment is outside of the scope of these provisions. Council 
approval is required. 

The applicants are seeking Council approval to remove the EDPA designation (both 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas and buffer zone) from the properties (Option 4. above). 

As such, this report has been prepared for Council's review and consideration. If Council 
believes the removal request has merit, a Public Hearing on the matter would need to be called. 

Council adopted a motion on May 9. 2016 to endorse Terms of Reference for the hiring of a 
consultant to develop potential solutions in relation to the application of the/an EDPA in 
Saanich. The Terms of Reference include a public consultation component as part of the 
development of potential solutions. It is possible that the outcomes of the review may impact 
the EDPA on these properties. 

The Environment and Natural Areas Committee has not considered this request. 

Existing EDPA Mapping 
The EDPA on the subject properties is in reference to one Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA): Terrestrial Herbaceous (see Figure 4). 

The Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystem is part of the Provincial/Federal Sensitive Ecosystem 
Inventory (SEI). The Ministry of Environment states that Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory areas 
are often ecosystem remnants and have many values because they: 
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• Provide critical habitat for species at risk and include ecosystems at risk; 
• Are biologically diverse; 
• Provide wildlife corridors and linkages; 
• Bring nature into communities; 
• Provide recreational opportunities; 
• Support learning environments; 
• Create economic benefits; and 
• Are a legacy for future generations. 

Specifically, Terrestrial Herbaceous is described as: 

• Occurring in very small patches; 
• Dominated by grasses and mosses; 
• Thin-soiled with exposed bedrock; 
• Containing introduced grasses and threatened by Scotch Broom; 
• Supporting sparse tree and shrub growth; 
• High bird and butterfly use, and very high invertebrate production; and 
• Found in only 1.5% of the land base within the Capital Region. 

The EDPA includes a 10m buffer for the Terrestrial Herbaceous Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas. Property owners can apply for a permit to develop within the buffer area. 

Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystems are considered part of the rare Garry Oak and associated 
ecosystems mosaic. 

This same area has been mapped by the Provincial Government as part of the Coastal 
Douglas-fir Terrestrial Ecosystem Mapping produced in 2008. It is classified as Garry Oak­
Brome/mixed grasses (note that Brome refers to a native grass) and is slightly larger in area 
than shown by the Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory mapping. 

As part of the Environmentally Sensitive Areas Mapping Initiative in 2012, the public land within 
this Terrestrial Herbaceous mapped area was assessed by a biologist who recommended that 
Saanich develop an invasive species management plan in order to protect the adjacent 
Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystem. The biologist evaluated the Terrestrial Herbaceous 
ecosystem as being in fair to good condition despite the presence of Scotch Broom. The 
inventory was completed in early April, which is an appropriate time to survey this type of 
ecosystem, and a variety of breeding birds were noted including songbirds, raptors, and cavity­
nesters. 

The same biologist was requested by Saanich to revisit the site to comment on its condition and 
if the mapped area is still viable Terrestrial Herbaceous. Her findings were that there has been 
some expansion of invasive species from the Benson Road Right-of-way but that the integrity of 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystem is in a relatively natural state. She concludes that the 
mapped area meets the Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory criteria and is Terrestrial Herbaceous, 
and notes that it is the largest one in the area. Recommendations include working with the 
neighbourhood to manage invasive species on public and private land. The report was peer­
reviewed by Richard Hebda, Ph D. 

Three current or retired Federal and Provincial staff who were responsible during the 
establishment of the Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory inventory have provided general comments: 

9



2860-25 -7- February 15, 2017 

• This Terrestrial Herbaceous mapped area is a mosaic of Terrestrial Herbaceous, rock 
outcrop and Garry Oak Woodland; 

• From aerial photo analysis and photographs, this area is a Sensitive Ecosystem; 
• An evaluation of an Terrestrial Herbaceous area needs to be completed in the early spring 

as percent cover of invasive versus native species can be substantially different at this 
time. 

• Application of the Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory methodology can be subjective when it 
comes to determining what is "relatively natural". 

• The EDPA did not adopt Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory standards and does include goals 
for restoration. 

The applicant did not give authorization for Saanich staff to visit any of the properties. However, 
there is a public right-of-way intersecting the Terrestrial Herbaceous area. Staff observed that 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystem definitely does exist and supports more Garry Oak trees 
than normally represented. However, there are patches of dense invasive species cover near 
the public land, and small broom plants scattered in many sections. More importantly, the core 
area is still intact and supports wildlife habitat and the moss cover consistent with Terrestrial 
Herbaceous. The ecosystem would benefit from regular broom cutting/pulling. Figures 2 and 3 
are photographs taken by staff of the core Terrestrial Herbaceous polygon from public land. 

Figures 2 & 3: Photographs of the core Terrestrial Herbaceous Ecosystem 

Other Environmentally Sensitive Areas located within or adjacent to the Terrestrial Herbaceous 
are: Sheep Cove Creek, an active Bald Eagle nesting site, the marine backshore, natural parks, 
and two occurrences of a rare plant species (Twisted Oak Moss). The mapping for the moss is 
approximate however, the CDC notes that "relative to others in B.C., this is a large population 
over a large area" with "good estimated viability". The location of the rare moss is within the 
subject Terrestrial Herbaceous mapped area. 
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Figure 4: Existing Terrestrial Herbaceous EDPA Mapping 

Figures 5: Proposed EDPA Mapping 
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Removal Request 
The applicant has requested the Environmentally Sensitive Areas and associated buffer be 
removed from their property based on the opinion of their consulting biologist that there is no 
sensitive ecosystem on the properties. Figure 5 illustrates the EDPA mapping should Council 
remove the Terrestrial Herbaceous Environmentally Sensitive Areas and buffer from the 
properties. 

The letter report by Mr. Lea describes the map unit marked as Terrestrial Herbaceous which 
falls on the properties in question. His site visit took place in late May/early June 2016. Native 
species which he found present within the polygon included Camas, Hooker's onion, Blue 
Wild rye, and native mosses. Invasive species which were found included Scotch Broom, 
Himalayan Blackberry, Periwinkle, English Ivy and invasive grasses. The property at 2766 Sea 
View Road was found to have a more dense Garry Oak cover than the other properties but all 
had at least a sparse cover of Garry Oak. 

According to Mr. Lea, the properties do not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant 
Area because they are dominated by invasive species and there are few native species. In 
addition he states that the property "does not support an ecological community that can be 
considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center." Mr. Lea also states that 
restoration would be very difficult. In the letter report by Ted Lea, it is stated that some of the 
landowners have endeavoured to control invasive species over the years. 

Staff biologists do not agree with the report by Ted Lea due to the inappropriate time of year 
that the work was completed, the focus on the presence of invasive plants, the lack of an 
assessment of habitat, the lack of a complete inventory, and the lack of acknowledgement of the 
known rare species in the mapped area. "Annual brome grasses" are stated to dominate 
throughout the area in the report, but they are not identified to show if any are native or invasive. 
Mr. Lea's letter report generalizes about the map unit but he has not visited all of the properties. 
Mr. Lea confuses Biogeoclimatic Ecosystem Classification standards in his report as being the 
relevant standard and that the Provincial Conservation Data Centre at-risk ecological 
communities are also a Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory determinant, which they are not. 
Inventory methods are not consistent with the Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & 
Associated Ecosystems produced by the Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team. 

Ted Lea states that " ... some of the very shallow areas have a dense cover of native moss 
species that are still in good condition ... " but does not identify the mosses or comment that rare 
mosses are known to this Terrestrial Herbaceous area according to the Provincial Conservation 
Data Centre. 

It should be noted that an active Subdivision application for a boundary adjustment is being 
considered by the Approving Officer for 2801 and 2785 Tudor Avenue. While the current 
owners have not expressed a desire to further subdivide either new proposed parcel, 
the proposed new 2801 Tudor would have the area to create an additional lot. An additional lot 
would result in the loss of many Garry Oak trees and Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystem in both 
the public right-of-way and on private property. The owners have not offered to covenant the 
core Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystem. Without the EDPA, there would be no protection for 
the ecosystem or trees if developed. 

12



2860-25 -10- February 15, 2017 

OPTIONS 

1) Do not support the request to remove the properties from the Environmental 
Development Permit Area. 

2) Support the request to remove the Environmental Development Permit Area on the 
properties from the EDPA Atlas. 

3) Postpone a decision on this application pending the outcome of the final phase of the 
EDPA "check-in" which would be undertaken by the independent consultant. 

Staff recommend Option 1 for the following reasons: 

• Saanich Official Community Plan policies support the protection and restoration of 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas in this area; 

• There is a known rare species documented in the mapped area; 
• Biologists have mapped and confirmed the Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystem; 
• The owners are able to continue to maintain and use their property as they are accustomed; 
• Improvements as a result of the EDPA consultant review may help to address some of the 

concerns of the owners. 

SUMMARY 

The owners of eight properties on Tudor Avenue and Sea View Road have requested removal 
of the EDPA from their properties. The properties all contain some portion that falls within the 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Environmentally Sensitive Areas as mapped in the EDPA atlas. The 
request is based mainly on the presence of invasive species. 

Staff biologists believe that the core of the ecosystem is intact and providing habitat. The same 
area has been mapped by the Provincial Government in 2008 and was evaluated as in fair to 
good condition in 2012. A rare species is known to occur in the mapped area. Any rare species 
in the mapped area would no longer be protected if the EDPA was removed as they have been 
since approximately 1998. A peer-reviewed biologist report confirms that the mapped area 
meets the criteria of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory and is an Terrestrial Herbaceous 
ecosystem. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

That Council support Option 1. 

Note: If Council wishes to support the removal request at this time, the motion would be as 
follows: 

That staff be requested to prepare an amendment to Plate of Schedule 3 to Appendix 
N of the Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008, No. 8940 for the removal of the 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Environmentally Sensitive Areas and associated buffer at 2785, 
2801, 2811, 2821, 2825, 2831 Tudor Ave and 2766, 2810 Sea View Road from the 
Environmental Development Permit Area Atlas, and that a Public Hearing be called to 
consider the amendment} U 

Report prepared by: ~ 
Adriane Pollard, Manager of Environmental Services 

Report reviewed by: ~~~ = , 
Sha on ~ ski , Director of Planning 

AP/ads 
H:\TEMPESnLAND\ 130201 IReport.docx 

Attachments 

cc: P. Thorkelsson, CAO 

CAO'S COMMENTS: 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 4th, 2016 
\D) @:©@:UW@: 'D' 
\nl AUG' 0 20'S lkU 

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceou5 -Sensitive -
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 2766 Seaview Road - Property of Cynthia Henry 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Tudor Avenue and 
Seaview Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in vegetative cover overall and has 
individual differences by property. Much of the map unit is gentle to moderately sloping 
and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse cover of Garry oak. 
Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and has very few remaining native 
species on the properties that this unit encompasses. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive species include a dense cover of 
annual brome grasses, orchard grass, Scotch broom, and dense patches of Himalayan 
blackberry, periwinkle and English ivy. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch 
broom, English ivy and blackberry, where possible. Other invasive species commonly 
found are sweet vernal grass, spurge laurel, cotoneaster, privet and hairy cat's-ear, 
Native species occur as scattered individuals or in small patches. They include camas, 
Hooker's onion, and blue wildrye in very small amounts. Some of the very shallow areas 
have a dense cover of native moss species that are still in good condition however, the 
majority of these areas have a dense invasive grass cover intermixed with the moss 
cover. The map unit does not link natural communities to any other natural area (Le. no 
corridor), and is surrounded by residential properties in all directions. If this map unit 
were to be left alone with no invasive shrub removal it would quickly become dominated 
by a dense cover of Scotch broom, English ivy and Himalayan blackberry, and the 
invasive grass species would continue to increase and include other invasive species 
which are already present in smaller amounts. Restoration will be very difficult on this 
map unit and removal of invasive grasses and planting of native species including 
native grasses and wildflowers would consume Significant resources including time and 
costs for landowners. 

The property at 2766 Seaview Road, within the SEI polygon is dominated by invasive 
grasses as indicated above, including dense orchard grass in deeper soil areas. Some 
Scotch broom occurs. No wildflowers were seen. A small amount of blue wildrye occurs. 
The north end of the property has dense Himalayan blackberry, and English ivy with 
some native Nootka rose. This property has a more dense Garry oak cover than most 
of this Terrestrial Herbaceous unit. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 

1 

16



Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: 
Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory 
Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is 
no Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any. n 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5,2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The boundaries 
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of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would be outside of 
the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 

The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. Justin Henry 
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PLANNING DEPT 
DISTRICT OF SAANicH 

To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 4th, 2016 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 2810 Seaview Road - Property of Ian and Daphne 
Izard 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Tudor Avenue and 
Seaview Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in vegetative cover overall and has 
individual differences by property. Much of the map unit is gentle to moderately sloping 
and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse cover of Garry oak. 
Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and has very few remaining native 
species on the properties that this unit encompasses. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive species include a dense cover of 
annual brome grasses, orchard grass, Scotch broom, and dense patches of Himalayan 
blackberry, periwinkle and English ivy. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch 
broom, English ivy and blackberry, where possible. Other invasive species commonly 
found are sweet vernal grass, spurge laurel, cotoneaster, privet and hairy cat's-ear, 
Native species occur as scattered individuals or in small patches. They include camas, 
Hooker's onion, and blue wildrye in very small amounts. Some of the very shallow areas 
have a dense cover of native moss species that are still in good condition however, the 
majority of these areas have a dense invasive grass cover intermixed with the moss 
cover. The map unit does not link natural communities to any other natural area (Le. no 
corridor), and is surrounded by residential properties in all directions. If this map unit 
were to be left alone with no invasive shrub removal it would quickly become dominated 
by a dense cover of Scotch broom, English ivy and Himalayan blackberry, and the 
invasive grass species would continue to increase and include other invasive species 
which are already present in smaller amounts. Restoration will be very difficult on this 
map unit and removal of invasive grasses and planting of native species including 
native grasses and wildflowers would consume significant resources including time and 
costs for landowners. 

The property at 2810 Seaview Road, within the SEI polygon is mostly dominated by a 
dense cover of invasive shrubs including English ivy, hawthorn, spurge-laurel and 
periwinkle. There is significant cover of snowberry and scattered individuals of camas, 
blue wildrye and California brome. A patch of Nootka rose occurs, along with individual 
oceanspray. The eastern portion has a patch of privet. The northern portion of the 
property has invasive annual brome grasses as indicated above, including dense 
orchard grass in deeper soil areas. 
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This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: 
Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory 
Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is 
no Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 
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Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The boundaries 
of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would be outside of 
the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 

The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. Ian and Daphne Izard 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 4th, 2016 PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 2785 Tudor Avenue - Property of Will and Katie 
Maxwell 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Tudor Avenue and 
Seaview Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in vegetative cover overall and has 
individual differences by property. Much of the map unit is gentle to moderately sloping 
and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse cover of Garry oak. 
Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and has very few remaining native 
species on the properties that this unit encompasses. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive species include a dense cover of 
annual brome grasses, orchard grass, Scotch broom, and dense patches of Himalayan 
blackberry, periwinkle and English ivy. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch 
broom, English ivy and blackberry, where possible. Other invasive species commonly 
found are sweet vernal grass, spurge laurel, cotoneaster, privet and hairy cat's-ear, 
Native species occur as scattered individuals or in small patches. They include camas, 
Hooker's onion, and blue wildrye in very small amounts. Some of the very shallow areas 
have a dense cover of native moss species that are still in good condition however, the 
majority of these areas have a dense invasive grass cover intermixed with the moss 
cover. The map unit does not link natural communities to any other natural area (Le. no 
corridor), and is surrounded by residential properties in all directions. If this map unit 
were to be left alone with no invasive shrub removal it would quickly become dominated 
by a dense cover of Scotch broom, English ivy and Himalayan blackberry, and the 
invasive grass species would continue to increase and include other invasive species 
which are already present in smaller amounts. Restoration will be very difficult on this 
map unit and removal of invasive grasses a!1d planting of native species including 
native grasses and wildflowers would consume significant resources including time and 
costs for landowners. 

The lower and eastern portion of the property at 2785 Tudor Avenue, within the SEI 
polygon is dominated by invasive grasses as indicated above, including dense orchard 
grass in deeper soil areas. There is a significant cover of Scotch broom in the shrub 
layer. Few wildflowers are present. Moss areas occur in the very shallow areas and 
have a Significant cover of invasive grasses associated with them. At the northwest end 
there is an area of dense shrub dominated cover of Scotch broom, English ivy, privet, 
spurge-laurel, periwinkle and orchard grass. Some oceanspray and tall Oregon-grape 
occur. 
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This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem. following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems. BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006). nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed. as recommended by the District of Saanich document: 
Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory 
Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29). it is clear that there is 
no Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to. if any. n 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems. Ministry of Environment. Resources Information 
Standards Committee. December 5. 2006. Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2. Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future. due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 
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Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The boundaries 
of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would be outside of 
the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 

The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. \/\Iill and Katie Maxwell 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 4th, 2016 PLANNING DEPT 
DISTRICT OF SAANicH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 2801 Tudor Avenue - Property of Will and Katie 
Maxwell 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Tudor Avenue and 
Seaview Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in vegetative cover overall and has 
individual differences by property. Much of the map unit is gentle to moderately sloping 
and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse cover of Garry oak. 
Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and has very few remaining native 
species on the properties that this unit encompasses. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive species include a dense cover of 
annual brome grasses, orchard grass, Scotch broom, and dense patches of Himalayan 
blackberry, periwinkle and English ivy. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch 
broom, English ivy and blackberry, where possible. Other invasive species commonly 
found are sweet vernal grass, spurge laurel, cotoneaster, privet and hairy cat's-ear, 
Native species occur as scattered individuals or in small patches. They include camas, 
Hooker's onion, and blue wildrye in very small amounts. Some of the very shallow areas 
have a dense cover of native moss species that are still in good condition however, the 
majority of these areas have a dense invasive grass cover intermixed with the moss 
cover. The map unit does not link natural communities to any other natural area (Le. no 
corridor), and is surrounded by residential properties in all directions. If this map unit 
were to be left alone with no invasive shrub removal it would quickly become dominated 
by a dense cover of Scotch broom, English ivy and Himalayan blackberry, and the 
invasive grass species would continue to increase and include other invasive species 
which are already present in smaller amounts. Restoration will be very difficult on this 
map unit and removal of invasive grasses and planting of native species including 
native grasses and wildflowers would consume significant resources including time and 
costs for landowners. 

The property at 2801 Tudor Avenue, within the SEI polygon is mostly dominated by a 
dense cover of invasive shrubs including Himalayan blackberry, English ivy, Scotch 
broom, hawthorn, golden chain, Portuguese laurel and periwinkle along with orchard 
grass and other invasive herbs. A patch of Nootka rose occurs. The northeast portion of 
the property has invasive grasses as indicated above, including dense orchard grass in 
deeper soil areas. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
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for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: 
Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory 
Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is 
no Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any. II 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The boundaries 
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of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would be outside of 
the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 

The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. Will and Katie Maxwell 
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Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

PLANNING DEPt 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 2811 Tudor Avenue - Property of Leslie Glazier 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Tudor Avenue and 
Seaview Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in vegetative cover overall and has 
individual differences by property. Much of the map unit is gentle to moderately sloping 
and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse cover of Garry oak. 
Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and has very few remaining native 
species on the properties that this unit encompasses. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive species include a dense cover of 
annual brome grasses, orchard grass, Scotch broom, and dense patches of Himalayan 
blackberry, periwinkle and English ivy. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch 
broom, English ivy and blackberry, where possible. Other invasive species commonly 
found are sweet vernal grass, spurge laurel, cotoneaster, privet and hairy cat's-ear, 
Native species occur as scattered individuals or in small patches. They include camas, 
Hooker's onion, and blue wildrye in very small amounts. Some of the very shallow areas 
have a dense cover of native moss species that are still in good condition however, the 
majority of these areas have a dense invasive grass cover intermixed with the moss 
cover. The map unit does not link natural communities to any other natural area (Le. no 
corridor), and is surrounded by residential properties in all directions. If this map unit 
were to be left alone with no invasive shrub removal it would quickly become dominated 
by a dense cover of Scotch broom, English ivy and Himalayan blackberry, and the 
invasive grass species would continue to increase and include other invasive species 
which are already present in smaller amounts. Restoration will be very difficult on this 
map unit and removal of invasive grasses and planting of native species including 
native grasses and wildflowers would consume significant resources including time and 
costs for landowners. 

The property at 2811 Tudor Avenue, within the SEI polygon is dominated by invasive 
grasses as indicated above, including dense orchard grass in deeper soil areas. Sweet 
vernal grass is prominent. There is a significant cover of Scotch broom in the shrub 
layer. Few wildflowers are present. Moss areas occur in the very shallow areas and 
have a significant cover of invasive grasses associated with them, as well as hairy cat's­
ear. There is a dense cover of blackberry at the north end of the property within the SEI 
unit. At the south end there is an area of dense Scotch broom, English ivy and orchard 
grass. Some snowberry and tall Oregon-grape occur. 
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This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: 
Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory 
Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is 
no Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any.' 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 
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Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The boundaries 
of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would be outside of 
the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 

The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

CC. Leslie Glazier 

3 

30



To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 4th, 2016 
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PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 2821 Tudor Avenue - Property of Jim and Gail Evans 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Tudor Avenue and 
Seaview Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in vegetative cover overall and has 
individual differences by property. Much of the map unit is gentle to moderately sloping 
and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse cover of Garry oak. 
Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and has very few remaining native 
species on the properties that this unit encompasses. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive species include a dense cover of 
annual brome grasses, orchard grass, Scotch broom, and dense patches of Himalayan 
blackberry, periwinkle and English ivy. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch 
broom, English ivy and blackberry, where possible. Other invasive species commonly 
found are sweet vernal grass, spurge laurel, cotoneaster, privet and hairy cat's-ear, 
Native species occur as scattered individuals or in small patches. They include camas, 
Hooker's onion, and blue wildrye in very small amounts. Some of the very shallow areas 
have a dense cover of native moss species that are still in good condition however, the 
majority of these areas have a dense invasive grass cover intermixed with the moss 
cover. The map unit does not link natural communities to any other natural area (Le. no 
corridor), and is surrounded by residential properties in all directions. If this map unit 
were to be left alone with no invasive shrub removal it would quickly become dominated 
by a dense cover of Scotch broom, English ivy and Himalayan blackberry, and the 
invasive grass species would continue to increase and include other invasive species 
which are already present in smaller amounts. Restoration will be very difficult on this 
map unit and removal of invasive grasses and planting of native species including 
native grasses and wildflowers would consume significant resources including time and 
costs for landowners. 

The property at 2821 Tudor Avenue, within the SEI polygon is dominated by invasive 
grasses as indicated above, including dense orchard grass in deeper soil areas. Sweet 
vernal grass is prominent. There is a significant cover of Scotch broom in the shrub 
layer, and patches of Himalayan blackberry. Few wildflowers are present. Moss areas 
occur in the very shallow areas and have a significant cover of invasive grasses 
associated with them. The oak grove just south of the house has a dense cover of 
orchard grass. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 

31



for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: 
Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory 
Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is 
no Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: uEvaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5,2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The boundaries 
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of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would be outside of 
the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 

The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. Jim and Gail Evans 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 4th, 2016 

1o)~©~~W~rrY 
lffi AUG 1 0 2016 UdJ 

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 2825 Tudor Avenue - Property of Kevin Cuddihy and 
Erica Kjekstad 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Tudor Avenue and 
Seaview Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in vegetative cover overall and has 
individual differences by property. Much of the map unit is gentle to moderately sloping 
and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse cover of Garry oak. 
Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and has very few remaining native 
species on the properties that this unit encompasses. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive species include a dense cover of 
annual brome grasses, orchard grass, Scotch broom, and dense patches of Himalayan 
blackberry, periwinkle and English ivy. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch 
broom, English ivy and blackberry, where possible. Other invasive species commonly 
found are sweet vernal grass, spurge laurel, cotoneaster, privet and hairy cat's-ear, 
Native species occur as scattered individuals or in small patches. They include camas, 
Hooker's onion, and blue wildrye in very small amounts. Some of the very shallow areas 
have a dense cover of native moss species that are still in good condition however, the 
majority of these areas have a dense invasive grass cover intermixed with the moss 
cover. The map unit does not link natural communities to any other natural area (Le. no 
corridor), and is surrounded by residential properties in all directions. If this map unit 
were to be left alone with no invasive shrub removal it would quickly become dominated 
by a dense cover of Scotch broom, English ivy and Himalayan blackberry, and the 
invasive grass species would continue to increase and include other invasive species 
which are already present in smaller amounts. Restoration will be very difficult on this 
map unit and removal of invasive grasses and planting of native species including 
native grasses and wildflowers would consume significant resources including time and 
costs for landowners. 

The property at 2825 Tudor Avenue, within the SEI polygon is dominated by invasive 
grasses as indicated above, including dense orchard grass in deeper soil areas. Broom 
and periwinkle are significant in some areas. Few wildflowers remain. Significant 
amounts of Scotch broom, blackberry and English ivy have been removed by the 
landowner. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
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Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: 
Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory 
Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is 
no Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at~risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any. n 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at~risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be cO'nsidered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The boundaries 
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of the current ESA mapping should be refined. as any development would be outside of 
the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 

The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. Kevin Cuddihy and Erica Kjekstad 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 4th, 2016 

ffd~~~U!~IDJ 
PLANNING DEPT 

DISTRICT OF SAANicH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 2831 Tudor Avenue - Property of Walter Jackson 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Tudor Avenue and 
Seaview Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in vegetative cover overall and has 
individual differences by property. Much of the map unit is gentle to moderately sloping 
and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse cover of Garry oak. 
Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and has very few remaining native 
species on the properties that this unit encompasses. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive species include a dense cover of 
annual brome grasses, orchard grass, Scotch broom, and dense patches of Himalayan 
blackberry, periwinkle and English ivy. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch 
broom, English ivy and blackberry, where possible. Other invasive species commonly 
found are sweet vernal grass, spurge laurel, cotoneaster, privet and hairy cat's-ear, 
Native species occur as scattered individuals or in small patches. They include camas, 
Hooker's onion, and blue wild rye in very small amounts. Some of the very shallow areas 
have a dense cover of native moss species that are still in good condition however, the 
majority of these areas have a dense invasive grass cover intermixed with the moss 
cover. The map unit does not link natural communities to any other natural area (Le. no 
corridor), and is surrounded by residential properties in all directions. If this map unit 
were to be left alone with no invasive shrub removal it would quickly become dominated 
by a dense cover of Scotch broom, English ivy and Himalayan blackberry, and the 
invasive grass species would continue to increase and include other invasive species 
which are already present in smaller amounts. Restoration will be very difficult on this 
map unit and removal of invasive grasses and planting of native species including 
native grasses and wildflowers would consume significant resources including time and 
costs for landowners. 

The property at 2831 Tudor Avenue, within the SEI polygon is dominated by invasive 
grasses as indicated above, including dense orchard grass in deeper soil areas. Scotch 
broom, cotoneaster and blackberry dominate the shrub layer. A significant area of St. 
John's wort occurs. No wildflowers were seen. Moss areas occur in the very shallow 
areas. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Be MOE Resources Information 
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Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: 
Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory 
Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is 
no Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The boundaries 
of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would be outside of 
the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 

2 

38



The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. 
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1. Introduction 

The "Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory (SEI): East Vancouver Island and the Gulf Islands" was a joint 
classification and mapping project coordinated and carried out by representatives of the Canadian 
Wildlife Service, BC Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks, Nanaimo and the B.C. Conservation 
Data Centre. The objective of the SEI was to classify, identify, and map terrestrial ecosystems and 
other habitats of high biodiversity, which still remained relatively unmodified despite intense 
development pressure in these regions, with the objective of supporting management decisions and 
promoting ecological conservation and land stewardship" (Ward et al., 1998). The inventory was 
finalized in 1998. A review and mapping update was carried out in 2004. Since that time the 
municipalities included in the SEI mapping have been charged with the task of preserving the sites 
under their respective jurisdictions. 

My involvement with the SEI started in 1998, when I helped review and redefine polygon sites on 
aerial photos and carried out field reconnaissance of sites in the summer of 2000. In recent years I 
have worked for the District of Saanich on the Environmentally Significant Areas project, and I have 
been a Registered Professional Biologist (RPBio) from 2003 to 2015. 

2. Objective 

The purpose of this report is to describe and provide feedback on the condition of the Herbaceous 
Terrestrial (HT) SEI site occurring on properties 2766, 2768, 2770, 2776, 2780, 2786, 2796, 2810 and 
2816 Seaview Rd. and 2785,2801,2811,2821,2825 and 2831 Tudor Ave., and the Benson Rd. 
undeveloped right-of-way (fig.1). 

3. Method 

The site includes portions of fifteen private properties and the District of Saanich undeveloped right-of­
way at Benson Rd. (figure 1). I visited this site on April 9, 2012, while working on the Environmentally 
Significant Areas project. At that time the main objective of the assessment was the ecological 
condition of the Benson Rd. trail allowance (20m wide). 

The Benson Rd. footpath crosses and divides the mapped SEI site approximately in half, to the East 
and to the West of the trail, and provides a vantage point to the central part of the site. As I had visited 
and assessed the area four years ago, and asking permission to enter private properties would have 
taken time and delay the visit, I decided to compare my previous notes and assessment with a visual 
evaluation from the footpath. 

4. Results 

On April 9, 2012, the impact of invasive species was evident along the trail's allowance. Periwinkle (a 
thick patch) and Scotch broom were the most abundant species. The tree and shrub layer was 
represented by approximately equal cover of Garry oak, ocean spray and Nootka rose, and a lesser 
presence of Himalayan blackberry, common privet and daphne laurel. A cotoneaster thicket was also 
observed nearby. The most abundant herbaceous species were orchard grass, common camas, and 
Spanish bluebells, followed by hen bit dead-nettle, cleavers, and minor presence of dandelion, 
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daffodils, and creeping buttercup. In addition, a heavy infestation of English ivy was noted along the 
path and on the neighboring property (2801 Tudor Ave) around some dead and dying Garry oak trees 
(Qg). Drainage works observed along the trail may have disturbed subsurface flow and affected the 
Garry oaks. Blackberry bushes and other invasive species were mostly on the storm drain and along 
the foot path (photos 1-4). 

The properties on both sides of the trail showed grassy areas interspaced with moss covered rock 
outcrops. Large and stunted Garry oaks, patches of ocean spray, wild rose, snowberry and camas, 
could be seen from the footpath throughout the grass meadows (photos 5-10). The main exotic 
species was orchard grass, as Scotch broom was sparse and did not have as much cover. Other 
species found along the path such as daffodils were noticed on the private properties. Mosses 
included roadside rock moss, hoary rock moss and Oregon beaked moss. 

Many bird species were also noted in the relatively short time of the visit: spotted towhees, chesnut­
backed chicadees, yellow-rumped warbler, a downy woodpecker on a dead Garry oak, and a bald 
eagle, which had its nest on a large Douglas-fir nearby. 

Under the direction of the Saanich Advisory Committee, the assessment method used to evaluate 
these urban sites was a modified version of the CDC Conservation Evaluation Form, in which the 
Evaluation Summary field "Ecological Integrity" was replaced by "Restoration PotentiaL" In a four 
degree scale of Conservation Value (Excellent, Good, Fair and Poor), the evaluation of the 
undeveloped r-o-w allowance together with adjacent nearby areas was determined to be Fair (50% of 
the surrounding landscape fragmented, 40-75% cover of exotic species but moderate internal 
fragmentation, and several years of restoration work needed). Appendix I shows the Conservation 
Value criteria applied. 

The second visit on September 27th consisted of a visual reconaissance of the properties to the east 
and west of the foot path allowance. Given the timing of the assessment, when most of the 
herbaceous vegetation had dried up, the main objective was to assess the condition of the HT site 
compared to the previous visit, particularly in reference to the invasive species periwinkle, English ivy, 
Himalayan blackberry, and Scotch broom. 

The periwinkle and English ivy infestations noted on the path ·allowance four years ago have 
expanded and extended into the properties adjacent to the path. However, only two sections of two 
properties within the HT site were seen affected by the expansion: 

- at 2801 Tudor Ave., the periwinkle infestation has expanded over the south corner of the property 
under Garry oaks; and 

- a large patch of English ivy at 2796 Seaview Rd. (south of the site) may be affecting a portion of the 
HT at 2785 Tudor Ave. (southeast corner). 

Similarly, blackberry bushes were found on the ditch along the sides of the foot path as before, but in 
some areas the patches have extended into neighboring properties. Scotch broom did not seem to 
have increased in abundance from the previous visit, isolated plants remaining interspaced throughout 
the grassy areas. 

The meadows and rock outcrops on both sides of the trail (2785, 2801, 2811, and 2821 Tudor Ave.) 
seem to have maintained similar characteristics as before: moss covered rock outcrops and grassy 
areas with an obvious component of orchard grass and scattered Garry oaks, ocean spray, wild rose, 
and Scotch broom bushes. Licorice fern new fronds were evident on shallow soil and rock crevices. 
Moss covered rocks included broom moss, awned haircap moss and roadside rock moss. Exotic early 
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hairgrass was noted on the moss cover. Due to the time of the year and the visual restrictions, the 
species named do not stand for a comprehensive species list of the HT site. 

In addition to the visit, a search on the GIS Saanich Atlas showed the presence of Conservation Data 
Centre (CDC) at Risk Element Occurrence Code 37076 -Twisted Oak Moss, on properties 2668 and 
2770 Seaview Rd. both within the HT site. Photos 1 through 6 show vegetation and physical 
characteristcs of the HT site on the properties visually accessible from Benson Rd. foot path. 

5. Discussion 

The Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory describes HT ecosystems as sites where "the predominantly 
herbaceous vegetation is continuous except where interspaced with bare rock outcrops. The low tree 
and shrub cover characteristic of this ecosystem type is a result of shallow and rapidly draining 
conditions. Summer heat and light create drying conditions (Mc Phee et al. 2000)." In addition, SEI 
recognized three types of HT: 

a) HT; less than 10% tree cover and less than 20% shrub cover 

b) HT:ro; grass-forb areas interspaced with rocky outcrops 

c) HT:sh; grass-forb areas with more than 20% shrub cover 

The physical attributes of these sites are described as: gentle to moderately sloped «30% slope), 
exposed and open, dry sites, typically thin soiled, with pockets of deeper soil which may support 
sparse trees, with bedrock exposed as rock outcrops, located outside the salt spray zone, near 
shorelines to the summits of local hills in the study area (South and Eastern Vancouver Island and the 
Gulf Islands). All these characteristics apply to the site between Tudor Ave. and Seaview Rd. and 
would identify it as a HT:ro. 

The SEI notes the importance of this type of ecosystem due to its fragility (thin soils are easily 
disturbed and herbaceous plants are easily trampled), high biodiversity and the occurrence of 
specialised microhabitats. Typical species of these sites are various species of snakes (Garter and 
the at risk Sharp-tailed Snake), birds (Lincoln's, Savannah and Song sparrows, and potentially Vesper 
Sparrow and Streaked Horned Lark), mammals (voles, mice, shrews), which in turn attract predators 
such as raptors. They are also important habitats for invertebrate production, such as butterflies, 
including Anise Swallowtail and the endangered species Zerene fritillary, and other insects which 
attract aerial insectivores such as swallows, flycatchers and bats to these sites (Mc Phee et al. 2000). 

It is important to mention that the SEI classification does not use defined vegetation or physical 
parameters as other Provincial ecological classifications, such as CDC Ecological Communities at 
Risk or Terrestrial Ecosystem Mapping (TEM) units. These latter classification and mapping systems 
are based on the Biogeoclimatic Ecosystem Classification (BEC) of British Columbia, which uses 
elevation, soil nutrient and soil moisture regimes, as well as vegetation, as defining parameters. 
However, CDC Ecological Communities at Risk and TEM units are not equivalent. The CDC 
Ecological Communities at Risk are mapped according to "plant association", whereas the TEM 
polygons are based on "site series" (or sometimes map units are created specifically for TEM 
projects). 

SEI sites are often a grouping of ecosystems not defined by a fixed vegetation species cover criteria. 
The reason behind the SEI classification was the recognition and flagging of specific habitat types 
threatened specifically by development, be it urban, industrial, agricultural, or recreational. Therefore 
sites may occur in a relatively natural or in a relatively more disturbed state. The SEI site between 
Tudor Ave. and Seaview Rd. falls within the description of "a relatively natural" HT site; i.e. an HT site 
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affected by a certain degree of invasive species, yet an HT site nevertheless. 

We could reflect on other HT sites which at one time were affected by invasive species in larger 
amounts than they are now, and those areas were always considered SEI HT sites, even prior to the 
restoration programs. For example, Mount Tolmie had a higher cover of Scotch broom and Himalayan 
blackberry, than the Seaview-Tudor site, and a much higher deterioration on meadows and rock 
outcrops because of trampling by walkers and dogs. In a less than pristine condition were many other 
important HT sites in the Victoria area such as Government House. However, the ecological condition 
of Mount Tolmie, Goverment House, and other Saanich and Victoria Parks, was improved by 
ecological restoration activities, which often did not involve plantings. The removal of invasive 
species allowed the re-emergence of native species typical of these ecosystems such as camas, 
shooting stars, lilies, and others. As has been discovered in various sites around Victoria, control and 
removal of invasive species leads to widespread emergence of native species. Just because some 
species are not visible, it does not mean they are not there. 

In addition, it's important to note that plants are just a reflection of other biological diversity, such as 
invertebrates, fungi, micro.organisms, and others. These HT communities are the template for all this 
other biological diversity. If these spaces are not available, then there are no opportuniies for this 
natural heritage to persist. As can be seen in figure 2, this site because of its size is a focal point in 
the context of Ten Mile Point's sensitive ecosystems (Coastal Bluffs around the coast) Other HT sites 
exist in Ten Mile Point although they are not mapped possibly because of their smaller size. At the 
landscape level, maintaining these relatively larger sites of natural habitat is important. The large bird 
activity observed at the Benson Rd. HT site and the CDC mapped Element Occurrence are also 
indicative of the ecological value of the site. 

6. Recommendations 

My recommendation to Saanich council is that the District of Saanich provide help to property owners 
to preserve these valuable SEI sites, through covenants, tax relief and/or grants to help with 
restoration/maintenance costs, similarly to the help provided to care for Significant Trees. Also, it is 
recommended that the District of Saanich consistently uses natural restoration practices in areas 
under the District's jurisdiction, in particular those affecting SEI sites such as Benson Rd. r-o-w. In 
addition, the restoration activities should be used to promote the involvement of neighboring property 
owners in the project, for example, with the use of education leaflets, and/or other means, previous to 
the restoration work. 
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Photos 1-2. April 9, 2012. View of the 
SEI herbaceous terrestrial ecosystem 
from the Benson Rd. foot path. 
Drainage ditch with blackberry bushes 
and moss covered rock in foreground ; 
rock outcrops, grass meadows and 
Garry oaks on the background. 
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Photos 3 and 4. Old Garry oak drying out covered with English ivy and 
with Downy wood pecker activity. 

Photo 5. View of Benson Rd . undeveloped right of way. Sides of path 
with exotic species: periwinkle, English ivy and Himalayan blackberry. 
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Foto 6. View of the HT site east of foot path: interspaced rock 
outcrops and meadows, with orchard grass, some Scotch 
broom and scattered Garry oaks. 

Foto 7. View of the HT site west offoot path: rock outcrop, 
grass meadow, Garry oaks and Scotch broom. 

52



Photos 8 and 9. View of the site to the east of foot path: rock outcrops and grass meadow, 
with black hawthorn and Scotch broom shoots on foreground; Douglas fir and Garry oaks.on 
backgroud. 
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Foto 10. Moss covered rock: broom moss and rock 
roadside moss. 

Foto 11. New fronds of licorice fern next to path. 
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Appendix I 
Conservation Value Criteria 
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Conservation Value Assessment 

I~~,,~ .;{~ ~~':)Rf!i" .~ '<;>." , ~ 
. ~~)~ L; nd . <ur~xt,, '~ . .~ . ~;"-;;''-' . ' $cape'9.~n ' , ':t.l,,~\ .. c>tj,t:~: . . ;(~",~'~;~~,/~ 

. #~ r ':liff , . . ,. .?:'. ' 

Excellent The surrounding landscape has <25% fragmentation due to roads, urban areas, and rural 
- Score 4 settlements, and no recent industrial activity. Site occurs within a larger landscape with 

some formal protection status or protected by conservation covenants. 

Good- Up to 50% of the surrounding landscape is fragmented. The larger landscape context 
Score 3 provides some protection from anthropogenic disturbance, although changes to natural 

disturbance regimes exist (fire suppression; flooding control). 

Fair- More than 50% of the surrounding landscape is fragmented and affected by 
Score 2 anthropogenic influences. Development may currently affect the ecosystem's existence. 

Poor- Less than 15% of the surrounding landscape consists of natural or semi ... natural 
Score 1 vegetation, or the ecosystem is completely isolated from natural areas and protected 

areas. 

I ~"~"'" ,~~,:,"'r'-"":~" '~':',,*~ "09~~tti~'(ef ~'~~~': &%;' ,-,",,,,,~ ... ,-
• ,...: 1_ .;;;- . 

Excellent Minor cover of exotic species occur in the site «10%), Forested ecological communities 
- Score 4 are climax vegetation. The community may have minor internal fragmentation «5%). 

Wetland and riparian communities have natural hydrology 'regimes. No artificial structures 
occur at the site. 

Good- Some cover cif exotic species (10 - 40%). Forested ecological communities may be late 
Score 3 seral vegetation. Wetland and riparian communities have largely natural hydrology 

regimes. There could be moderate internal fragmentation «25%). 

Fair- Significant cover of exotic species (40 - 75%). Forested eCOlogical communities typically 
Score 2 are young Seral vegetation after anthropogenic disturbance. There may be Significant 

alterationS of hydrology regime in wetlands and riparian ecological comml,lnities. There is 
moderate internal fragmentation «25%). 

Poor- Exotic species dominate a vegetation layer or may total> 75%. Significant anthropogenic 
Score 1 disturbance, such as remOVal of soil material or vegetation. There are significant 

alterations to the hydrology regime in wetlands and riparian ecosystems. High internal 
fragmentation (>25%), pr~sence of artificia! structures or barriers. 

"'.f~~~~~·· · ~i~~/ -~~"~ AHlOfitiorrp~tlif (R) .;~~<j,~~~'-r~~" 
~~ . ·-i . ~ . . - . " .~ .,. . :t~ ;:- J ' ::: _ • ..., . ~l': ., - '. ~;, • 

ExceII ent- The natural species, soils and disturbance regime are mostly intact, only a minor control 
Score 4 of invasive species is needed. 

Good- The natural species, soliS and disturbance regime are present, but sustained invasive 
Score 3 species work is needed to achieve restoration. 

Fair- Alterations tl;l the natural disturbance regime require major work. The removal of invasive 
Score 2 species will leave major portions of exposed soil, requiring plantings. Many years of work 

will be needed, to achieve a complete natural appearance. 

Poor- Soils and vegetation were removed, and site is dominated by alien invasive species. Site 
Score 1 may be affected permanently. 

211812013 3 
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Page 1 of 1 
POST TO POSTED 

Clerksec - EDPA Response to Staff Report for eight properties 0 

View Rd. 

From: 
To: 

Date: 
Subject: 

cc: 
Attachments: 

fOR ________ _ 

• ACI!NOWlEDEiED: 
<m .ca>," san Brice" <Susan.Brice@-saamch.ca>, "Beall COUf\l"~s\fc, 
Murdoc... p...d~~~ 
3/3/2017 5:04 PM ~ed\3 
EDPA Response to Staff Report for eight properties on Tudor Ave. and Sea ~ 
View Rd. 
"Paul Thorkelsson" <PauI.Thorkelsson@saanich.ca>l.o-~~ __ ~~~_""" 
scan0138.pdf; Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries 3rd draft.doc; 
Summary Response to Staff Report for March 6_2017.doc; Detailed Response 
to Staff Report for March 6_2017.doc 

Mayor Atwell and Council 

I have attached a Detailed Response and a Summary response to the Staff Report for the Tudor Avenue and Sea 
View Road properties that will be addressed in the Committee of the Whole meeting on March 6, 2017. I have 
also attached two other documents that are mentioned in the Summary Response, the scan of Ursula Jupp's 
Book 2nd to last paragraph. 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Ted Lea, RPBio. 

~~©~Dw[g[Q) 
MAR 06 2017 

LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

file:IIIC:/Users/litzenbs/AppData/LocallT empIXPgrpwise/58B9A21 CSaanichMun _H... 3/6/2017 
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"Cable all O.K. Take a drink." The message was also signed by Sil 
James Douglas and leading businessmen from the city, among 
them E. B. Marvin, C. C. Pendergast, D. N. Higgins and J. 
Boscowitz. 

The telegraph wire that connected the underseas cable with the 
city had been waiting in the city since 1864. This was a day that 
had been long delayed and now the cit}, rejoiced. Next day a string 
of flags hung across the street outside the telegraph office, others 
flew from private homes. 

'Were there any houses in Cadboro Bay itself to join in this 
rejoicing or, earlie/·, to watch with interest as the poles (possiblr 
contrived from trees along the route) carried the line on towards 
the little bay beyond the thick forests to the North? 

So now we have in 1866, Telegraph Bay Road marking off the 
treed peninsula to the south east ofil, the entity long since known as 
Ten Mile Point. The name came from the ten nautical miles (each 
6080 feet) between the entrance to Esquimalt Harbour and Cad­
bora Point. 

This was far from Victoria and so chosen for the deposit 
dynamite. Up to that date it had been shipped north by the Giam 
Powder Company of California to Victoria, before being shipped 
on for use in mining or cutting roads through the mountains oft 
mainland. The rapidly growing city became inc,:easingly wary 
such dangerous supplies near it. Thus remote, unpopulated TOJ 
Mile Point must have seemed the ideal spot for a transfer depot.. 

The magazine was built on the peninsula's southern coast aJ 

about the level of Sea View Road's 2900 block today. It was in use 
for about ten years, perhaps more. Somewhere near was the h 
of the manager - site now unclear, but it and those of one or' 
other key personnel at the magazine were long traceable by ~ 
gnarled trees of the fruit orchards which such men planted 
their homes. 

A valuable record of those earliest on Ten Mile Point was ~ 
me by Amelia Jobson (much later to be Mrs. Midgley, di 
retired divisional commissioner of Girl Guides) who came to In 
Cadboro Bay in about 1885. Her uncle, Ira Wilson, (whobuih 
inhabited 3930 Telegraph Bay Road) pastured his sheep on T 
Mile Point. Amelia remembers living in a small house ac~ , 
road while Ira built his two story one. 

With him little Amelia roamed their trails and carried m 
to the Powder Works Depol. The date of the first establish~ 
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this is unclear; it must have been several yeal's, perhaps a decade 
before that unfortunate day in the later I 880s when A. E. Morris, 
(later of the Cigar Shop on Governrnc-nt Street) the only person out 
at the Powder Works, was experimenting and was injured. He was 
carried to Sl. Joseph's hospital in 1m Wilson's hay wagon and 
though badly burned, he recovered. 

Perhaps even before the coming of the Powder Works employees, 
there had been hidden here and there in the Point's deep woods, 
rough hunting shacks built by young bloods of the city who could 
stay overnight there. Sometimes, naughty rumours had it, there 
could even have been a damsel daring, hardy and unconventional 
enough to share a night there. Who can say ... ? Perhaps here we 
may find a clue to Telegraph Bay's earlier name of Whiskey Cove? 
Was it some very devastating beauty that saw one young hunter 
have a one hundred and twent}' foot deep well cut down through 
the rock'? 

But to return to Amelia Jobson's memories of the Point, that 
while not including memories of cattle once said to have swum 
ashore to Cadboro Bay beach, she does write "I remember well 
when the S. S. Enterprise was wrecked". This vessel collided with the 
R. P. Rilliel olfTen Mile Point inJuly, 1885. The collision was also 
seen by the S.S. Western Slope, which was taking on cargo at the 
Powder Magazine and she churned ofl'lO offer help. The beach was 
littered with broken crates, bales of hay, tables, chairs and shattered 
woodwork. Two Chinese, with much money (one had two thousand 
dollars) were drowned below deck. A day later an excited party of 
Chinese came out from Victoria to claim the corpses. They would 
have liked the money, but authorities would not allow it. The next 
day, the body of an Oriental was found in the bushes near the 
beach. Mystery! 
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PLANNING 
Environmental Services 

Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of 
Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons 

In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29) 

Background 
In order to qualify for an exemptions 13, 14, and/or 15; or to assist in meeting the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (EDP A) guidelines, a report should be completed by a Registered Professional 
Biologist or other appropriate professional approved by Saanich. This document provides guidelines to assist 
in completing reports that meet expectations, as well as identifying key publications that should be used. 
Biologists are encouraged to contact Saanich Environmental Services before undertaking any work. 

The EDP A Atlas includes the Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory (SEI), Conservation Data Centre at risk element 
occurrences, the marine backshore, isolated wetlands and watercourses, and wildlife trees. These guidelines 
address SEI mapping only. To see the atlas, guidelines and other useful information, please see 
http://www.saanich.callivinginaturaVplanningledpa.html. 

The SEI inventory is a ProvinciallFederal initiative produced in 1998. It is recognized that the inventory is 
incomplete and accuracy can be improved in some locations, either due to changes in the landscape or errors 
in aerial photo interpretation. The Disturbance Mapping product updated many SEI polygons and identified 
areas of disturbance between the time of initial mapping and 2002. 

When SEI mapping was first produced, standards and criteria were under development. However, the 2006 
Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia included applicable mapping and reporting 
standards used in Terrestrial and Predictive Ecosystem, and added many more Sensitive Ecosystems Classes 
and Subclasses. In order to recommend changing a SEI boundary or potentially eliminating/adding an SEI 
polygon, the same standards must be met. 

Reference Documents 
Understanding which standards, forms, and other factors to use may be confusing. The best documents to use 
to understand the standards are: 

1. Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5,2006, Version 1.0 

This document describes the following steps for the biologist: 
• Compile existing known information (e.g. CDC element occurrences, CDF TEM products, SEI 

mapping, etc) 
• Aerial Photo Interpretation utilizing the most current imagery 
• Field Sampling using the following forms: 

o Site Visit Form (FS 1333) 
http://www.for.gov.bc.calhrelbecweblDownloadslDownloads FormslFS 1333 2011.pdf 

o Conservation Evaluation Form (condition, landscape context which is still natural; 
http://www.env.gov.bc.calcdc/documents/Cons Eval Form Aug09.pdf 

• Identification of ecosystem type (based on field sampling) 
• Evaluate each ecological community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which 

class and subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any. 

3/6/2017 
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• Reporting (as per 1-6 of section 2.11 of document #1) 

2. Field manual for describing terrestrial ecosystems. -- 2nd ed. (Land management handbook, 
0229-1622; 25) BC Ministry of Forests and Range, B.C. Ministry of Environment, 2010. 

3. Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and GulfIslands 1993 - 1997, 
Volume 2: Conservation Manual, Pacific and Yukon Region 2000, Canadian Wildlife Service 
Technical Report Series Number 345, 2000. For More information: http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/seil 

This document describes the ecosystems for identification (see page 4). Please see the original document for 
complete information. 

Secondary Assessment 
While most local terrestrial ecologists will be familiar with the SEI types, difficulties arise when ecosystems 
are small, disturbed, or urbanized. A methodology and documentation is needed in order to validate 
recommended changes. If an area is considered an SEI polygon, a secondary assessment is needed to 
determine a practical, long-term conservation value for Saanich. Within the scope of SEI, Saanich's 
ecosystems are disturbed by a variety of factors and located within a densely populated region. The biologist 
must consider and report on the criteria (page 3) which have been adapted from the CDC's Conservation 
Evaluation Form (found in Standard/or Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia) in consultation 
with provincial and federal representatives. The methodology was further developed by our consultant while 
working on our ESA Mapping project in 2012. Any suggestions for improvements to the methodology are 
welcome. 

Reporting 
A report can be submitted to the Manager of Environmental Services for consideration. The report should 
include completed forms, field notes, and a sketch map if changes are proposed. The final recommendation 
of the biologist should be based on the methodology plus any other ecological factors that the biologist feels 
are significant, such as wildlife habitat. Please note that Saanich Council has adopted the EDP A atlas and any 
proposed changes must be scientifically supportable yet sensitive to the context of urban ecology and 
community values. 

Contact Information 
If you have any questions, please contact Adriane Pollard, Manager of Environmental Services 
Planning Department, District of Saanich, 770 Vernon Avenue, Victoria, BC V8X 2W7 
Adriane. pollard@saanich.ca 
Phone: 475-5494, ext 3556 Fax: 475-5430 

3/6/2017 
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Conservation Value Assessment 

Landscape context (L) 1 

Excellent - The surrounding landscape has <25% fragmentation due to roads, urban areas, and rural 

~
core 4---isettlements, and no recent industrial activity. Site occurs within a larger landscape with 

some formal protection status or protected by conservation covenants. 

Good - Up to 50% of the surrounding landscape is fragmented. The larger landscape context 
Score 3 provides some protection from anthropogenic disturbance, although changes to natural 

disturbance regimes exist (fire suppression; flooding control). 
- --+--
Fair - More than 50% of the surrounding landscape is fragmented and affected by anthropogenic 
Score 2 influences. Development may affect the ecosystem's existence. 
--- - - ---
Poor - Less than 15% of the surrounding landscape consists of natural or semi-natural vegetation, 
Score 1 or the ecosystem is completely isolated from natural areas and protected areas. 

Excellent -
Score 4 

Good-
Score 3 

Fair-
Score 2 

Condition (C) 2 

Minor cover of exotic species occur in the site «10%). Forested ecological communities are 
climax vegetation. The community may have minor internal fragmentation «5%). Wetland 
and riparian communities have natural hydrology regimes. No artificial structures occur at I 
the site. I 
Some cover of exotic species (10 - 40%). Forested ecological communities may be late 

I 
seral vegetation. Wetland and riparian communities have largely natural hydrology 

. regimes. There could be moderate internal fragmentation «25%). 

l 
I 
Significant cover of exotic species (40 - 75%). Forested ecological communities typically 
are young seral vegetation after anthropogenic disturbance. There may be significant 
alterations of hydrology regime in wetlands and riparian ecological communities. There is 

~
Oderate internal fragmentation «25%). 

Poor-
Score 1 

Exotic species dominate a vegetation layer or may total >75%. Significant anthropogenic 
disturbance, such as removal of soil material or vegetation. There are significant alterations 
to the hydrology regime in wetlands and riparian ecosystems. High internal fragmentation 
I (>25%), and/or presence of artificial structures or barriers. 

:= 

Restoration potential (R) 
~F~--~~~------------~----~ 

Excellent - The natural species, soils and disturbance regime are mostly intact, only a minor control of 

I 
Score 4 I invasive species is needed. __ _ 

Good- The natural species, soils and disturbance regime are present, but sustained invasive I Score 3 species work is needed to achieve restoration. 

Fair- Alterations to the natural disturbance regime require major work. The removal of invasive 
Score 2 species will leave major portions of exposed soil, requiring plantings. Many years of work 

will be needed, to achieve a complete natural appearance. 
r---------if--

Poor­
Score 1 

Soils and vegetation were removed, and site is dominated by alien invasive species. Site 
may be affected permanently. 

1 The area considered in Landscape Context takes varies depending on the size of the site and the type of 
ecosystem: 

3/6/2017 
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A For streams and wetlands: the local catchment. 

A For smaller terrestrial sites «1 hal: 100 ha 

A For larger forested sites: 500ha 

2 Condition evaluation criteria primarily takes into account the structural integrity of the site or how intact 
the components of the ecosystem are ( typical species). In other words, how close the site resembles the 
description of the ecosystem type it represents. 

3/6/2017 
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Summary of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Classifications for Saanich 

CB Coastal Bluff 
General Description: rocky shorelines with grasslands, rocky shorelines with mosses, vegetated rocky islets 
that are dominated by grasses, forbs, mosses and lichens; beginning at the water's edge to the lands above the 
high tide mark. 
Types: CB and CB:cl (coastal cliffs) 
Soils: Thin to no soils. Glacial outwash deposits. Usually sand to sandy-loam, often with high salinity 
Vegetation: Adapted to hostile environmental conditions such as salt-spray from crashing waves, winds, 
storms and heat. CB lack continuous vegetation cover over their entire landforms; the remainder is exposed 
bedrock. May be interspersed with other SEI ecosystems such as HT, WD, OF, and SV. 
Conunon Plants: Garry Oak, Arbutus, Douglas-fir, native roses, Oceanspray, Salal, Stonecrops, licorice fern, 
native onions, Harvest Brodiaea, moses, lichens, Scotch Broom. 

SV Sparsely Vegetated 
General Description: Discontinuous vegetation interspersed with bare sand, gravel, or exposed bedrock. 
Landforms are often in a dynamic state of change due to factors such as water level changes, sediment 
deposition, sediment erosion and mass wasting. 
Types: SV:sd (coastal sand dunes); SV:sp (coastal sand and gravel spits); SV:cl (inland cliffs and bluffs) 
Soils: in formative years, a lack of distinct soil horizons and organic layers; shallow soils, well drained 
Vegetation: newly- and slowly-developing plant conununities that are formed by species adapted to hostile 
environmental conditions, low diversity but specialized, often stunted. Usually interspersed with other SEI 
ecosystems such as HT: ro and OF. 
Conunon Plants: Dune Grass, Beach Pea, Conunon Strawberry, Yellow Sand Verbena, Grasses and Mosses. 
Cliffs can have trees and shrubs such as Garry Oak, Arbutus, Douglas-fir, native roses, kinnikinnick, and 
ferns. 

HT Terrestrial Herbaceous 
General Description: open wildflower meadows and grassy hilltops with herbs-grasses and forbs-and 
mosses and lichens; outside the salt spray zone near shorelines; summits of local hills and mountains. 
Types: HT (grass-forb dominated areas with less than 10% tree cover and less than 20% shrub cover); HT:ro 
(grass-forb areas interspersed with rocky outcrops); and HT:sh (grass-forb areas with more than 20% shrub 
cover). 
Soils: shallow and rapidly draining 
Vegetation: predominantly herbaceous vegetation, continuous except where interspersed with bare rock 
outcrops, minimal tree and shrub cover. When found near shorelines, there may be an overlap with species 
conunon to the coastal bluff ecosystem, or may be interspersed with other SEI ecosystems such as WD, OF, 
and older second growth forest. May also include moisture-loving species in seepage areas and vernal pools. 
Conunon Plants: Garry Oak, Arbutus, Douglas-fir, Shore Pine, Oceanspray, Snowberry, Stonecrop, Sea 
Blush, Fawn Lily, Satin Flower, Camas, Miner's Lettuce, grasses, and many mosses. 

WNWetland 
General Description: Characterized by daily, seasonal, or year-round water, either at or above the surface, or 
within the root zone of plants. Wetlands are mosaics of several wetland classes, and many are transitional 
between more than one wetland class. 
Types: WN:bg (bog), WN:fn (fen), WN:ms (marsh, including coastal salt and estuarine marshes), WN: sp 
(swamp), WN:sw (shallow water), and WN:wm (wet meadow). 

3/6/2017 5 
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Soils: Wetlands are generally divided into peatlands (bog, fen) and mineral wetlands. 
Vegetation: Plant communities are adapted to wet conditions; some are tolerant of complete submergence 
whereas others depend on drier conditions during the summer growing season. 
Common Plants (peat) : Shore Pine, Western Hemlock, Western Red Cedar, Labrador Tea, Hardhack, Salal, 
Sedges, Mosses. 
Common Plants (mineral): Western Red Cedar, Alder, Pacific Crabapple, Willows, Red-osier Dogwood, 
Salmonberry, Skunk Cabbage, ferns, sedges, cattail, reed canary grass, pondweeds, mosses 

RI Riparian 
General Description: Adjacent to lakes, streams, and rivers, where increased soil moisture supports plant 
communities and soils distinct from surrounding terrestrial areas. Commonly linear corridors. Includes 
gullies which may not be associated with surface water flow, but maintain moist soil conditions. Width may 
vary from a few metres to greater than 100 metres. Narrow bands of streamside forest surrounded by 
agricultural fields and disturbed urban stream corridors were not typically included as riparian ecosystems. 
Types: 
RI: 1 (Sparselbryoid-moss and lichen dominated, <10% treed, <20% shrub/herb) 
RI:2 (Herb-herb dominated, <20% shrub, <10% treed) 
RI:3 (Shrub/herb->20% shrub, <10% treed) 
Pole/sapling RI:4 (Trees> 10m tall, densely stocked; shaded understorey) , 
Young forest RI:5 (Uniform aged trees, generally less than 80 years old, dense understorey) 
Mature forest RI:6 (Layered canopy, generally 80 to more than 200 years old, well developed understorey) 
Old Forest RI:7 (Trees >250 years old, structurally complex, snags, coarse woody debris) 
Soils: Gravel, silt, cobble bars, rocky, to rich organic soils. 
Common Plants: Red Alder, Western Redcedar, BigleafMaple, Western Hemlock, willows, Red-osier 
Dogwood, Salmonberry, Indian Plum, ferns, mosses, 

WDWoodland 
General Description: Open deciduous forests of Garry oak, mixed stands of Arbutus and Douglas-fir, or pure 
stands of Trembling Aspen. Most occur on rocky knolls, south facing slopes, and ridges where summer soil 
moisture is low and shallow soils are common. Trembling Aspen woodlands are an exception, and are 
typically associated with moist, rich sites. Mature big-leaf maple may also be the dominant tree species. 
Typically interspersed with other SEI ecosystems such as CB and HT. 
Types: 
Garry Oak Woodlands (open oak woodlands and meadows, as well as more densely forested oak/conifer 
plant associations) 
Common Plants: Garry Oak, Douglas-fir, Arbutus, Oceanspray, Snowberry, Camas, Spring Gold, Satin­
flower, ferns, mosses, grasses. 
Arbutus-Douglas-fir Woodlands (dry sites with rocky, nutrient-poor soils; typically arbutus with Garry oak 
and Douglas-fir) 
Common Plants: Arbutus, Douglas-fir, Garry Oak, Dull Oregon Grape, Salal, Snowberry, mosses. 
Trembling Aspen Woodlands (common on disturbed sites with moist soils) 
Common Plants: Trembling Aspen, Black Hawthorne, Hardhack, Indian-plum, Snowberry. 

3/6/2017 
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OF Older Forest 
General Description: Conifer-dominated forests with an average tree age of 100 years or greater. 
Types: OF:co (coniferous stands with less than 15 percent deciduous trees); OF: mx (mixed coniferous­
deciduous stands in which deciduous trees occupied more than 15 percent of the canopy). OF has three 
prominent characteristics: large live trees, large standing dead trees, and large fallen trees. In Saanich, the 
biogeoclimatic subzone is the Coastal Douglas-fir, moist maritime subzone (CDFmm). 
Soils: varied 
Vegetation. Douglas-fir is the dominant tree on drier sites. On sites with higher precipitation and moister soil 
conditions, western redcedar is more common 
Common Plants: Douglas-fir, grand fir, and western redcedar, seedlings, Ocean Spray, Salal, Sword Fern, 
lichens, mosses. 

3/6/2017 
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Summary Response to Saanich Staff Report: Request for Removal from the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) 2801,2785,2811,2821,2825, 
2831 Tudor Avenue, and 2766,2810 Sea View Road 

I would like to provide a summary of my comments regarding the Staff Report for the 
Tudor Avenue/Sea View Road applications for removal from the EDPA. I have viewed 
all of the eight subject properties in May and June of 2016. At that time, I have also 
viewed all other properties that have the Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem 
ESA mapped. Two other property assessments that I have done at the same time have 
not yet been submitted by the landowners, but this has allowed me to view all properties 
in the map unit. All of these assessments have been done without any charge to 
landowners. 

On all of these properties invasive species completely dominate both the shrub and 
herb layers present. Many of the landowners have removed invasive shrubs on their 
properties for many years. Very few individuals of wildflower species remain on these 
properties. These properties are all considered to be in poor ecological condition, 
following both the provincial and the municipal standards. 

When I viewed these properties on the Saanich GIS, before doing a ground 
assessment, I was expecting to find wildflower meadows, similar to what occurs on 
Mount Tolmie, or Knockan Hill. However, as I pointed out above, very few individual 
native plant remain on these properties. Many landowners on Ten Mile Point talk about 
the significant agriculture that occurred on Ten Mile Point for over 100 years. With a 
little research on the history of this area, it was determined that domestic sheep were 
run on this area, hence the Sheep Creek running to the east of the map unit and the 
Sheep Cove south of the map unit. This is described by Ursula Jupp in her book on the 
Cadboro Bay area (document attached). Domestic sheep are well known to have 
devastating impacts on the ecology of natural grassland and meadow ecosystems. 

The Staff Report provides a report by Ms. Moraia Grau, entitled "Visual field 
assessment of the Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Herbaceous Terrestrial polygon 
extending along Seaview Rd and Tudor Ave properties", which appears to have been 
commissioned by the District of Saanich. 

The Staff Report, the assessment report provided by biologist Moraia Grau and the 
letter provided by Dr. Richard Hebda, all ignore the fact that Saanich Staff have 
provided a Guideline Document to consulting biologists, that clearly states to follow the 
Provincial Ecosystems at Risk and Sensitive Ecosystem standards. It is titled 
"Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem 
Inventory Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29)". There 
is no mention of this Guideline Document in any of the material provided for Council, yet 
that is what staff have provided to consulting biologists to assess properties with 
Sensitive Ecosystems. The three documents also ignore the statement within the 
District of Saanich Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) Atlas that indicates: "to be 
included in the ESA atlas, data must be from a comprehensive environmental 
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inventory using technically acceptable standards." The ESA Atlas also states that 
"this atlas should be used as a flagging tool and should not be used in place of 
individual site assessments". Clearly, appropriate standards are to be followed for the 
EDPA ESA categories. Councillor Derman asked the Manager of Environmental 
Services, at a Council meeting in 2016, if the above Guideline document is the 
appropriate document for biologists to use to assess properties and she answered in 
the affirmative. 

It appears that neither Ms. Grau, nor Dr. Hebda has been on any of the eight properties. 
Ms. Grau did view a few of the properties from the Saanich public land on the Benson 
Road right-of-way. However, she viewed these in late September of 2016. It is pointed 
out in the staff report that my viewing of the properties in May and June was an 
inappropriate time of year, yet the September 26 visit and assessment was not 
determined to be inappropriate by the Staff Report. 

The Staff Report, the report provided by Ms. Grau and the letter provided by Dr. Hebda 
all mention Restoration Potential. Restoration potential is not mentioned in the EDPA 
Bylaw. In January 25,2011, at an Environment Advisory Committee meeting, Saanich's 
Manager of Environmental Services stated that" The Local Government Act does not 
allow us to require areas already destroyed be restored". Similarly, the staff report 
indicates that the area provides habitat for wildlife. Again, wildlife habitat is not 
mentioned in the EDPA Bylaw. Almost all properties in Saanich have restoration 
potential and almost all properties provide habitat for some kinds of wildlife species. 
Many actions can be taken to encourage landowners to plant native species and 
provide wildlife habitat. 

In my professional opinion there no longer is a Sensitive Ecosystem on these 
properties. I have assessed these eight properties following the Saanich Staff document 
entitled Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem 
Inventory Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), (which are 
attached) it is stated that: "When SEI mapping was first produced, standards and 
criteria were under development. However, the 2006 Standard for Mapping 
Ecosystems of Risk in British Columbia included applicable mapping and 
reporting standards". It goes on to say that: "In order to recommend changing a 
SEI boundary or potentially eliminating/adding an SEI polygon, the same 
standards must be met. II The Saanich staff guidelines recommend for a biologist to: 
"Evaluate each ecological community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status 
and determine which class and subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if 
any." 

I believe that the most important statement from Ms. Grau's report is her 
recommendations section on page 5 of her report that states that: "the District of 
Saanich provide help to property owners to preserve these valuable SEI sites, 
through covenants, tax relief andlor grants to help with restoration/maintenance 
costs." It goes on to say that the District of Saanich needs to act by saying that "it is 
recommended that the District of Saanich consistently uses natural restoration 
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practices in areas under the District's jurisdiction . .. " and that these "restoration 
activities should be used to promote the involvement of neighbouring property 
owners in the project. .. ".1 strongly agree with this kind of approach for trying to 
improve biodiversity in the District of Saanich. It needs to be a cooperative, 
encouraging approach that educates and provide information, plant materials, 
incentives and knowledge. This is strongly supported in Saanich's OCP, with 
statements that are not provided in the present Staff Report. 

Two other assessments that I have done, at 2786 and 2770 Sea View Road, have not 
yet been submitted by the landowners. One of these properties supports a moss 
species at risk, which is addressed in that report. We have contacted a moss expert, 
Wynne Miles, who has not yet been able to visit the property. However, the 
assessment of the moss species that occurs on a lone Garry oak tree has no implication 
as to whether there is a Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on that property or 
on any other of these properties. 

I have also attached a more detailed response to the Staff Report which addresses 
many of the issues brought forward by the Staff Report, Mr. Moraia Grau's 
commissioned report, and an e-mail (not a peer review) by Dr. Richard Hebda. Many 
comments made by these three documents are misleading and erroneous. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ted Lea, RPBio. 

Detailed Response to Saanich Staff Report: Request for Removal from the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) 2801,2785,2811,2821,2825, 
2831 Tudor Avenue, and 2766,2810 Sea View Road 

Black - Staff Report 
Green - My Response 

Below, I have provided a response to the Staff Report regarding the Tudor Avenue and 
Sea View Road properties. The Staff Report does not provide any evidence that these 
properties do not have herb layers and shrub layers significantly dominated by invasive 
species. I have viewed these properties in the spring, at a time was very appropriate for 
assessing whether native wildflowers and native shrubs are present on these 
properties. Before I went on these properties, I expected to find a well established 
native understory of native species such as camas, shooting stars and other meadow 
species. I was surprised to find that only very few individuals of a typical Terrestrial 
Herbaceous native herb layer remained on each property. It is clear that these 
properties are quite degraded. To restore these properties would take significant 
resources and many years of removing invasive species and planting native species. 
The staff report tries to paint a very different picture of these properties, implying that 
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they are still natural and full of native species. The truth is very different than presented 
in the staff report. 

I have followed the Guidelines that Saanich Staff have provided to landowners to have 
biologists assess their properties for whether they have Sensitive Ecosystems or not. 
These staff Guidelines are not mentioned in the Staff Report to Council regarding these 
properties, and are not mentioned in Ms. Grau's report assessing these properties. The 
Provincial Standards on Ecosystems at Risk and Sensitive Ecosystems are not 
mentioned in the staff report, nor are they referenced in Ms. Grau's report. Councillor 
Derman asked the Manager of Environmental Services at a Council meeting in 2016 
whether this Guideline document is the document that staff have provided Biologists to 
assess properties. The Manager applied in the affirmative (but they are just a draft). 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report "due to the 
inappropriate time of year that the work was completed, the focus of the presence of 
invasive plants, the lack of an assessment of habitat, the lack of a complete inventory, 
and the lack of acknowledgement of the known rare species in the mapped area". It 
goes on to say that "Annual brome grasses" are stated to dominate throughout the area 
in the report, but they are not identified to show if any are native or invasive. Mr. Lea's 
letter report generalizes about the map unit but he has not visited all the properties. Mr. 
Lea confuses Biogeoclimatic Ecosystem Classification standards in his report as being 
the relevant standard and that the Provincial Conservation Data Centre at-risk 
ecological communities are also a Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory determinant, which 
they are not. Inventory methods are not consistent with the Best Management Practices 
for Garry Oak & Associated Ecosystems produced by the Garry oak Ecosystems 
Recovery Team. 

No where in the statement above does staff indicate that they disagree with my report 
due to a flawed assessment of whether there is a Sensitive Ecosystem on these 
properties, following the Staff Guidelines provided to consulting biologists. All issues 
noted above are extraneous as to whether there is a Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on 
these properties. I will address the rest of these concerns. 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report "due to the 
inappropriate time of year that the work was completed, 

I viewed these properties in May and June. Many of the wildflower species typically 
associated with these kinds of ecosystems were flowering at that time. However, very 
few of each of these species were seen on each property. Ms. Grau's report provides 
information on the right-of-way from April 2012. Her role was not to assess the adjacent 
properties during this site visit, but rather to assess the right-of-way. Ms. Grau has 
noted camas on one of the adjacent properties in 2012. I agree that 2810 Sea View 
Road has more camas than any of the other properties. This is stated in my report. I 
saw only a few individuals or no individuals of camas on most of these properties. Other 
native species seen included very small amounts of Hooker's onion, and blue wildrye. 
Ms. Grau did assess the adjacent properties in September 27, 2016. Although my visit 

4 
80



of these properties in May and June was not considered appropriate by the Staff 
Report, Ms. Grau's visit and assessments in September were not indicated in the Staff 
Report as being inappropriate. 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report on "the focus 
of the presence of invasive plants" 

My Response: According to the Guidelines document and the Standard for Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia, invasive species are an important attribute to 
determine whether a Sensitive Ecosystem still remains. These properties all are 
considered in poor ecological condition as invasive species dominate both the herb 
layer and the shrub layer. This removes the area from being considered Sensitive 
Ecosystems. Very minimal native herb layer and shrub layer species occur on these 
properties. There is information indicating that there were domestic sheep in this area, 
in Ursula Jupp's book regarding the Cadboro Bay area (I have attached the quote). 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report the lack of an 
assessment of habitat, 

My Response: Habitat occurs on all properties in Saanich, whether they are dominated 
by native species or non-native species. Habitat is not one of the five inventories that 
are addressed in the EDPA. Much of my career was mapping wildlife habitat and 
providing recommendations to improve it. I strongly believe that landowners should be 
encouraged to protect and enhance areas of wildlife habitat on their properties. This 
needs to be done with education, encouragement and resources. However, this issue is 
not one of the five inventories that are within the EDPA. 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report the lack of a 
complete inventory, 

I do not believe that landowners should be required to pay for a complete inventory, 
when a careful look of the properties that I have provided for found a very degraded 
ecosystem dominated by invasive shrubs and dense invasive grasses. Very few 
wildflowers or other native species remain on these properties. These sites clearly are 
in poor ecological condition and as such, do not meet the criteria for Sensitive 
Ecosystems. 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report and the lack 
of acknowledgement of the known rare species in the mapped area". 

The location of the rare moss species is at 2770 Sea View Road. I have seen the tree 
where the rare moss occurs. I have done an SEI assessment of 2770 Sea View Road. 
The landowner has not submitted this report to Saanich yet. Within my original report for 
this property, I make the comment: "According to the Saanich GIS map, the property 
also supports a rare moss species which occurs on Garry oak trees. This occurrence 
should be confirmed, its viability assessed and then requirements on how to conserve 
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the species by the landowner made clear by Saanich." We have been in touch with the 
local moss expert Wynne Miles and have asked her to become involved in an 
assessment. 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report that "Annual 
brome grasses" are stated to dominate throughout the area in the report, but they are 
not identified to show if any are native or invasive. 

My Response: My report actually states that: "The dominant invasive species include a 
dense cover of annual brome grasses, orchard grass, Scotch broom, and dense 
patches of Himalayan blackberry, periwinkle and English ivy. I have stated that the 
bromes are invasive. The Garry Oak Ecosystem Recovery Team (GOERT) combines 
the invasive annual grasses together, that is rigid brome and barren brome, due to 
difficulty of identification and similar ecological results - see 
http://www.goert.ca/documents/B.rigidus+sterilis.pdf 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report by saying: 
"Mr. Lea confuses Biogeoclimatic Ecosystem Classification standards in his report as 
being the relevant standard and that the Provincial Conservation Data Centre at-risk 
ecological communities are also a Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory determinant, which 
they are not. 

Below are comments from the Provincial Standard: Standard for Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at 
Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment. This report is the 
provincial standard for Ecosystems at Risk and Sensitive Ecosystems. This report is the 
one that Saanich Staff has told consulting biologist to follow, to do assessments for 
Sensitive Ecosystems. The implication is that sites believed to support a Sensitive 
Ecosystem need to be self-sustaining to be considered a viable occurrence. 

• Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile 
(from Abstract) Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center (page 1) - (this statement refutes the Staff 
Report claim above) 
• "Viability is the likelihood that if current conditions remain unchanged, an 
occurrence (of an Ecosystem at Risk or Sensitive Ecosystem) will persist for a 
defined period of time, generally 20-100 years. Viability is defined in terms of 
species populations. For ecological communities, viability is more 
appropriately termed ecological integrity. The ecosystem occurrence itself 
must have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable 
future if it is to have practical conservation value. Each occurrence of a 
Sensitive Ecosystem must be assessed for practical conservation value 
(Pages 39 - 40). 
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• Occurrences with the highest ecological integrity can be prioritized for 
conservation measures. (page 1) 
• The vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is considered 
an occurrence of that particular plant association (or Sensitive 
Ecosystem). (page 5) 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report saying that: 
"Inventory methods are not consistent with the Best Management Practices for Garry 
Oak & Associated Ecosystems produced by the Garry oak Ecosystems Recovery 
Team. 

This document is not provided as a reference in the Guidelines that staff have provided 
to consulting Biologists. However, it indicates that "The Garry Oak Ecosystems 
Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak ecosystem as one with naturally occurring 
Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement. These properties do not support 
this definition. Due to the predominance of invasive species, ecological processes and 
communities have been replaced by non-natural influences. The document provides many 
good suggestions for inventory for a variety of species and species groups. I have only 
provided an assessment of whether there is a Sensitive Ecosystem on the properties, 
following the guidelines provide by Saanich staff. 

From Staff Report: "Mr. Lea's letter report generalizes about the map unit but he has not 
visited all the properties." 

I have actually carefully assessed all of the properties within this map unit, sometimes 
from adjacent properties, as I have had to determine the need for buffers, if there is a 
Sensitive Ecosystem on an adjacent property. I have done assessment on two 
additional properties at 2766 and 2770 Sea View. However, these landowners have yet 
to submit their applications for removal. However, it appears that staff are willing to 
accept the findings of Ms. Grau, who has only viewed 5 of the affected properties and 
only from the Right-of-way. Staff are also willing to accept Dr. Hebda's comments, 
although it is unclear if he has even seen these properties. 

From Staff Report - Summary: "Staff biologists believe that the core of the ecosystem 
is intact and providing habitat". ''The same area .... was evaluated as in fair to good 
condition in 2012." 

My response: It is unclear what is meant by the term "core of the ecosystem". As 
mentioned earlier, all properties in Saanich provide habitat; it is not an EDPA 
requirement. The same area was not evaluated in 2012 by Ms. Grau. As she points out 
in her report, she only evaluated the Saanich trail allowance in 2012 (page 2 under 
method). She definitely did not indicate that either the trail allowance or the adjacent 
properties were in fair to good condition. Ms; Grau implied that the ecological condition 
on the trail allowance was fair condition (40 - 75% invasive species - see page 3, 
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paragraph 4). Nowhere did she provide an assessment of the condition of the subject 
properties, and she did not use the term 'good condition' anywhere that I can find in her 
report. 

From the Staff Report: "Staff observed that the Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystem 
definitely does exist". 

My Response: It is unclear at what time of year that staff viewed this property. I assume 
that it was after the application date for these properties (August 1 0 to 16, 2016). 
Despite indicating that the date that I did my assessment was inappropriate, staff did not 
indicate that the date that they made this observation and conclusion was inappropriate. 

From Staff Report - Summary: "A peer-reviewed biologist report confirms that the area 
meets the criteria of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory and is an Terrestrial Herbaceous 
ecosystem" . 

My Response: Ms. Grau's report provides information on the right-of-way from April 
2012. She did not assess the adjacent properties at the time. She did however, 
make some comments about adjacent properties. She did assess the adjacent 
properties in September 27, 2016. Although my visit of these properties in May and 
June was not considered appropriate, Ms. Grau's visit and assessments in September 
were not indicated in the Staff Report as being inappropriate. Dr. Hebda's short e-mail 
cannot be considered a peer review, and I would be surprised if the would consider it to 
be one. It appears that neither Ms. Grau nor Dr. Hebda have been on any of the subject 
properties at an appropriate time of year. 

I will address a few statements from Ms. Grau's report below. 

Ms. Grau indicated on page 3 of her report that "the main objective was to 
assess the condition of the HT (Terrestrial Herbaceous) site compared to the 
previous visit, particularly in reference to the invasive species periwinkle, English 
ivy, Himalayan blackberry and Scotch broom". She indicates that she was unable 
to assess herbaceous vegetation, as it has "dried up". She goes on to say that 
the "periwinkle and English ivy infestations noted on the path allowance four 
years ago have expanded and extended into the properties adjacent to the path". 

My response: In these statements, Ms. Grau has provided an honest assessment 
of what she has been able to see at that time of the year. The expansion of the 
invasive species from public land on to private land is concerning. However, Ms. 
Grau provides a solution in her recommendations in her report, on page 5. 

Ms. Grau indicates on page 3 of her report that "the assessment method used to 
evaluate these urban sites was a modified version of the CDC Conservation 
Evaluation Form". 
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My response: These methods are different than the Saanich Staff Guidelines that 
have been provided to consulting Biologists to assess landowners' properties in 
Saanich. The results are not comparable. Ms. Grau does not even mention the 
provincial ecosystem at risk and Sensitive Ecosystem standards that the Saanich 
Staff guidelines say to follow. 

Ms. Grau, in her report on the bottom of page 4 comes to the conclusion that 
"The Tudor Ave. and Seaview Rd. falls within the description of "a relatively 
natural" HT site; ie. An HT site affected by a certain degree of invasive species, 
yet an HT site nevertheless". 

My response: Ms. Grau comes to this conclusion by having assessed the trail allowance 
in the spring of 2012, and assessing from a fence line for all of these properties in late 
September, 2016. She has not been on any of these properties at an appropriate time 
of the year. She implies that there have significant amounts of native wildflower species 
underneath the dense cover of invasive grasses, with no evidence. She assumes that 
what she believes, despite indicating that the herb layer is "dried up" that these sites are 
still relatively natural. The Conservation Manual for the Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory 
(SEI) describes 47 different native herb species that could be found in these 
ecosystems. When I assessed these properties I found that there was a very dense 
invasive grass cover throughout these properties. The shrub layer was dominated by 
invasive species and also had very few native shrubs. Many landowners have removed 
significant amount of Scotch broom and other invasive species over time. 

The Staff Report, the report provided by Ms. Grau and the letter provided by Dr. Hebda 
all mention Restoration Potential on the properties in question. 

Restoration Potential is not mentioned in the EDPA Bylaw as a legal requirement by 
individual landowners, nor a reason the EDPA is on any particular property. There is no 
Restoration Potential ESA within the EDPA Bylaw. Restoration Potential is not one of 
the five inventories within the EDPA. It could be added, but it would cover almost all 
properties in Saanich. What would the expectation be for landowners who would have 
this on their properties? 

In January 25, 2011, at an Environment Advisory Committee meeting, Saanich's 
Manager of Environmental Services stated that "The Local Government Act does 
not allow us to require areas already destroyed be restored'. See link below. 

http://www.saanich.ca/living/mayor/boards/pdf/2011/EAC/jan25minutes.pdf 
(appears to be removed from Saanich website - available from Leg. 
Services) 

The Staff Report indicates that Dr. Richard Hebda has provided a "peer report" of Ms. 
Grau's report. 
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My Response: I have a lot of respect for Dr. Richard Hebda. However, the definition of 
peer review for English Language Learners. : a process by which a scholarly work (such 
as a paper or a research proposal) is checked by a group of experts in the same field to 
make sure it meets the necessary standards before it is published or accepted. I do not 
believe that his short letter is a peer review of the Grau report. I would assume that Dr. 
Hebda would not call this a peer review. As well, it appears that neither Ms. Grau nor 
Dr. Hebda have been on any or all of the properties that they are implying are 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystems. More troubling, is that neither of these 
individuals reference the use of the Guidelines that Saanich Staff have provided to 
Consulting Biologists to assess Sensitive Ecosystems in Saanich. 

Restoration Potential 

Ms. Grau indicates that in other areas around Victoria that "The removal of invasive 
species allowed the re-emergence of native species typical of these ecosystems such 
as camas, shooting stars, lilies and others" and that "as has been discovered in various 
sites around Victoria, control and removal of invasive species leads to widespread 
emergence of native species" and that "Just because some species are not visible, it 
does not mean that they are not there." 

This is a commonly held premise for all Garry oak and associated ecosystems, but 
there are many locations where this just is not true. This same claim was made about 
the Alberg Family property and adjacent properties, where it was clearly untrue with 
absolutely no evidence at all. There is no evidence of very many native wildflower 
species on the Tudor Avenue/Seaview Road properties, let alone lying dormant 
underneath the invasive grasses. More camas plants, flowers and more seed heads 
would have been present when I assessed these properties. Even if they were present, 
the restoration cost and resources required would be significant, in the $100,000 plus 
range for each of the larger properties, similar to the costs at Playfair Park, where the 
camas and yellow montane violet were known to exist under the invasive grasses. 
Grass specific herbicides would be required to remove the heavy infestations of 
invasive grasses on these properties, followed by a massive planting program of native 
wildflowers and grasses. This must be considered an unreasonable burden for 
landowners, however, the District of Saanich working cooperatively with landowners 
may provide some success. 

Two comments from Richard Hebda's letter need to be refuted . 

Dr. Hebda indicates that in his opinion, Ms. Grau's classification of this area "as 
Herbaceous Terrestrial unit having restoration potential under the SEI classification is 
appropriate." 

Again, the importance of restoration potential is being discussed; this is not part of the 
EDPA Bylaw. It is to protect areas with existing ESAs, not potential ESAs. 
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Dr. Hebda goes on to say that "A good indicator of this is the presence of camas, but 
also the general conditions of shallow soils in rocky outcrops and the widespread 
occurrence of Garry oaks and native shrubs. 

My response: There are only a few camas individuals on each property, or in some 
cases, no camas. There is widespread occurrence of Garry oaks, but there is not a 
widespread occurrence of native shrubs. There are some native shrubs in the right-of­
way, but only at the bottom of properties that occur off Tudor Avenue, in areas that 
cannot be considered part of the Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem. 

Dr. Hebda further indicates that in his experience elsewhere that "if keystone species 
such as camas and native shrubs persist the restoration potential is very high and 
achievable despite the apparent occurrence of invasive shrubs and grasses" and goes 
on to say "in these cases removal of invasives is the key action and little replanting is 
necessary" . 

My response: Again I point out two things. Firstly, restoration potential is not the reason 
for having an ESA on a property; it is not part of the EDPA Bylaw. Secondly, there are 
no widespread occurrences of native shrubs, nor camas. Significant amounts of 
replanting would be necessary to return these properties to true Terrestrial Herbaceous 
ecosystems. This would include native wildflower species and native grasses. Is this 
what Saanich Council expects from private landowners? Remember that Colleen 
O'Brien, working in Playfair Park has been working for 5 years as a volunteer with 
approximately 5000 hours (estimated $100,000 cost) to begin restoring an area that 
truly did have significant amounts of camas and the endangered species yellow 
montane violet. 

The recommendations (on page 5) that Ms. Grau's report states is that: "the District of 
Saanich provide help to property owners to preserve these valuable SEI sites, through 
covenants, tax relief and/or grants to help with restoration/maintenance costs." It goes 
on to say that the District of Saanich needs to act by saying that "it is recommended 
that the District of Saanich consistently uses natural restoration practices in areas under 
the District's jurisdiction ... " and that these "restoration activities should be used to 
promote the involvement of neighbouring property owners in the project.. .". 

I strongly agree with this stewardship approach and as I have pointed out to Council 
more than once, this will probably be the most successful means of conserving 
Biodiversity in the district, particularly in areas where former, special Sensitive 
Ecosystems that no longer exist due to degradation by invasive species, such as these 
properties. This approach also echoes the sentiments of Saanich's OCP which 
recommends raising public awareness, gaining support, and encouraging citizens to 
conserve natural resources and restore the natural environment; foster and support 
public awareness, engagement, and participation in community environmental 
stewardship; work with private land owners to encourage stewardship that protects, 
preserves, and enhances natural systems; provide incentives to protect environmentally 
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significant areas. 

I would again like to point out the amazing work that Colleen O'Brien has done at 
Playfair Park, that despite having significant amounts of camas and the endangered 
yellow montane violet occurring suppressed by dense invasive grasses, that it has 
taken 5 years of volunteer work (approximately 5000 hours) to restore a quarter hectare 
of Garry oak meadow, and that she needs about another 5 years to create more 
complexity. This is basically $100,000 cost to date. However, the present Tudor 
Avenue/Sea View Road properties do not even have the native species below the 
invasives to begin this kind of work. Massive planting of native wildflowers and native 
grasses would be required. 

Restoration to a natural environment would be extremely time consuming and 
expensive. As other biologists have pointed out, this is an unreasonable burden to 
expect landowners to do. The EDPA Bylaw is silent on restoration potential or the 
requirement to restore natural ecosystems on private properties (unless there is an 
active development and despite ambiguous wording seems to apply to areas damaged 
during development). 

If the District of Saanich staff continues to argue that these type of properties are still 
Sensitive Ecosystems, which they are not, they will be dooming these properties to 
even further degradation and dominance by invasive species if they expect properties 
owners to protect them. However, if they nurture the landowners to want to improve 
ecological conditions and native components on their properties, and work with them 
cooperatively, in the manner that Ms. Grau has recommended, and many others have 
recommended, we are much more likely to see successful improvement in biodiversity 
in the District. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ted Lea, RPBio. 
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Detailed Response to Saanich Staff Report: Request for Removal from the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) 2801,2785,2811,2821,2825, 
2831 Tudor Avenue, and 2766,2810 Sea View Road 

Black - Staff Report 
Green - My Response 

Below, I have provided a detailed response to the Staff Report regarding the Tudor 
Avenue and Sea View Road properties. The Staff Report does not provide any evidence 
that these properties are true Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystems. They have 
both herb layers and shrub layers significantly dominated by invasive species. I have 
viewed these properties in the spring, at a time that was appropriate for assessing 
whether native wildflowers and native shrubs are present on these properties. Before I 
went on these properties, I expected to find a well established native understory of 
native species such as camas, shooting stars and other meadow species. I was 
surprised to find that only very few individuals of a typical Terrestrial Herbaceous native 
herb layer remained on each property. It is clear that these properties are quite 
degraded. To restore these properties would take significant resources and many years 
of removing invasive species and significant plantings of native species. The Staff 
Report tries to paint a very different picture of these properties, implying that they are 
still natural and full of native species. The truth is very different than presented in the 
Staff Report. 

I have followed the Guidelines that Saanich Staff have provided to landowners to have 
biologists assess their properties for whether they have Sensitive Ecosystems or not. 
These staff Guidelines are not mentioned in the Staff Report to Council regarding these 
properties, and are not mentioned in Ms. Grau's report assessing these properties. The 
Provincial Standards on Ecosystems at Risk and Sensitive Ecosystems are not 
mentioned in the Staff Report, nor are they referenced in Ms. Grau's report. Councillor 
Derman asked the Manager of Environmental Services at a Council meeting in 2016 
whether this Guideline document is the document that staff have provided Biologists to 
assess properties. The Manager applied in the affirmative (but they are just a draft). 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report "due to the 
inappropriate time of year that the work was completed, the focus of the presence of 
invasive plants, the lack of an assessment of habitat, the lack of a complete inventory, 
and the lack of acknowledgement of the known rare species in the mapped area". It 
goes on to say that "Annual brome grasses" are stated to dominate throughout the area 
in the report, but they are not identified to show if any are native or invasive. Mr. Lea's 
letter report generalizes about the map unit but he has not visited all the properties. Mr. 
Lea confuses Biogeoclimatic Ecosystem Classification standards in his report as being 
the relevant standard and that the Provincial Conservation Data Centre at-risk 
ecological communities are also a Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory determinant, which 
they are not. Inventory methods are not consistent with the Best Management Practices 
for Garry Oak & Associated Ecosystems produced by the Garry oak Ecosystems 
Recovery Team. 
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No where in the statement above does staff indicate that they disagree with my report 
due to a flawed assessment of whether there is a Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem on these properties, following the Staff Guidelines provided to consulting 
biologists. All issues noted above are extraneous as to whether there is a Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA on these properties. I will address the rest of these concerns. 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report "due to the 
inappropriate time of year that the work was completed, 

I viewed these properties in May and June. Many of the wildflower species typically 
associated with these kinds of ecosystems were flowering at that time. However, very 
few of each of these species were seen on each property. Ms. Grau's report provides 
information on the right-of-way from April 2012. Her role was not to assess the adjacent 
properties during this site visit, but rather to assess the right-of-way. Ms. Grau has 
noted camas on one of the adjacent properties in 2012. I agree that 2810 Sea View 
Road has more camas than any of the other properties. This is stated in my report. I 
saw only a few individuals or no individuals of camas on most of these properties. Other 
native species seen included very small amounts of Hooker's onion, and blue wild rye. 
Ms. Grau did assess the adjacent properties in September 27, 2016. Although my visit 
of these properties in May and June was not considered appropriate by the Staff 
Report, Ms. Grau's visit and assessments in September were not indicated in the Staff 
Report as being inappropriate. 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report on "the focus 
of the presence of invasive plants" 

My Response: According to the Saanich staff Guidelines document and the Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia, invasive species are an important 
attribute to determine whether a Sensitive Ecosystem still remains. These properties all 
are considered in poor ecological condition, as invasive species dominate both the herb 
layer and the shrub layers. This removes the area from being considered Sensitive 
Ecosystems. Very minimal native herb layer and shrub layer species occur on these 
properties. There is information indicating that there were domestic sheep in this area, 
in Ursula Jupp's book regarding the Cadboro Bay area (I have attached the quote). 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report the lack of an 
assessment of habitat, 

My Response: Habitat occurs on all properties in Saanich, whether they are dominated 
by native species or non-native species. Habitat is not one of the five inventories that 
are addressed in the EDPA. Much of my career was mapping wildlife habitat and 
providing recommendations to improve it. I strongly believe that landowners should be 
encouraged to protect and enhance areas of wildlife habitat on their properties. This 
needs to be done with education, encouragement and resources. However, wildlife 
habitat is not one of the five inventories that are within the EDPA. 
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The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report the lack of a 
complete inventory, 

I do not believe that landowners should be required to pay for a complete inventory, 
when a careful look of the properties that I have provided found a very degraded 
ecosystem dominated by invasive shrubs and dense invasive grasses. Very few 
wildflowers or other native species remain on these properties. These sites clearly are 
in poor ecological condition and as such, do not meet the criteria for Sensitive 
Ecosystems. 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report and the lack 
of acknowledgement of the known rare species in the mapped area". 

The location of the rare moss species is at 2770 Sea View Road. I have seen the lone 
tree where the rare moss occurs on private property. I have done an SEI assessment of 
2770 Sea View Road. The landowner has not submitted this report to Saanich yet. 
Within my original report for this property, I make the comment: "According to the 
Saanich GIS map, the property also supports a rare moss species which occurs on 
Garry oak trees. This occurrence should be confirmed, its viability assessed and then 
requirements on how to conserve the species by the landowner made clear by 
Saanich." We have been in touch with the local moss expert Wynne Miles and have 
asked her to become involved in an assessment. 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report that "Annual 
brome grasses" are stated to dominate throughout the area in the report, but they are 
not identified to show if any are native or invasive. 

My Response: My report actually states that: "The dominant invasive species include a 
dense cover of annual brome grasses, orchard grass, Scotch broom, and dense 
patches of Himalayan blackberry, periwinkle and English ivy. I have stated that the 
bromes are invasive. The Garry Oak Ecosystem Recovery Team (GOERT) combines 
the invasive annual bromes together, that is rigid brome and barren brome, due to 
difficulty of identification and similar ecological conditions - see 
http://www.goert.ca/documents/B.rigidus+sterilis.pdf 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report by saying: 
"Mr. Lea confuses Biogeoclimatic Ecosystem Classification standards in his report as 
being the relevant standard and that the Provincial Conservation Data Centre at-risk 
ecological communities are also a Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory determinant, which 
they are not. 

Below are comments from the Provincial Standard: Standard for Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at 
Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment. This report is the 
provincial standard for Ecosystems at Risk and Sensitive Ecosystems. This report is the 
one that Saanich Staff have told consulting biologist to follow, to do assessments for 
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Sensitive Ecosystems. The implication is that sites believed to support a Sensitive 
Ecosystem need to be self-sustaining to be considered a viable occurrence. 

• Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile 
(from Abstract) Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center (page 1) - (this statement refutes the Staff 
Report claim above) 
• "Viability is the likelihood that if current conditions remain unchanged, an 
occurrence (of an Ecosystem at Risk or Sensitive Ecosystem) will persist for a 
defined period of time, generally 20-100 years. Viability is defined in terms of 
species populations. For ecological communities, viability is more 
appropriately termed ecological integrity. The ecosystem occurrence itself 
must have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable 
future if it is to have practical conservation value. Each occurrence of a 
Sensitive Ecosystem must be assessed for practical conservation value 
(Pages 39 - 40). 
• Occurrences with the highest ecological integrity can be prioritized for 
conservation measures. (page 1) 
• The vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is considered 
an occurrence of that particular plant association (or Sensitive 
Ecosystem). (page 5) 

The Staff Report indicates that staff biologists do not agree with my report saying that: 
"Inventory methods are not consistent with the Best Management Practices for Garry 
Oak & Associated Ecosystems produced by the Garry oak Ecosystems Recovery 
Team. 

This document is not provided as a reference in the Guidelines that staff have provided 
to consulting Biologists. However, it this report indicates that "The Garry Oak 
Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak ecosystem as one with 
naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) and some semblance of the 
ecological processes and communities that prevailed before European settlement. 
These properties do not support this definition of ecosystems. Due to the predominance 
of invasive species, ecological processes and communities have been replaced by non­
natural influences. The document provides many good suggestions for inventory for a 
variety of species and species groups. I have only provided an assessment of whether 
there is a Sensitive Ecosystem on the properties, following the guidelines provided by 
Saanich staff. 

From Staff Report: "Mr. Lea's letter report generalizes about the map unit but he has not 
visited all the properties." 

I have actually carefully assessed all of the properties within this map unit, sometimes 
from adjacent properties, as I have had to determine the need for buffers, if there is a 
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Sensitive Ecosystem on an adjacent property. I have done assessment on two 
additional properties at 2766 and 2770 Sea View. However, these landowners have yet 
to submit their applications for removal. However, it appears that staff are willing to 
accept the findings of Ms. Grau, who has only viewed 5 of the affected properties and 
only from the Right-of-way. Staff are also willing to accept Dr. Hebda's comments, 
although it is unclear if he has even seen these properties. 

From Staff Report - Summary: "Staff biologists believe that the core of the ecosystem 
is intact and providing habitat". "The same area .... was evaluated as in fair to good 
condition in 2012." 

My response: It is unclear what is meant by the term "core of the ecosystem". As 
mentioned earlier, all properties in Saanich provide habitat; it is not an EDPA 
requirement. The same area was not evaluated in 2012 by Ms. Grau. As she points out 
in her report, she only evaluated the Saanich trail allowance in 2012 (page 2 under 
method). She definitely did not indicate that either the trail allowance or the adjacent 
properties were in fair to good condition. Ms; Grau implied that the ecological condition 
on the trail allowance was fair condition (40 - 75% invasive species - see page 3, 
paragraph 4). Nowhere did she provide an assessment of the condition of the subject 
properties, and she did not use the term 'good condition' anywhere that I can find in her 
report. 

From the Staff Report: "Staff observed that the Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystem 
definitely does exist". 

My Response: It is unclear at what time of year that staff viewed this property. I assume 
that it was after the application date for these properties (August 1 0 to 16, 2016). 
Despite indicating that the date that I did my assessment was inappropriate, staff did not 
indicate that the date that they made this observation and conclusion was inappropriate. 

From Staff Report - Summary: "A peer-reviewed biologist report confirms that the area 
meets the criteria of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory and is a Terrestrial Herbaceous 
ecosystem" . 

My Response: Ms. Grau's report provides information on the right-of-way from April 
2012. She did not assess the adjacent properties at the time. She did however, make 
some comments about adjacent properties. She did assess the adjacent properties in 
September 27,2016. Although my visit of these properties in May and June was not 
considered appropriate, Ms. Grau's visit and assessments in September were not 
indicated in the Staff Report as being inappropriate. Dr. Hebda's short e-mail cannot be 
considered a peer review, and I would be surprised if he would consider it to be one. It 
appears that neither Ms. Grau nor Dr. Hebda have been on any of the subject 
properties at an appropriate time of year. 
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I will address a few statements from Ms. Grau's report below. 

Ms. Grau indicated on page 3 of her report that "the main objective was to assess the 
condition of the HT (Terrestrial Herbaceous) site compared to the previous visit, 
particularly in reference to the invasive species periwinkle, English ivy, Himalayan 
blackberry and Scotch broom". She indicates that she was unable to assess 
herbaceous vegetation, as it has "dried up". She goes on to say that the "periwinkle and 
English ivy infestations noted on the path allowance four years ago have expanded and 
extended into the properties adjacent to the path". 

My response: In these statements, Ms. Grau has provided an honest assessment of 
what she has been able to see at that time of the year. The expansion of the invasive 
species from public land on to private land is concerning. However, Ms. Grau provides a 
solution in her recommendations in her report, on page 5. 

Ms. Grau indicates on page 3 of her report that "the assessment method used to 
evaluate these urban sites was a modified version of the CDC Conservation Evaluation 
Form". 

My response: These methods are different than the Saanich Staff Guidelines that have 
been provided to consulting Biologists to assess landowners' properties in Saanich. The 
results are not comparable. Ms. Grau does not even mention the provincial ecosystem 
at risk and Sensitive Ecosystem standards that the Saanich Staff guidelines say to 
follow. 

Ms. Grau, in her report on the bottom of page 4 comes to the conclusion that "The 
Tudor Ave. and Seaview Rd. falls within the description of "a relatively natural" HT site; 
ie. An HT site affected by a certain degree of invasive species, yet an HT site 
nevertheless" . 

My response: Ms. Grau comes to this conclusion by having assessed the trail allowance 
in the spring of 2012, and seeing approximately 5 properties of the over 20 in this map 
unit from a fence line for all of these properties in late September, 2016. The Staff 
Report did not indicate that Ms. Grau's "report generalizes about the map unit but she 
has not visited all the properties" as it did about my report. Ms. Grau has not been on 
any of these properties at an appropriate time of the year. She implies that they have 
significant amounts of native wildflower species underneath the dense cover of invasive 
grasses, with absolutely no evidence. She assumes that what she believes, despite 
indicating that the herb layer is "dried up", is that these sites are still relatively natural. 
The Conservation Manual for the Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory (SEI) describes 47 
different native herb species that could be found in these ecosystems when in a natural 
condition. When I assessed these properties I found that there was a very dense 
invasive grass cover throughout these properties. The shrub layer was dominated by 
invasive species and also had very few native shrubs. Many landowners have removed 
significant amount of Scotch broom and other invasive species over time. 
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The Staff Report, the report provided by Ms. Grau and the letter provided by Dr. Hebda 
all mention Restoration Potential on the properties in question. 

Restoration Potential is not mentioned in the EDPA Bylaw as a legal requirement by 
individual landowners, nor a reason the EDPA is on any particular property. There is no 
Restoration Potential ESA within the EDPA Bylaw. Restoration Potential is not one of 
the five inventories within the EDPA. It could be added, but it would cover almost all 
properties in Saanich. What would the expectation be for landowners who would have a 
Restoration Potential ESA on their properties? 

In January 25, 2011, at an Environment Advisory Committee meeting, Saanich's 
Manager of Environmental Services stated that" The Local Government Act does 
not allow us to require areas already destroyed be restored'. See link below. 

http://www.saanich.ca/living/mayor/boards/pdf/2011 IEAC/jan25minutes.pdf 
(appears to be removed from Saanich website - available from Leg. 
Services) 

The Staff Report indicates that Dr. Richard Hebda has provided a "peer report" of Ms. 
Grau's report. 

My Response: I have a lot of respect for Dr. Richard Hebda. However, the definition of 
peer review for English Language Learners is : a process by which a scholarly work 
(such as a paper or a research proposal) is checked by a group of experts in the same 
field to make sure it meets the necessary standards before it is published or accepted. I 
do not believe that his short letter is a peer review of the Grau report. I would assume 
that Dr. Hebda would not call this a peer review. As well, it appears that neither Ms. 
Grau nor Dr. Hebda have been on any or all of the properties that they are implying are 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystems. More troubling, is that neither of these 
individuals reference the use of the Guidelines that Saanich Staff have provided to 
Consulting Biologists to assess Sensitive Ecosystems in Saanich. 

Ms. Grau indicates that in other areas around Victoria that "The removal of invasive 
species allowed the re-emergence of native species typical of these ecosystems such 
as camas, shooting stars, lilies and others" and that "as has been discovered in various 
sites around Victoria, control and removal of invasive species leads to widespread 
emergence of native species" and that "Just because some species are not visible, it 
does not mean that they are not there." 

This is a commonly held premise for many Garry oak and associated ecosystems, but 
there are many locations where this just is not true. This same claim was made about 
the Alberg Family property and adjacent properties, where it was clearly untrue with no 
evidence at all. There is no evidence of very many native wildflower species on the 
Tudor Avenue/Seaview Road properties, let alone lying dormant underneath the 
invasive grasses. More camas plants, flowers and more seed heads would have been 
present when I assessed these properties. Even if they were present, the restoration 
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cost and resources required would be significant, in the $100,000 plus range for each of 
the larger properties, similar to the costs at Playfair Park, where the camas and yellow 
montane violet were known to exist under the invasive grasses. Grass specific 
herbicides would be required to remove the heavy infestations of invasive grasses on 
these properties, followed by a massive planting program of native wildflowers and 
grasses. I believe that this is an unreasonable burden for landowners, however, the 
District of Saanich working cooperatively with landowners may provide some success. 

Two comments from Richard Hebda's letter need to be refuted. 

Dr. Hebda indicates that in his opinion, Ms. Grau's classification of this area "as 
Herbaceous Terrestrial unit having restoration potential under the SEI classification is 
appropriate." 

Again, the importance of restoration potential is being discussed; this is not part of the 
EDPA Bylaw. It is to protect areas with existing ESAs, not potential ESAs. 

Dr. Hebda goes on to say that "A good indicator of this is the presence of camas, but 
also the general conditions of shallow soils in rocky outcrops and the widespread 
occurrence of Garry oaks and native shrubs. 

My response: There are only a few camas individuals on each property, or in some 
cases, no camas. There is widespread occurrence of Garry oaks, but there is not a 
widespread occurrence of native shrubs. There are some native shrubs in the right-of­
way, and at the bottom (south end) of properties that occur off Tudor Avenue, in areas 
that cannot be considered part of the Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem. 

Dr. Hebda further indicates that in his experience elsewhere that "if keystone species 
such as camas and native shrubs persist the restoration potential is very high and 
achievable despite the apparent occurrence of invasive shrubs and grasses" and goes 
on to say "in these cases removal of invasives is the key action and little replanting is 
necessary" . 

My response: Again I point out two things. Firstly, restoration potential is not the reason 
for having an ESA on a property; it is not part of the EDPA Bylaw. Secondly, there are 
no widespread occurrences of native shrubs, nor camas. Significant amounts of 
replanting would be necessary to return these properties to true Terrestrial 
Herbaceous ecosystems. This would include native wildflower species and native 
grasses. Is this what Saanich Council expects from private landowners? Remember 
that Colleen O'Brien, working in Playfair Park has been working for 5 years as a 
volunteer with approximately 5000 hours (estimated $100,000 cost) to begin restoring 
an area that truly did have significant amounts of camas and the endangered species 
yellow montane violet. 

The recommendations (on page 5) that Ms. Grau's report states is that: "the District of 
Saanich provide help to property owners to preserve these valuable SEI sites, 
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through covenants, tax relief and/or grants to help with restoration/maintenance 
costs." It goes on to say that the District of Saanich needs to act by saying that "it is 
recommended that the District of Saanich consistently uses natural restoration 
practices in areas under the District's jurisdiction ... " and that these "restoration 
activities should be used to promote the involvement of neighbouring property 
owners in the project ... ". 

I strongly agree with this stewardship approach and as I have pointed out to Council 
more than once, this will probably be the most successful means of conserving or 
enhancing Biodiversity in the district, particularly in areas where former, special 
Sensitive Ecosystems that no longer exist due to degradation by invasive species, such 
as these properties. This approach also echoes the sentiments of Saanich's OCP 
which recommends raising public awareness, gaining support, and encouraging 
citizens to conserve natural resources and restore the natural environment; 
foster and support public awareness, engagement, and participation in 
community environmental stewardship; work with private land owners to 
encourage stewardship that protects, preserves, and enhances natural systems; 
provide incentives to protect environmentally significant areas. 

If the District of Saanich continues to argue that these types of properties are still 
Sensitive Ecosystems, which they are not, they will be dooming these properties to 
even further degradation and dominance by invasive species if they expect properties 
owners to protect them. However, if they nurture the landowners to want to improve 
ecological conditions and native components on their properties, and work with them 
cooperatively, in the manner that Ms. Grau has recommended, and many others have 
recommended, we are much more likely to see successful improvement of biological 
diversity in the District. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ted Lea, RPBio. 
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d.. C()t:a D . d C:j. Sf.? Cl' \j t '~~~ 
1't;.dO>i . 

From: TONY GAGE 
To: <clerksec@saa .ca> 
Date: 2/28/20172:48 PM 
Subject: Re application to remove eight properties from EDPA 

- Page 111 
...... . Iv I-- I POST[O 

l 
COPY TO 
/NFORMAT:/O:N:--:O:------­

I REl'lYTO WItITEa 0 
1 COpy RmONSE TO lEGISLATIVE 8/VIS/CN 
, IY-of'ORT 0 f fOR _________ _ 

~ :C~OWlEDGED: 

I would like to register my view that the eight properties asking for removal from the EDPA be granted. 
would also like to object to what I perceive as the substantial overreach of the Saanich staff. 

Yours truly, 

Sent from my iPad 
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Page 1 of 1 

rIO 
Clerksec • EDPA • Support for removal of properties from the EDPA on Ten Mile Point 

, iNFORMAlION 0 I 

From: Michael Newson : REPLY TO WRlTIi/I 0 I 
To: <clerksec@saanich.ca> , COpy RESPONSE TO LEGISlATIVE BIVIS/Clj 
Date: 2/28/201710:25 AM ; ?;.~ORT 0 I 
Subject: EDPA· Support for removal of properties from the EDPA~on:.:....:.:Te:::.n:....:M.:i::.:'e~P-=o:::..in~t ___ ---1_ .:..:FO:::..A ==:::::::=======""",..~ __ 

; \CrNOWlED6ED: , 
To Whom it may concern : . --:.:.::...::::.:.=====---
RE: 

"Request for Removal from the EDPA (2785, 2801, 2811, 2821, 2825, 2831 Tudor Avenue; 2766 and 2810 Sea View Road)" 

I am adding my name and property to the group of Ten Mile Point residents applying for removal from the EDPA. 

Regardless, as an owner who is also impacted - I support their application. 

~~©~~~~[Q) 

FEB 2 8 2017 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION " 
DIS!~~CT OF~'i.~PNICH 

file:IIIC:/Users/litzenbs/AppData/LocalfTemp/XPgrpwise/58854FFDSaanichMun_... 2/28/2017 
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Page 1 

;-;'o;r "TO ...... --· -­
Clerksec - Fw: COUNCIL MEETING DATE CONFIRMATION - Request-for Removal fdJ)WfD 
the EDPA (2785,2801,2811,2821,2825,2831 Tudor Avenue; 27$SJPaW~o Sea View 
Road) : INFORMATION 0 I 

From: 
To: 

Date: 
Subject: 

CC: 

Attachments: 

Hello, 

I ~~T [J lATlVE BIVIS/CN I fOR _________ _ 

Kevin Cuddihy 
Mayor <mayor@saanich.ca>, F 
Pl. .. 

! REPLY TO \WIllER 0 /' 

aynes <fred.haY~~nieh.sa>i Colin i 

2/24/20175:34 PM 
Fw: COUNCIL MEETING DATE CONFIRMATION - Request for Removal from 
the EDPA (2785,2801,2811,2821,2825,2831 Tudor Avenue; 2766 and 2810 
Sea View Road) 
Susan Brice <susan.brice@saanich.ca>, Dean Murdock 
<dean.murdock@saanich ... 
Sea View Road and Tudor Avenue.pdf; blob.jpg 

For any of you who would like to visit my property regarding my EDPA removal application, I 
would like to re-extend the invitation from last year now that we have a confirmed date of March 
6th to go before Council. My schedule is quite flexible, though some notice would be helpful so 
I can try and have my biologist on site as well. 

I would like to highlight one factual inconsistency in the Staff report which states, "The applicant 
did not give authorization for Saanich staff to visit any of the properties." In fact, every form said 
to contact the owner to discuss. In the seven months Staff has had the application, I am not 
aware of any contact. 

[R]~©~DW~[Q) 
FEB 2 7 2017 

LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
--~!S2LQE.§,l\AN/CH 

file:IIIC:/Usersllitzenbs/AppData/LocallTempIXPgrpwise/58B41 D60SaanichMun_... 2/27/2017 
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March 6, 2017 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

Re: Removal of Tudor and Seaview properties from the EDPA 

U1 1L.1I 

~dmll'\lstrato! 
Media ----------

[RS~©~Ow~[Q) 

MAR 06 2017 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTR.ICT OF SAANICH 

The community of Saanich has expressed interest in continuing to protect and restore habitats that 

support native species of plants, animals and addressing threats to biodiversity such as invasive plants; 

and protecting and restoring rare and endangered species habitats and ecosystems, particularly those 

associated with Garry Oak ecosystems (OCP 2008). According to the 2015 annual report, the number of 

volunteer hours (13,652) for invasive plant removal in Parks is much higher than any other volunteer 

activity including Block Watch (1061 hours) or Emergency Planning (3579 hours). 

In making past decisions on removing properties from the EDPA, while a review of this bylaw is 

conducted, Mayor and Council have provided their thoughts prior to voting. Factors that have been 

considered include impact of the EDPA on property values, financial legacies, peace of mind for property 

owners and making decisions consistent with the way the EDPA is currently written. These factors 

appear to outweigh the public interest expressed in the OPC and various LAPs to protect and restore 

habitats, particularly those associated with Garry Oak ecosystems. 

The lower weight given to the public interest in rare and endangered ecosystems, plants and wildlife has 

been given support by a series of reports prepared by one Registered Professional Biologist (RPBio) who 

is assessing the properties for the landowners under exemption #14. It has become easy to default to 

the rationale "Well the EDPA has an exemption which says if a property owner hires a consultant and 

they say it is not a significant ecosystem, then it should not be in. That's the way the EDPA is written 

now and we have to make decisions on how it is written now and not how it may change in the future." 

However the EDPA is not written that way. It says: 

Exemption #14 allows for a professional to refine boundaries of an Environmentally Significant Area and 

potentially proceed without and Environmental Development Permit if a development proposal is shown 

to be outside of the Environmentally Sensitive Areas. 

Exemption #14 only applies if the applicant has requested a development permit. The applicant has 

not requested a development permit. 

I hope that you will give serious consideration to the detailed peer-reviewed report prepared by Moraia 

Grau MSc on these properties, the opportunities for restoring the Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 

Ecosystem and the Conservation Data Centre's (CDC) records of a rare plant species (Twisted Oak Moss) 

within the mapped Terrestrial Herbaceous area. The CDC notes "that relative to others in BC, this is a 

large population over a large area "with good estimated viability". 

The consultant for the applicant did not acknowledge known rare species in the area even though it is 

one of the requirements as per the Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 

Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, 

Resources Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006. This document describes the 

following steps for the biologist, which includes this important first step: 

• Compile existing known information (e.g. CDC element occurrences, COF TEM products, SEI 

mapping, etc.). 
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On January 9th, I attended a delegation presentation by Domenico Lannidinardo, MBA, RPF, RPBio,PEng, 

the president of the Association of Professional Biologists. The purpose of his presentation was to 

outline what Council should expect from RPBios. 

To do this, he presented an overview of the College's Principles of Stewardship. The College of Applied 

Biology defines stewardship as: the management of impacts on ecological systems and their 

components with the goal of maintaining resilient ecosystems into the future. He emphasized into the 

future for the wellbeing of future generations. He highlighted three Stewardship principles: 

• Minimize harm, improve and enhance 

Harm to the ecosystem is minimized when opportunities are sought to maintain, improve or 

enhance ecosystem function 

• Assess alternatives 

Alternate management strategies are weighed over a range of spatial and temporal scales by 

considering reasonably foreseeable outcomes, consequences, combined incremental effects of 

environmental change or disturbance, and risks and uncertainties 

• Maintain future options 

Future options are maintained for managing ecosystem values over a range of spatial and 

temporal scales 

The 2009 document Managing Species at Risk in British Columbia Guidance for Resource Professionals is 

a Memorandum of Understanding prepared by the College of Applied Biologists and Registered 

Professional Foresters. With respect to public interest the document states: 

A resource professional should attempt to factor in the public interest, although it will often be more 
practical and pragmatic to assume public interest supports sound stewardship of land and resources, 
particularly species at risk. That assumption is supported by the laws that regulate resource professions. 
It is a legislated purpose of the College of Applied Biology to uphold the principles of stewardship of 
aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems and biological resources. 

Based on Domenico Lannidinardo's presentation, are you receiving what you might expect from a 

consulting RPBio for the property owners? Other well- qualified professionals are providing detailed 

information on the properties. I hope you will take it into consideration. Exemption #14 does not apply 

without a development permit. 

In conclusion, I urge you to consider Option (1) and if not Option (3). There don't seem to be any 

negative impacts for the owners with respect to property values or financial legacies (as per Rollo 

report) nor any restrictions on their current use of the property. There is a significant risk for an 

endangered plant and a sensitive ecosystem if Option 2 is chosen. 

Regards, 

Lynn Husted 
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(3/6/2017) Clerksec - Regarding the application to remove the EDPA from the r PUST TO 
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COPY TO _________ _ 

P)(\~~s\ta\O\ ItJFORrnATION 0 
p..O~\ I REPlY TO wr.lT6a 0 

From: Manwale ~~eo\a. 1 COPY RfSPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE 81VIS/0II 
___ ~ i ~¥Oin 0 

To: <clerksec@saanich.ca> ____ I FOR 

CC: <council@saanich.ca> I -----------

Date: 3/6/20172:38 PM L:~1N_0\-:.V..::lE:.:.D6=E:.:D:.::=====::;:::======:::-
Subject: Regarding the application to remove the EDPA from the properties at 2785, 2801, 2811, 
2821, 2825, 2831 Tudor Avenue 2766, 2810 Sea View Road coming before Council on March 6th" 

Hello, 
I live at Tudor Avenue and am interested in the application to remove the above properties from the 
EDPA. I am very familiar with these properties from my daily walks and can confirm that they are 
over-run with invasive species that would not be amenable to removal in any practical sense. 
As such I do not feel that they warrant staying in the EDPA and I support the motion to remove them from 
the EDPA. 

Dr. Jason Wale 
_ Tudor Ave. 
Vi BC 
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Page 1 of 3 

Clerksec - Meeting tonight 

From: Adams Gordon 
To: <mayor@saani 
Date: 3/6/2017 11 :23 AM 
Subject: Meeting tonight 

Dear Mayor Attwell and all Saanich councillors 

Please deliver and read before tonight's meeting 

Re: Public Hearing -March 6th 2017 

How easy is it to grow Oak Trees 

Really easy 

After having a sandwich on the golf course in September, 

I decided to pickup a couple of hands full ofacomsand see if it was easy to grow Oak Trees. 

I planted about 6 at first and four of them grew. In November I realized that several of the acorns were rooting 
in the bag which I had thrown in the garage. ( the cracked ones the best) 
I planted about seven of them and so far five have grown. 

Out of approximately 13 to 15 acoms I now have 9 baby trees. 

One was injured in transplanting but is still growing. 

I will donate these to Saanich in about 6 months or earlier if need be. You can put them in one of your 
hundreds of parks. 
Maybe you could grow your own instead of Maple treesll After all Saanich Oaks are "not" going to live foreverllil would willing 10 collect some of the acoms 
next fall. 

My point is, support the families wanling to be removed from the stringent rules of the EDPA and start your 
own Audubon's in the hundreds of parks in Saanich. It is time to listen to the 
constituents that voted for you. It is nice to be nice. 0 

From Pam Adams 

" Shore Way 

Saanich -Please excuse the bold letters. Not sure how that happened 
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Page 1 of 1 

Clerksec - FW: Re Edpa Application for 2810 Sea View Rd. CDPVTQ 

From: 
To: 

Date: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

iVI 

"Ian Izard" MP~;y RHPONSE TOOGISLATIVE BIVISION 
REPtY TO W/!ITEI 0 I 

"Dean Murdoch" <Dean.Murdock@saanich.ca>,tFrem_H_a ..... y""""n'-l::e:,:::fS_" _____ _ 
<Haynes@saanich.... ACf1t/o\VLED6ED' , 
3/4/20174:54 PM '--..:.::.::.:.:' ====:::::::-:--, 
FW: Re Edpa Application for 2810 Sea View Rd. 
P1040715.JPG; P1040714.JPG 

My wife Daphne and I have applied to cancel the EDPA designation and associated buffer as it applies to our 
property. We have applied through the appropriate process and engaged a professional to do a report all of 
which is on file. The report recommends removal. 

We have lived here for 34 years and have taken pains to improve the cultivated area of our property and also 
acted as stewards for the unplanted area. 

A major consideration for us is the problem of invasive species being allowed to thrive on the municipal road 
allowance of Cadboro View Rd. alongside our westerly boundary. We are under constant assault from Ivy, Vinca, 
Broom and Privet. Several years ago we bought a heavy duty broom puller and were able to remove the broom 
from our property, only to have it return from seed transfer from the road allowance. We removed 5 trailer 
loads of Privet but it is also reseeded from the grove on the road allowance. The Vinca and Ivy cannot be kept 
out as they crawl through and over our fence. 

I have attached 2 photos taken on Feb. 28 2017, which speak louder than words and also show beyond the fence 
the area which is EDPA and buffer. The species in the picture are a mixture of Vinca, Ivy and Privet. You will note 
also the dead oak trees of which I counted 7 which appear to be on the road allowance in the adjacent area. 
This is not a pristine habitat. 

[RS~©~~W~[Q) 
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March 6, 2017 

Mayor and Members of Saanich Council 
Municipality of Saanich 
770 Vernon Ave 
Victoria, BC V8X 2W7 

GARY MORRISON 
_ McAnally Rd 

Re. Application of 8 properties on Tudor and Sea View for removal of EDPA 

I support the removal of these properties from the EDPA and I would like to know why staff is pushing 
Council to revisit the Screech application even though on November 14,2016 Council approved sending 
it to a Public Hearing. 

If the Municipality, as represented by you, truly wants to achieve the environmental objectives then it 
needs to stop alienating property owners and needs to seek collaboration. I, too, as a property owner 
and as a Lifetime Member of the Sierra Club for close to SO years and a contributor to the Nature 
Conservancy, would like to maintain a healthy environment but the EDPA is not going to perpetuate the 
flora the municipality seeks to preserve. The affected property owners who perceive the EDPA 
restrictions will negatively impact property values and who fear more restrictions in the future are not 
likely to encourage growth of native species by either cultivating those plants or even saving the 
volunteer seedlings of Garry Oaks. Those volunteer seedlings will likely be treated as weeds and 
removed. The result will ultimately be that the native species will not be able to regenerate or 
propagate to replace older or dying generations. The EDPA is a disincentive, not an incentive, to 
property owners to assist environmental protection. You need the property owners on-side. 

By imposing arbitrary buffer zones without scientific justification, which has reduced the buildable area 
of properties, by applying the rules inconsistently, particularly in denying the professional opinions of 
registered biologists while accepting opinions of non-registered biologists who have never attended the 
properties, and by allowing staff to attend meetings with and to influence what are supposed to be 
independent consultants, you assail what constitutes good governance. Will the Municipality now reject 
professional opinions of architects, engineers, lawyers, financiers, or doctors to suit its wishes in both 
the public and private arena? To be successful you need to take a balanced approach to regain the trust 
of property owners and to encourage them to collaborate with the Municipality to achieve the stated 
environmental goals. Environmental stewardship is important but you cannot be so myopic as to ignore 
the social and economic needs of property owners. It is time for Council to develop some empathy for 
the affected property owners. 

The uncertainty these circumstances create for the real estate market will at some point have an impact 
on valuations when enough potential buyers understand and realize the implications, contrary to what 
staff represents in its jawboning and in its attempts to down-play the potential impacts on the market. 
Market prices for any assets, including real estate, are set at the margins where uncertainty and 
perceptions playa substantial role. Prices are not set at the mean or the median. This is elementary 
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economics, unless you plan on discrediting centuries of academic work in that field. The huge inflation 
in property values recently has disguised the pricing impact but if you analyze the effect on real 
inflation-adjusted opportunity costs that the EDPA has on Saanich properties compared to similar 
properties in other municipalities that have not imposed similarly onerous conditions, you may find 
some statistical impact, if not now, then certainly in the future when people become more aware of the 
situation. Furthermore, inflation may fool new buyers for a short period of time because they do not 
have complete information but in the long run those buyers will learn the real impact and will more than 
likely choose to avoid the market. This is also classic economic analysis. The Rollo report took a pass on 
the subject and simply stated that there was insufficient data to make a conclusion about the effect on 
property values. It even failed to mention the unique EDPA restrictions that Saanich instituted with its 
large buffer zones, which are unlike the other municipalities it cited. The Rollo report did note that 
Saanich's EDPA differs from other jurisdictions in that it applies to long established neighbourhoods, 
whereas other jurisdictions apply their EDPAs to new development. 

Governments have never been particularly effective at regulating or controlling environmental 
conditions. Saanich has done an unremarkable job dealing with the safety hazard produced by the 
overpopulation of deer that are so malnourished that they try to fill their guts with box hedges that take 
more energy to digest than they provide. Saanich has also done an unremarkable job maintaining the 
parks and their native species. Why would the EDPA be any more effective in Saanich's dealings with 
property owners? 

At the November 14, 2016 Council Meeting I distinctly heard the assertion from Council that the 
Municipality was trying to establish corridors to assist environmental preservation. Although the theory 
may be scientifically sound, any restrictions or laws, such as the EDPA, used to establish those corridors 
imply the creation of a right of way, which has a cost. That is a real cost which is being imposed upon 
and borne by the affected property owners for the benefit of the Municipality and the rest of the 
residents. Many affected property owners view that as a taking and certainly not tenable under any 
Doctrine of Fairness. 

A number of property owners have accepted the opinions and statements of staff and the populist 
environmental position, which are based more on wishful thinking than on critical thought. From my 
observations at various council meetings dealing with the EDPA, it would appear that there are more 
affected owners who object to the imposition of the EDPA. I think that most of those property owners 
who object to the EDPA do have similar interests in preserving the environment and already act as 
conscientious stewards in order to preserve their lifestyles and the values of their properties. It would 
be more productive if the municipality provided incentives and education so that the property owners 
can voluntarily contribute to a collaborative effort. 

It is instructive to note that B.C's neighbour to the south, Washington, has never had a bottle or 
container deposit, unlike B.C., but the state and Seattle have consistently ranked in the top two or three 
for recycling in the U.S. for decades as a result of education and incentives. Are the residents of Saanich 
so much less environmentally aware than the residents of Seattle that the local government needs to 
impose its heavy hand and the associated costs? 

Sincerely, 
Gary Morrison 
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RE: Support 
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Council - RE: Support 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

< .ca> 
3/6/2017 12:45 PM 
RE: Support 

Page 1 of 1 

I totally support the 8 EDPA applications to opt out of the program as, in accordance with expert 
appraisal, there are no Ecological Sensitive Areas on the properties. 

Walter Jackson 

Deo Volente 
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Council - EDPA review 

From: 
To: 

Date: 
Subject: 

Ben KerrL...-__ ~ ______ ----I 
<mayor@saanich.ca>, <Dean.Murdock@saanich.ca>, 
<Vicki. Sanders@saanich.ca ... 
3/6/2017 12:25 PM 
EDPA review 

Page 1 of 1 

Attachments: Draft Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries (yellow) (1 ).doc; EDPA 
removal March 6.docx 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

Please find attached a letter concerning the EDPA removal applications you will be considering 
tonight. 

Thank you, 

Ben 

Ben Kerr, P .Ag. 

CEO and Senior Water Scientist 

Direc "'""'-----_ ..... 
Emai 

@ FOUNDRY 
SPATIAL 
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March 6, 2017 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I do not support the removal application for the properties on Tudor and Seaview Rd. on the following 

basis: 

1. Saanich has provided a document, 'Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive 

Ecosystem Inventory Polygons in the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29)'. In this 

document, guidance is provided including describing steps for the biologist: 

"This document describes the following steps for the biologist: 

• Compile existing known information (e.g. CDC element occurrences, CDF TEM products, SEI 

mapping, etc) 

• Aerial photo interpretation utilizing the most current imagery 

• Field sampling using the following forms: 

o Site Visit Form (FS 1333) 

o Conservation Evaluation Form (condition, landscape context which is still natural 

• Identification of ecosystem type (based on field sampling)" 

The biologist report does not include any of the above information 

2. The guidelines also specify the need for a Secondary Assessment, as follows: 

"While most local terrestrial ecologists will be familiar with the SEI types, difficulties arise when 

ecosystems are small, disturbed, or urbanized. A methodlology and documentation is needed in 

order to validate recommended changes. If an area is considered an SEI polygon, a secondary 

assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term conservation value for Saanich. Within 

the scope of SEI, Saanich's ecosystems are disturbed by a variety of factors and located within a 

densely populated region. The biologist must consider and report on the criteria (page 3) which 

have been adapted from the CDC's Conservation Evaluation Form (found in Standard for 

Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia) in consultation with provincial and federal 

representatives. The methodology was further developed by our consultant wile working on our 

ESA Mapping project in 2012. Any suggestions for improvement are welcome. 

Reporting 

A report can be submitted to the Manager of Environmental Services for consideration. The 

report should include completed forms, field notes, and a sketch map if changes are proposed. 

The final recommendation of the biologist should be based on the methodology plus any ofther 

ecological factors that the biologist feels are significant, such as wildlife habitat. Please note that 

Saanich Council has adopted the EDPA atlas and any proposed changes must be scientifically 

supportable yet sensitive to the context of urban ecology and community values." 

The biologist has not considered and reported on the required criteria as described in the 
Conservation Value Assessment. 

The biologist has not submitted forms, field notes or sketch maps to sUPPQd:..aJjL\4U:OI~~~~:;-':::-::::-"1 
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It is impossible to comment on the scientific validity of the biologist report in the absence of 
any supporting information such as field notes, sketch maps or other information. 

Saanich has enacted a bylaw and provided guidance concerning its implementation, including guidelines 

for verifying and defining boundaries of sensitive ecosystems as referenced in this letter. The bylaw and 

guidance are ostensibly made in the interest of Saanich as a whole. 

The manner in which Council is approaching the professional reliance model is very concerning. 

Statements have been made by several councillors in the consideration of previous EDPA removal 

requests indicating that they believed they had no right to question a biologist's report. 

The professional reliance model employed elsewhere by governments always include the capability for 

the government to review and evaluate material submitted by a QEP. The BC Ombudsperson provides a 

review of the challenges of using a professional reliance model in environmental protection in a 2014 

review (https://bcombudsperson.ca/sites/default/files/Public%20Report%20No%20-

%20S0%20Striking%20a%20Balance.pdf). 

This document provides substantial insight into the issue before you. You will find that the role of public 

servants in the professional reliance model is to monitor compliance by professionals with statutory or 

regulatory requirements. If you are pressed for time you may find the introduction from the 

ombudsperson, the executive summary, and the recommendations sufficient. 

Saanich should receive objective review of submitted reports by QEPs, to determine whether they meet 

the requirements as prescribed. I have, at the start of this letter, demonstrated clear and concrete 

deficiencies in these reports compared to the guidance provided by Saanich. If Council is to make a 

decision based on the material submitted by the consulting biologist for this evenings application, I 

believe that such a decision would be made in bad faith. 

To take Saanich out of the context, if this were a provincial government decision regarding a pipeline 

application, and the province decided to accept a proponent's QEP report as opposed to a similarly 

qualified public servant's, would that be a decision made in the best interest of the province? 

I urge you to support staff and the recommended option 1. 

Yours truly, 

(original signed) 

Ben Kerr, P.Ag. 

_ Ireland Court 

Attachment: Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons 

in the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29) 
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Background 

Environmental Services 

Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of 
Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons 

In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29) 

In order to qualify for an exemptions 13, 14, and/or 15; or to assist in meeting the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (EDPA) guidelines, a report should be completed by a Registered Professional 
Biologist or other appropriate professional approved by Saanich. This document provides guidelines to assist 
in completing reports that meet expectations, as well as identifying key publications that should be used. 
Biologists are encouraged to contact Saanich Environmental Services before undertaking any work. 

The EDPA Atlas includes the Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory (SEI), Conservation Data Centre at risk element 
occurrences, the marine backshore, isolated wetlands and watercourses, and wildlife trees. These guidelines 
address SEI mapping only. To see the atlas, guidelines and other useful information, please see 
http://www.saanich.calliving/naturallplanningledpa.html . 

The SEI inventory is a ProvinciallFederal initiative produced in 1998. It is recognized that the inventory is 
incomplete and accuracy can be improved in some locations, either due to changes in the landscape or errors 
in aerial photo interpretation. The Disturbance Mapping product updated many SEI polygons and identified 
areas of disturbance between the time of initial mapping and 2002. 

When SEI mapping was first produced, standards and criteria were under development. However, the 2006 
Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia included applicable mapping and reporting 
standards used in Terrestrial and Predictive Ecosystem, and added many more Sensitive Ecosystems Classes 
and Subclasses. In order to recommend changing a SEI boundary or potentially eliminating/adding an SEI 
polygon, the same standards must be met. 

Reference Documents 
Understanding which standards, forms, and other factors to use may be confusing. The best documents to use 
to understand the standards are: 

I. Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

This document describes the following steps for the biologist: 
• Compile existing known information (e.g. CDC element occurrences, CDF TEM products, SEI 

mapping, etc) 
• Aerial Photo Interpretation utilizing the most current imagery 
• Field Sampling using the following forms: 

o Site Visit Form (FS 1333) 
http://www.for.goy.bc.calhre/becweb/Downloads/Downloads FormslFS 1333 20lI .pdf 

o Conservation Evaluation Form (condition, landscape context which is still natural; 
http://www.env.gov.bc.calcdc/documents/Cons Eval Form Aug09.pdf 

• Identification of ecosystem type (based on field sampling) 
• Evaluate each ecological community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which 

class and subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any. 

3/6/2017 
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• Reporting (as per 1-6 of section 2.11 of document #1) 

2. Field manual for describing terrestrial ecosystems. -- 2nd ed. (Land management handbook, 
0229-1622; 25) BC Ministry of Forests and Range, B.C. Ministry of Environment, 2010. 

3. Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and GulfIslands 1993 - 1997, 
Volume 2: Conservation Manual, Pacific and Yukon Region 2000, Canadian Wildlife Service 
Technical Report Series Number 345, 2000. For More information: http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/seil 

This document describes the ecosystems for identification (see page 4). Please see the original document for 
complete information. 

Secondary Assessment 
While most local terrestrial ecologists will be familiar with the SEI types, difficulties arise when ecosystems 
are small, disturbed, or urbanized. A methodology and documentation is needed in order to validate 
recommended changes. If an area is considered an SEI polygon, a secondary assessment is needed to 
determine a practical, long-term conservation value for Saanich. Within the scope of SEI, Saanich's 
ecosystems are disturbed by a variety of factors and located within a densely populated region. The biologist 
must consider and report on the criteria (page 3) which have been adapted from the CDC's Conservation 
Evaluation Form (found in Stalldardfor Mapping Ecosystems at Risk ill British Columbia) in consultation 
with provincial and federal representatives. The methodology was further developed by our consultant while 
working on our ESA Mapping project in 2012. Any suggestions for improvements to the methodology are 
welcome. 

Reporting 
A report can be submitted to the Manager of Environmental Services for consideration. The report should 
include completed forms, field notes, and a sketch map if changes are proposed. The final recommendation 
of the biologist should be based on the methodology plus any other ecological factors that the biologist feels 
are significant, such as wildlife habitat. Please note that Saanich Council has adopted the EDPA atlas and any 
proposed changes must be scientifically supportable yet sensitive to the context of urban ecology and 
community values. 

Contact Information 
If you have any questions, please contact Adriane Pollard, Manager of Environmental Services 
Planning Department, District of Saanich, 770 Vernon A venue, Victoria, BC V8X 2W7 
Adriane.pollard@saanich.ca 
Phone: 475-5494, ext 3556 Fax: 475-5430 

3/6/2017 
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Excellent 
- Score 4 

Good­
Score 3 

Fair­
Score 2 

Poor-

I Score 1 

I 

Good-
Score 3 

Fair-
Score 2 

Poor-
Score 1 

Excellent-
Score 4 

Good-
Score 3 

Fair­
Score 2 

Conservation Value Assessment 

Landscape context , 

The surrounding landscape has <25% fragmentation due to roads, urban areas, and rural 
settlements, and no recent industrial activity. Site occurs within a larger landscape with 
some formal protection status or protected by conservation covenants. 

- --------1 
Up to 50% of the surrounding landscape is fragmented. The larger landscape context 

I 

provides some protection from anthropogenic disturbance, although changes to natural 
disturbance regimes exist (fire suppression; flooding control). 

--------------------------~ 
More than 50% of the surrounding landscape is fragmented and affected by 
anthropogenic influences. Development may currently affect the ecosystem's existence. 

Less than 15% of the surrounding landscape consists of natural or semi-natural 
vegetation, or the ecosystem is completely isolated from natural areas and protected 
areas. 

Condition (C) 

Minor cover of exotic species occur in the site «10%). Forested ecological communities 
are climax vegetation. The community may have minor internal fragmentation «5%). 
Wetland and riparian communities have natural hydrology regimes. No artificial structures 
occur at the site. 

Some cover of exotic species (10 - 40%). Forested ecological communities may be late 
seral vegetation. Wetland and riparian communities have largely natural hydrology 
regimes. There could be moderate internal fragmentation «25%). 

Significant cover of exotic species (40 - 75%). Forested ecological communities typically 
are young seral vegetation after anthropogenic disturbance. There may be significant 
alterations of hydrology regime in wetlands and riparian ecological communities . There is 
moderate internal fragmentation «25%). 

Exotic species dominate a vegetation layer or may total >75%. Significant anthropogenic 
disturbance, such as removal of soil material or vegetation. There are significant 
alterations to the hydrology regime in wetlands and riparian ecosystems. High internal 
fragmentation (>25%), presence of artificial structures or barriers. 

Restoration potential (R) 

The natural species, soils and disturbance regime are mostly intact, only a minor control 
of invasive species is needed. 

The natural species, soils and disturbance regime are present, but sustained invasive . . 
species work IS needed to achieve restoration. 

Alterations to the natural disturbance regime require major work. The removal of invasive 
species will leave major portions of exposed soil, requiring plantings. Many years of work 
will be needed, to achieve a complete natural appearance. 

j 

I 

~----------------------------------------------------------------- -- . 
Poor­
Score 1 

3/6/2017 

Soils and vegetation were removed, and site is dominated by alien invasive species. Site 
may be affected permanently. 
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Summary of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Classifications for Saanich 

CB Coastal Bluff 
General Description: rocky shorelines with grasslands, rocky shorelines with mosses, vegetated rocky islets 
that are dominated by grasses, forbs, mosses and lichens; beginning at the water's edge to the lands above the 
high tide mark. 
Types: CB and CB:cl (coastal cliffs) 
Soils: Thin to no soils. Glacial outwash deposits. Usually sand to sandy-loam, often with high salinity 
Vegetation: Adapted to hostile environmental conditions such as salt-spray from crashing waves, winds, 
storms and heat. CB lack continuous vegetation cover over their entire landforms; the remainder is exposed 
bedrock. May be interspersed with other SEI ecosystems such as HT, WD, OF, and SV. 
Common Plants: Garry Oak, Arbutus, Douglas-fir, native roses, Oceanspray, Salal, Stonecrops, licorice fern, 
native onions, Harvest Brodiaea, moses, lichens, Scotch Broom. 

SV Sparsely Vegetated 
General Description: Discontinuous vegetation interspersed with bare sand, gravel, or exposed bedrock. 
Landforms are often in a dynamic state of change due to factors such as water level changes, sediment 
deposition, sediment erosion and mass wasting. 
Types: SV:sd (coastal sand dunes); SV:sp (coastal sand and gravel spits); SV:cl (inland cliffs and bluffs) 
Soils: in formative years, a lack of distinct soil horizons and organic layers; shallow soils, well drained 
Vegetation: newly- and slowly-developing plant communities that are formed by species adapted to hostile 
environmental conditions, low diversity but specialized, often stunted. Usually interspersed with other SEI 
ecosystems such as HT: ro and OF. 
Common Plants: Dune Grass, Beach Pea, Common Strawberry, Yellow Sand Verbena, Grasses and Mosses. 
Cliffs can have trees and shrubs such as Garry Oak, Arbutus, Douglas-fir, native roses, kinnikinnick, and 
ferns. 

HT Terrestrial Herbaceous 
General Description: open wildflower meadows and grassy hilltops with herbs-grasses and forbs-and 
mosses and lichens; outside the salt spray zone near shorelines; summits of local hills and mountains. 
Types: HT (grass-forb dominated areas with less than 10% tree cover and less than 20% shrub cover); HT:ro 
(grass-forb areas interspersed with rocky outcrops); and HT:sh (grass-forb areas with more than 20% shrub 
cover). 
Soils: shallow and rapidly draining 
Vegetation: predominantly herbaceous vegetation, continuous except where interspersed with bare rock 
outcrops, minimal tree and shrub cover. When found near shorelines, there may be an overlap with species 
common to the coastal bluff ecosystem, or may be interspersed with other SEI ecosystems such as WD, OF, 
and older second growth forest. May also include moisture-loving species in seepage areas and vernal pools. 
Common Plants: Garry Oak, Arbutus, Douglas-fir, Shore Pine, Oceanspray, Snowberry, Stonecrop, Sea 
Blush, Fawn Lily, Satin Flower, Camas, Miner's Lettuce, grasses, and many mosses. 

WNWetiand 
General Description: Characterized by daily, seasonal, or year-round water, either at or above the surface, or 
within the root zone of plants. Wetlands are mosaics of several wetland classes, and many are transitional 
between more than one wetland class. 
Types: WN:bg (bog), WN:fn (fen), WN:ms (marsh, including coastal salt and estuarine marshes), WN: sp 
(swamp), WN:sw (shallow water), and WN:wm (wet meadow). 

3/6/2017 
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Soils: Wetlands are generally divided into peatlands (bog, fen) and mineral wetlands. 
Vegetation: Plant communities are adapted to wet conditions; some are tolerant of complete submergence 
whereas others depend on drier conditions during the summer growing season. 
Common Plants (peat) : Shore Pine, Western Hemlock, Western Red Cedar, Labrador Tea, Hardhack, Salal, 
Sedges, Mosses. 
Common Plants (minerai) : Western Red Cedar, Alder, Pacific Crabapple, Willows, Red-osier Dogwood, 
Salmonberry, Skunk Cabbage, ferns, sedges, cattail, reed canary grass, pondweeds, mosses 

RI Riparian 
General Description: Adjacent to lakes, streams, and rivers, where increased soil moisture supports plant 
communities and soils distinct from surrounding terrestrial areas. Commonly linear corridors. Includes 
gullies which may not be associated with surface water flow, but maintain moist soil conditions. Width may 
vary from a few metres to greater than 100 metres. Narrow bands of streamside forest surrounded by 
agricultural fields and disturbed urban stream corridors were not typically included as riparian ecosystems. 
Types: 
RI:l (Sparselbryoid-moss and lichen dominated, <10% treed, <20% shrub/herb) 
RI:2 (Herb-herb dominated, <20% shrub, <10% treed) 
RI:3 (Shrub/herb->20% shrub, <10% treed) 
Pole/sapling RI:4 (Trees> 10m tall, densely stocked; shaded understorey) , 
Young forest RI:5 (Uniform aged trees, generally less than 80 years old, dense understorey) 
Mature forest RI:6 (Layered canopy, generally 80 to more than 200 years old, well developed understorey) 
Old Forest RI:7 (Trees >250 years old, structurally complex, snags, coarse woody debris) 
Soils: Gravel, silt, cobble bars, rocky, to rich organic soils. 
Common Plants: Red Alder, Western Redcedar, Bigleaf Maple, Western Hemlock, willows, Red-osier 
Dogwood, Salmonberry, Indian Plum, ferns, mosses, 

WDWoodland 
General Description: Open deciduous forests of Garry oak, mixed stands of Arbutus and Douglas-fir, or pure 
stands of Trembling Aspen. Most occur on rocky knolls, south facing slopes, and ridges where summer soil 
moisture is low and shallow soils are common. Trembling Aspen woodlands are an exception, and are 
typically associated with moist, rich sites. Mature big-leaf maple may also be the dominant tree species. 
Typically interspersed with other SEI ecosystems such as CB and HT. 
Types: 
Garry Oak Woodlands (open oak woodlands and meadows, as well as more densely forested oak/conifer 
plant associations) 
Common Plants: Garry Oak, Douglas-fir, Arbutus, Oceanspray, Snowberry, Camas, Spring Gold, Satin­
flower, ferns, mosses, grasses. 
Arbutus-Douglas-fir WoodLands (dry sites with rocky, nutrient-poor soils; typically arbutus with Garry oak 
and Douglas-fir) 
Common Plants: Arbutus, Douglas-fir, Garry Oak, Dull Oregon Grape, Salal, Snowberry, mosses. 
Trembling Aspen Woodlands (common on disturbed sites with moist soils) 
Common Plants: Trembling Aspen, Black Hawthorne, Hardhack, Indian-plum, Snowberry. 
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OF Older Forest 
General Description: Conifer-dominated forests with an average tree age of 100 years or greater. 
Types: OF:co (coniferous stands with less than 15 percent deciduous trees); OF: mx (mixed coniferous­
deciduous stands in which deciduous trees occupied more than 15 percent of the canopy). OF has three 
prominent characteristics: large live trees, large standing dead trees, and large fallen trees. In Saanich, the 
biogeoC\imatic subzone is the Coastal Douglas-fir, moist maritime subzone (CDFmm). 
Soils: varied 
Vegetation. Douglas-fir is the dominant tree on drier sites. On sites with higher precipitation and moister soil 
conditions, western redcedar is more common 
Common Plants: Douglas-fir, grand fir, and western redcedar, seedlings, Ocean Spray, Salal, Sword Fern, 
lichens, mosses. 
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From: 
To: 
CC: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Kate L.-________ ..... 

<mayor@saanich.ca>, <Dean.Murdock@saanich.ca>, <VickLSanders@saanich.ca ... 
Saanich EDPA 
3/6/2017 10:59~A~M~------....,j 
Applications for removal from EDPA 

I will attend the Council of the Whole tonight in support of the properties that are requesting to be 
removed from the EDPA bylaw as it is being interpreted and implemented. However, I think it is an 
outrage that so much time (over 3 years) has been taken up by Council and Staff and property owners on 
this subject and it still seems be no closer to resolution. Get with it! Do we have to wait for the next 
municipal election??? 
Sincerely, Kate Insley, Saanich resident 

[Rj~©~O~@:[g 
MAR 06 2017 
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Page 1 of 1 

Clerksec - Fwd: EDPA REMINDER: MONDAY, MARCH 6TH, 7:00PM - COMMITTEE OF 
THE WHOLE 

From: 
To: 

Date: 
Subject: 

CC: 

Carol Ludg atea.:--:-__ ----:::_----:-~_:__"'7""":;; 
<mayor@saanich.ca>, <Dean. 
<Vicki . Sanders@saanich.ca ... 
3/6/2017 10:19 AM 
Fwd: EDPA REMINDER: MONDAY, MARCH 6TH, 7:00PM - COMMITTEE OF THE 
WHOLE 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

We are unable to attend the March 6th Council meeting and would like to voice our strong 
support for the eight applications for removal from the EDPA from the eight properties on 
Tudor and Seaview. 

Yours sincerely, 

Carol and Charles Ludgate 
_ Vantreight Drive, Victoria 

• 

This email was sent to 
""-----~---I 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Saanich Citizens for a Responsible EDPA Society . Victoria, BO Canada 

~~©~~W~[Q) 

MAR 0 6 2017 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Atwell: 

<mayor@saanich.ca> 
3/6/20179:41 AM 
EDPA removal applications, CotW, March 6th 

I wish to support the applications to remove the Tudor/Seaview 
properties from the EDPA atlas. 

Carol Davidson. 
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I (3/6/2017) Council-In Support Of EDPA Removal Page 1 I 
" 'OST TO I GOu{\" \ \{'3\ot POSTED 

\(\\s r::==------.J..--__ p.O~;~\'3 I COPY TO _________ _ 

""~ r 'NFORr1ATION 0 
-:;::::---i R~PlY TO wrllTEI 0 

I COpy RESPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE 81VISlO1<l 
a;':.<OJORT 0 

From: 
To: 
Date: 3/6/2017 8:07 AM 
Subject: In Support Of EDPA Removal 

FOR _________ _ 

~CllNOWlED6ED: 

Hello: 
I support the removal of the 8 properties requesting removal from the EDPA. 
Thank you, Art Bickerton 

Sent from my iPad 

[RS@:©~Q\0'@:[Q) 1 
MAR 06 2017 \ 

i 

LEGISLATIVE DIVISION '\' 
DISTRICT OF s,r:.,6J~1L._ 
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From: 
To: 
CC: 

o~\(\\ ! 
~eo\~ ! r C~OP-Y-TO------L-----
~'i!JFORr'1ATION 0 
____ i H ~PLY TO W,";lT!iII 0 

: COpy RtSPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE 81VISlIm 

, <Dean.Murdock@saanich.ca>, <Vicki.Sam:.t~s@saanfh.ca ... l I'OR, _________ _ 

Date: 3/6/20176:07 AM ; ,VJINOWlEDGED: 
Applications for Removal of 8 Properties on Tudor Road and Sea \7i~e;w;::';R;0~a;':di=T,;fr=0=m:=::::::::::::--:--:--Subject: 

EDPA 

Dear Sirs and Mesdames: 

We reside a Sea View Road and write to advise that we fully support the above 8 Applications 
which will be coming before Council toni ht. We would ve much like to be at the meeting in person and 
express our views before Council, and unable to attend. 

Yours truly, 

Richard Taylor and Susan Johnston 

~~©~~w~[Q) 

MAR 06 2017 J 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DiSTRICT Ot:. S[-\/.l,NICrj 
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- P~ge 1 11 

POST TO --~--. POSTED 
:lPY TO 

F B'II M . INFORr1AT::'::ON:-~O:-------
rom: I orrrson i '{~PlY TO WI~T ' 

To: Richard Atwell <mayor@saanich.ca>,SusanBrice <susan.bd e~MYYN~r£-G1SLA /' 
CC: Saanich Citizens For A Responsible EDPA . &tlm> , Di8[lJlon~I.~~ 61VISteJj 
Date: 3/5/20175:40 PM I fOR=-:::::--;::::-:::::;~~ __ _ 
Subject: Council Meeting-March 6, 2017-EDPA Removal-2785,2801,2~11:~~~t%~25,2831Tudor 
Avenue & 2810 Sea View Road 0\\e)' \(iP~. 

GO 11'\(\\<;' 

Good Afternoon: ~e6\'c3-

I am supporting the Application for Removal of the above properties from the EDPA. The residents of the ~ 
properties have fulfilled all the requirements for exemption under Clause 14 of the EDPA Bylaw.They 
have performed, with due diligence, absolutely every stipulation that the Municipality of Saanich has 
prescribed as necessary under the EDPA Bylaw. 

Based on these circumstances to not remove these properties Saanich would be violating the parameters 
that Saanich, themselves, have deemed necessary. Also to not comply with their own Bylaw raises the 
question "Why have the EDPA Bylaw if Saanich does not observe their own EDPA Bylaw??" Saanich 
would not be satisfying their own legal requirements. Further, those members of Council who do not 
comply with the Bylaw as prescribed, would project the APPEARANCE that they will only observe a 
Bylaw if it fulfills their own biases/purpose(s). Thus rendering the EDPA Bylaw as a weak manipulative 
tool from a municipal governance perspective. 

Thank you. 

Bill Morrison 
B.Comm.; CPA; CMA 

[R1~©~[\w~[Q) 

MAR 06 2017 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRICT OF S,A,ANICH 
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Page 1 of 1 

From: 
To: 
Date: 

"Dr. Michael Ross" 
<Susan. Bryce@saanich.ca> 
3/5/2017 11 :35 AM 

8 Tudor and Seaview properties/COPY TO;;;:::s:=:::::==-_ 
InfOR" III EJ 

! REPLY ro IWIIT611 0 t 

llY copy RESPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE BIVISION I 
,3)ORT lJ 
: FOR 
f ------------____ __ 
: ~'OlNO\VlEDGED, . '- '= 

Council - Fw: EDPA March 6th, 

Subject: 
CC: 

Fw: EDPA March 6th, 8 Tudor and Seaview properties 
<Judy.Brownoff@saanich.ca>, <Fred.Haynes@saanich.ca>, <Colin.Plant@saani... 

From: Dr. Michael Ross 
Sent: Sunday, March 5, 2017 11:23 AM 
To: mayor@saanich.ca ; Dean.Murdock@saanich.ca ; Vicki.Sanders@saanich.ca ; Vic.Derman@saanich.ca ; 
Leif. Wergeland@saanich.ca 
Subject: EDPA March 6th, 8 Tudor and Seaview properties 

On a black and white issue a professional biologist's opinion must be judged as such. Unfortunately, 
with good intentions, Saanich staff frequently give the impression of pursuing a mandate rather than a 

black and white issue. This is a major concern for 2,200 Saanich homesteaders. Truly, Michael A.Ross. 

~~©~Dw~[Q) 
MAR 06 2017 

LEGISLATIVE DIViSION 
[lISF'!CT OF_~f..fl:ll9.:J __ .. r_ 
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Council - Re: EDPA 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

paul sob kin 
<council@s"'aa- n-·- ·.ca> 
3/5/2017 6:24 PM 
Re: EDPA 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

Page 1 of 1 

("OSTro POSTED 

COPY TO::-_______ _ 

IrJFORr'IATlON 0 I R~PtV TO wrJTEI 0 
I Copy RfSPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE 8IVIs/ON 
i~ORT 0 I FOR ________ _ 

1 4C1!NOWlED6ED: 

Regarding the application to remove the EDPA from the properties at 2785, 2801, 2811, 
2821,2825,2831 Tudor Avenue 2766, 2810 Sea View Road coming before Council on 
March 6th, I would like to support their application and suggest that you follow option 2 
in the Staff report to remove EDPA on the properties in the EDPA atlas. 

We are neiahbours of the properties in question, and some of the buffer covers our own 
property Sea View Rd). It is obvious that invasive species have overrun the 
property negating any existing ESA and making restoration impractical. 

It is only reasonable to adjust the mapping to remove these properties from the EDPA 
atlas. 

Regards, 
Dr. Paul Sobkin and Jennifer Letham 

~~©~O'0~[Q) 

MAR 06 2017 
I 

L EGISLAll\'C: DIV! c::: :IN f 
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Page 1 of 1 

Council- Re: EDPA Ten Mile Point 

Date: 
Subject: 

I cOPY TO 

. trJFORIW::'ON::---:O:------
mark havln R8>LY TO WIiITEI 0 
<mayor@saanich.ca>,Dean MuraocK <Dean.Murdock@SaaniCfltJeaO"bEGISLATlVE8Ivls/""/I' 

V· k' S d . It!.JPORT a "" < IC I. an e... I FOR 

3/5/20179:23 PM , ------__ 
Re: EDPA Ten Mile Point L~CllNOWlEDGfO: I 

From: 
To: 

afternoon 

apology re my curt word 'demand' 

please allow me to replace with 'request' 

regards 
mark havin 

On Mon, Mar6, 2017 at 9:09AM, mark havin ________ • . > wrote: 
Dear Sirs/Madames, 

we write kin respect to the biased approach your staff are making in respect to challenging 
reports from the professional registered biologist. 

your staff to our knowledge have no formal speciality training or knowledge. 

further to this your staff appear to be taking it upon themselves to rely on information 
provided by a non-professional who did not do a thorough tour or investigation of the areas. 

as a Tax payer in Saanich we demand that your staff act in a professional manner in all 
respects. that they follow the law and do not bring biases to the table in any recommendation 
to the Mayors office and Council 

we suggest that should you as Councillors allow for this to continue you also are acting in a 
manner that is not befitting of your Office. 

as a property owner rest assured we only want the best for our property in all manners and 
therefore had this EDPA been of value we would not be so opposed to it. 

we thank you for your time and approaching this is a professional manner is appreciated 

sincerely 

mark havin 

[R1~©~~w~[Q) 

MAR 06 2017 I 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION \ 
DISTBiCLOF ~:~J"lICJ.L.J 

file:///C :/Usersllitzenbs/ AppData/LocallT emplXPgrpwise/58BC81 C2SaanichMun_... 3/6/2017 
130



f '. Page 1 of 1 

.--------. 
I Pu~T TO '-------,._~-_ 

Council -EDPATen Milep~o:in:t~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~p~ru~IT~D~~ 
- I INFORr1ATlON 0 

From: 
To: 

Date: 
Subject: 

mark havin '----_______ ---...... 
<mayor@saanich.ca>, <Dean.Murdock@saanich.ca>, 
<Vicki.Sanders@saanich.ca ... 
3/5/2017 2:09 PM 
EDPA Ten Mile Point 

Dear Sirs/Madames, 

; REPLY TO wrJTEI 0 
, copy RESPONSE TO I' i ,.';:ilORT OlfGISLATiVE fllVISlO/f 
; FOR ; -
"'\~lNO\v:LE:D6:ED-: =:---------1 

-- - ! 

we write kin respect to the biased approach your staff are making in respect to challenging 
reports from the professional registered biologist. 

your staff to our knowledge have no formal speciality training or knowledge. 

further to this your staff appear to be taking it upon themselves to rely on information provided 
by a non-professional who did not do a thorough tour or investigation of the areas. 

as a Tax payer in Saanich we demand that your staff act in a professional manner in all 
respects. that they follow the law and do not bring biases to the table in any recommendation 
to the Mayors office and Council 

we suggest that should you as Councillors allow for this to continue you also are acting in a 
manner that is not befitting of your Office. 

as a property owner rest assured we only want the best for our property in all manners and 
therefore had this EDPA been of value we would not be so opposed to it. 

we thank you for your time and approaching this is a professional manner is appreciated 

sincerely 

mark havin 

~~©~~~~[Q) 
MAR 06 2017 

LEGISLATIVE DIViSION 
DISTRICT OF S<\M\jICH 
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"'V' "0' COU,· ~,(a.' 
"('(I'~'S 

~v .'" weo"" 
Page 1 of 1 

~---r---
Council - On Behalf of the Appletons -EDPA Meeting March 6 ~ I POSTED 

~------~~~IN~FO~Rr~~~T10=:~~O~~==~~~ 
From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Diane Ponte I REPLY TO wilma 0 

"mayor@saanich.ca" <mayor@saanich.ca>, "Judy.Brown~~~~~fd~~'~~mrv .... 
3/5/201710:26 PM I FOR _______ _ 

On Behalf of the Appletons -EDPA Meeting March 6 ~ <\CllNOWlED6ED: 

Dear Mayor and Counsel 

We are sorry but we are unable to attend the meeting but support the removal of these 
properties from the EDPA based on the evidence given! 

Doreen and IAN Appleton, at __ -=C-=o.!....::rd=o'-'-v=a-=B=a>+y--'-R-'-"d"-!.. 

~~©~O~~[Q) 
MAR 06 2017 I 

LEGISLATIVE DIViSION I 
DISTP.ICT OF SAAr-lICJ::LJ 
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... .,.,,,, 

Dou las and Brenda MacAskill 
~~ Llandaff Place 
Victoria . B.C. 

Saanich Municipal Hall 
770 Vernon Avenue 
Victoria, B.C. 
V8X2W7 

Subject: Committee of the Whole Meeting - 6th March 2017 

Dear Mayor, Council and CAD, 

3rd March 2017 

My wife and I own a property on Gordon Head Road which is severely compromised by 
the EDPA mapping. We have had the property ground-truthed and inspected by a 
Registered Biologist over a period of time. The Registered Biologist has concluded in a 
Report that there is no sensitive eco-system present on our property. We subsequently 
applied in September 2016 to have our property removed from the EDPA and are 
awaiting Saanich's response. 

We understand there are a number of similar applications for removal from the EDPA 
coming before Mayor and Council at a Committee of the Whole meeting on 6th March 
2017 at 7:00pm. My wife and I wanted to attend this meeting to offer our support to the 
applicants, unfortunately however, we are out of town and unable to attend. 

The purpose of this letter is to formally offer our support to the applications and state 
that we recommend Mayor and Council "ACCEPT/APPROVE" the applications. 

Yours Truly, 

Douglas & Brenda MacAskill 

cc. 
mayor@saanich.ca; Dean.Murdock@saanich.ca; Vicki.Sanders@saanich.ca; Vic.Derm 
an@saanich.ca; Leif.Wergeland@saanich.ca; Judy.Brownoff@saanich.ca; Colin.Plant 
@saanich.ca; Fred.Haynes@saanich.ca; Susan.Brice@saanich.ca; pauLthorkelsson@s 
aanich.ca; council@saanich.ca 

[R1~©~~~~[Q) 

MAR 0 3 2017 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
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(3/3/2q17) Clerksec - Regarding Application to remove the EDPAfrom properties ------~ __ --__ Page 1 

cou{\o :\('0 ," O({\\{\\S COPY TO _________ _ 

~eO\3 ! IrlFORMATION 0 
,..--------..... ,.- _____ ~ REPLY TO WIlITEI 0 

From: Renee Porter ______ ___ I COpy Rl:SPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE 8IVISl~ 
To: <c1erksec@saanich.ca> ---- . \'S:~OOT 0 
CC: <council@saanich.ca> . FOR _________ _ 

Date: 3/3/2017 11 :14 AM . "J"'lOWLED6ED: 
Subject: Regarding Application to remove the EDPA from properties on ~I ~ud;;'o~r~Ar;:v;:;;e;;n;:;:ue;:;:::;a;;nd;r:-:C:S::ea;:;--- .. 
View Road - coming before Council March 6th 

We are sending this email in support of the application regarding removal of the EDPA from the properties 
at 2785, 2801, 2811, 2821, 2825, 2831 Tudor Avenue 2766, 2810 Sea View Road coming before Council 
on March 6th. My husband and I have been to the house at 2831 Tudor Avenue on several occasions 
and it is clear that this property is overrun with invasive species and is not worthy of special environmental 
protection. 

Regards, 
Renee and Ross Porter 

[R1~©~G,\§~© 
MAR 03 20\7 

LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRiCT OF SAANICH_ 
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[l3/3/2017) Debra Hopkins - Re: EDPA appeals 

From: ul. thorkelsson@saanich .ca> 
To: 
CC: ca, Judy.Brownoff@saanich.ca, Vic.Derman@saanich.ca,oo. 
Date: 
Subject: 

3/2/20175:00 PM 
Re: EDPA appeals 

Thank you for your email. I will forward your comments to our Legislative Services Department such that 
they are part of the record for Council's consideration of the removal requests before them next week. 

Given your interest in environmental protection, as stated in your email, I do hope that you will 
productively participate in the review process underway that Saanich Council has established to review 
the EDPA and consider changes. 

Thanks again for your interest in this particular matter. 

Paul Thorkelsson 
Chief Administrative Officer 
District of Saanich 
Sent from my iPhone 

> On Mar 2,2017, at 4:07 PM, Paul Gareau 
> 
> Dear Paul Thorkelsson: 
> 

wrote: 

> On March 6 next, apparently several applicants are appealing to have their properties removed from the 
somewhat draconian Environmental Development Permit Area. I support them and their right to maintain 
their properties without reduction in value of their property. 
> 
> I am very much in favour of protecting our environment, preserving as much as possible, our native 
trees, shrubs, flowers and habitat for all the creatures that survive our invasion. But I don't believe this 
type of legislation is the way to do it. Surely your staff have much more imagination allowing them to 
develop a more sensitive approach which will not impair home owners (to call their homes their castle). A 
concerted effort on the part of Saanich to request home owners to remove invading species of plants and 
the planting of native varieties would do more to attain the staff objectives than this terribly dictatorial 
legislation will accomplish. 
> 
> I appeal to council to give the Environment much more thought and soul searching and have staff come 
forward with modified plans to accommodate what they hope to accomplish. 
> 
> Paul Gareau MD 

Page 1 I 
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Clerksec - March 6 Council Meeting 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

"Winona Pugh" 
<mayor@saanich.ca> 
3/6/20174:21 PM 
March 6 Council Meeting 

To Mayor and Council 

Page 1 of 1 

Re: Request to remove Tudor Ave and Seaview Road properties from Environmental Development Permit Area 

I regret that I am unable to attend the March 6 Council meeting but I must express my support of the staff 
recommendation to not support the request for removal from the Environmental Development Permit Area. I 
am distrubed by the number of properties that are being considered for removal and cannot comprehend how 
these properties cannot be identified as critical environmentally sensitive areas. I cannot help but compare the 
staff report, the comprehensive survey by M Grau and the letter of support from Dr Richard Hebda to the two 
page template letters submitted in defense of the removal requests. 

Removal of these properties will compromise the intent of the bylaw by allowing loopholes in semantics to 
determine the protection of valuable ecosystems. The bylaw was created with respect for the consulting 
professionals and this expectation is confirmed the 2014 Ombudsperson report Striking A Balance, in which the 
reporting from contracted professionals is described as 'based on expectations that such professionals will apply 
correct methodology, produce consistent results and provide the best advice available for protecting the 
environment". Staff at federal, provincial and municipal levels provide direction and guidance based on trust in 
that professional reliance model. Throughout the past year we have seen that trust manipulated as wording 
within the EDPA bylaw is used against the original intent of identifying environmentally sensitive areas to allow 
unrestricted development. This activity contravenes the Official Plan and the best interests of the residents of 
Saanich. Allowing piecemeal exclusions without considering the community and the municipality as a whole is 
premature. 

Saanich taxpayers have made a significant investment in time, consultant reports, research and public input. . 
With a full review and potential to revise areas within the bylaw that require more intensive interpretation and 
stronger criteria for professional reporting any action at this time is not in the best interest of Saanich. 

Sincerely 

Winona Pugh 

"'--__ Prospect Lake Road 

[RS~©~Dw~[Q) 
MAR 06 2017 

LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
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Dear	Mayor	and	Councillors,	 	 	 	 	 March	6th	2017	
	
Re:	Removal	of	Tudor	and	Seaview	properties	from	the	EDPA	
	
I	believe	the	all	members	of	the	community	attend	tonight’s	Committee	of	the	Whole	
meeting	in	the	hope	of	a	better	long	term	outcome	for	the	local	environment	and	for	
a	fair	and	progressive	framework	for	property	owners.			
	
Many	have	found	the	EDPA	debate	a	long,	bruising,	acrimonious	and	intimidating	
process.	It	created	adversaries,	undermined	friendships	and	trust,	consumed	time	
and	resources.	It	is	the	source	of	anxiety	for	many	and	others	choose	to	avoid	the	
EDPA	discussion	entirely.	
	
I	believe	the	nature	of	the	debate	could	have	been	improved	with	more	timely	
research	and	better	information	before	and	during	the	discussion	process.	The	Rollo	
Report	is	one	example	of	how	research	contributed	critical	EDPA	property	valuation	
information.	
	
We	are	now	a	few	months	away	from	receiving	the	independent	review	report	you	
commissioned	from	Diamondhead.	I	remain	hopefully	the	report	recommendations	
will	guide	Saanich	and	other	municipalities	in	the	best	practices	for	effective	and	fair	
EDPA	bylaw.	
	
I	have	reviewed	the	agenda	package	for	the	removal	of	the	Tudor	and	Seaview	
Properties,	including	the	property	surveys	by	Ted	Lea	for	the	applicants	and	Moraia	
Grau	for	the	Municipality.	As	a	member	of	the	public	I	conclude	that	the	area	in	
question	has	sufficient	ecological	value	to	remain	in	the	EDPA.	I	respectfully	
encourage	Council	to	weigh	all	information	from	both	sets	of	surveys	in	reaching	
their	decision.	
	
I	think	it	reasonable	to	ask	that	you	reject	the	applications	per	option	1	and	wait	for	
the	EDPA	review	report	to	be	completed	before	allowing	more	properties	to	be	
removed	from	EDPA.	I	remain	confident	that	the	revised	bylaw	will	provide	an	
adequate	framework	for	property	appeals	and	other	measures	to	help	the	property	
owner	while	providing	important	protections	for	our	remarkable	local	environment.	
	
I	thank	you	for	your	consideration.	
	
Yours	truly,	
	
Peter	Haddon	
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Report 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

The Corporation of the District of Saanich 

Mayor and Council 

Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning 

February 15, 2017 

MaYor 
Coun '1 Ad .cllors 

tnln!strator 

Request for Removal from the Environmental Development Permit Area 
(EDPA) 
File: 2860-25.4015 & 4033 Braefoot Road; 4004, 4010 & 4024 Malton 
Avenue 

PROJECT DETAILS 

Project Proposal: 

Addresses: 

Legal Descriptions: 

Owners: 

[R1~©~Ow~~) 1 
FEB 20 2017 I 

LEGISLATIVE DIVISIGr~ ! 
DISTRICT OF SAAtiIC1i.-J 

The applicants are requesting that the subject properties be 
removed from one Environmentally Significant Area of the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA). The properties 
were originially included in the EDPA to provide enhanced 
protection to the Woodland ecosystem. 

The request is based on the submissions by Ted Lea which 
indicate that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the 
properties. 

4015 Braefoot Road 
4033 Braefoot Road 
4004 Malton Avenue 
4010 Malton Avenue 
4024 Malton Avenue 

Lot 7, Block D, Section 32, Victoria District, Plan 4181 
Lot 4, Section 32, Victoria District, VIP88742 
Lot 3, Section 32, Victoria Land District, VIP 59612 
Lot 1, Section 32, Victoria District, Plan VI P59612 
Lot 3, Section 32, Victoria District, Plan 44748 

Vera M. Beischer 
Curt and Karen Shubrook 
Colleen Pommelet 
Jun Ge and Lin Fang Wang 
Lambertus W. Reuten and Herma M. Reuten 
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2860-25

Applicants: 

-2-

Vera M. Beischer 
Curt and Karen Shubrook 
Colleen Pommelet 
Jun Ge and Lin Fang Wang 
Lambertus W. Reuten and Herma M. Reuten 

Applications Received: July 29, 2016 to October 21, 2016 

Parcel Sizes: 4015 Braefoot Road; 8672 m2 

4033 Braefoot Road; 2326 m2 

4004 Malton Avenue; 729 m2 

4010 Malton Avenue; 728 m2 

4024 Malton Avenue; 723 m2 

Existing Use of Parcels: Single Family Dwelling 

Existing Use of See Figure 1 of this report 
Adjacent Parcels: 

Current Zoning: 4015 Braefoot Road; A-1 (Rural) Zone 

February 15, 2017

4033 Braefoot Road; RS-14 (Single Family Dwelling) Zone 
4004 Malton Avenue; RS-8 (Single Family Dwelling) Zone 
4010 Malton Avenue; RS-8 (Single Family Dwelling) Zone 
4024 Malton Avenue; RS-8 (Single Family Dwelling) Zone 

Minimum Lot Size: N/A 

Proposed Zoning: No Change proposed 

Proposed Minimum 
Lot Size: N/A 

Local Area Plan: Gordon Head and Braefoot Action Plan 

LAP Designation: Residential 

PROPOSAL 

The applicants are requesting that the subject properties be removed from one Environmentally 
Significant Area of the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) (see Figure 1). The 
properties were originially included in the EDPA to provide enhanced protection to the 
Woodland ecosystem. 

The request is based on the submissions by Ted Lea, a Registered Professional Biologist, 
which indicates that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the properties and if any 
area is required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense understorey of invasive 
plants. 
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2860-25 -3- February 15, 2017 

PLANNING POLICY 

Official Community Plan (2008) 
4.7.1 "Continue to use and update the 'Saanich Environmentally Significant Areas Atlas' and 

other relevant documents to inform land use decisions." 

4.7.3 "Continue to protect and restore habitats that support native species of plants, animals 
and address threats to biodiversity such as invasive species." 

4.7.4 "Protect and restore rare and endangered species habitat and ecosystems, particularly 
those associated with Garry Oak ecosystems." 

4.7.5 "Preserve 'micro-ecosystems' as part of proposed development applications, where 
possible." 

Gordon Head Local Area Plan (2003) 
4.1 "Protect indigenous vegetation, wildlife habitats, and landscapes when considering 

appiications for change in land use." 

4.4 "Seek opportunities to vegetate areas with appropriate native species that will support 
indigenous wildlife." 

Braefoot Action Plan (2001) 
GP7 "The significance of the Garry oak ecosystem, including the meadow habitat, should be 

recognized and the ecosystem preserved where possible." 

Gpg "To maintain biodiversity, a Naturescape corridor should be retained through the site." 

General Development Permit Area Guidelines (1995) 
1. "Major or significant wooded areas and native vegetation should be retained wherever 

possible." 

Environmental Development Permit Area Guidelines (2012) 
1.b.i) and iv) "Development within the ESA shall not proceed except for the following: 

Proposals that protect the environmental values of the ESA including: 
• the habitat of rare and endangered plants, animals and sensitive ecosystems." 

2. "In order to minimize negative impacts on the ESA, development within the buffer of the 
ESA shall be designed to: 
• Avoid the removal/modification of native vegetation; 
• Avoid the introduction of non-native invasive vegetation; 
• Avoid impacts to the protected root zones of trees within the ESA; 
• Avoid disturbance to wildlife and habitat; 
• Minimize the use of fill; 
• Minimize soil disturbance; 
• Minimize blasting; 
• Minimize changes in hydrology; and 
• Avoid run-off of sediments and construction-related contaminants." 
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2860-25 -4- February 15, 2017 

3. "No alteration of the ESA will be permitted unless demonstrated through professional 
environmental studies that it would not adversely affect the natural environment. Prior to 
the issuance of a development permit, the following information may be required: 
• A sediment and erosion control plan; 
• An arborist report according to the "Requirements For Plan Submission and Review 

of Development or Building Related Permits" (Saanich Parks); 
• A biologist report; 
• A surveyed plan; and/or 
• A bond." 

4. "The following measures may be required to prevent and mitigate any damage to the 
ESA: 
• Temporary or permanent fencing; 
• Environmental monitoring during construction; 
• Demarcation of wildlife corridors, wildlife trees, and significant trees; 
• Restricting development activities during sensitive life-cycle times; and 
• Registration of a natural state covenant." 

5. "Revegetation and restoration may be required as mitigation or compensation regardless 
of when the damage or degradation occurred." 
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2860-25 -6- February 15, 2017 

BACKGROUND 

Environmental Development Permit Area 
The Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) was adopted by Council in 2012. Part of 
the EDPA Bylaw is the EDPA Atlas which illustrates the location of five inventories and 
associated buffers on properties in Saanich. As with the Streamside Development Permit Area 
(SDPA), it is acknowledged that the EDPA Atlas will never be completely accurate. 

There are four ways mapping inaccuracies can be approached according to the EDPA 
Guidelines: 

1. Exemption #14 allows for a professional to refine boundaries of an Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) and potentially proceed without an Environmental Development 
Permit if a development proposal is shown to be outside of the ESA. This exemption was 
designed to avoid undue process or delays for applicants where mapping could be 
improved. 

2. Exemption #15 allows for intrusions into the EDPA where covenants are used to secure 
comparable natural features which were not previously mapped. 

3. As with the SDPA, staff collate proposed EDPA mapping changes as property owners note 
inaccuracies (which are documented by staff) or biologists hired during the development 
application process do a more detailed assessment. These changes are brought forward in 
batches to Council as recommended amendments. 

4. Where a proposed mapping amendment is outside of the scope of these provisions, Council 
approval is required. 

In the case of this application, the property owners are seeking Council approval (Option 4, 
above). Staff are of the opinion that the request goes beyond delegated authority in that a 
change of mapping is requested outside of the development process. As such, this report has 
been prepared for Council's review and consideration. If Council believes the removal request 
has merit, a Public Hearing on the matter would need to be called. 

Council adopted a motion on May 9,2016 to endorse Terms of Reference for the hiring of a 
consultant to develop potential solutions in relation to the application of the/an EDPA in 
Saanich. The contract includes a public consultation component as part of the development of 
potential solutions. It is possible that the outcomes of the review may impact the EDPA on this 
property. 

The Environment and Natural Areas Committee has not considered this request. 
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2860-25 -7- February 15, 2017

Existing EDPA Mapping 
The EDPA mapping on the subject properties is in reference to one Environmentally Significant 
Area (ESA): Woodland (see Figure 2). 

/ 
Figure 2: Existing Woodland EOPA mapping 

The Woodland (WD) ecosystem is part of the Provincial/Federal Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory 
(SEI). In this case, it is a Garry Oak Woodland. The Ministry of Environment states that SEI 
areas are often ecosystem remnants and have many values because they: 

• Provide critical habitat for species at risk and include ecosystems at risk; 
• Are biologically diverse; 
• Provide wildlife corridors and linkages; 
• Bring nature into communities; 
• Provide recreational opportunities; 
• Support learning environments; 
• Create economic benefits; and 
• Are a legacy for future generations. 
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2860-25 -8- February 15, 2017 

Specifically, Woodland is described as: 

• One of the rarest ecosystems in Canada; 
• Biologically diverse, with the structure of stands of trees contributing the most; 
• Scattered, small fragments often next to forest remnants or rock outcrops; 
• Open, with less than 50% canopy cover; 
• With wildflowers, grasses, and shrubs; 
• On rocky, dry locations; 
• Historically thinned by fire; and 
• Found in only 1.8% of the land base within the Capital Region (based on SEI mapping). 

The EDPA includes a 10m buffer for the Woodland ESA. Property owners can apply for a 
permit to develop within the buffer area. 

Woodland ecosystems are consider part of the rare Garry Oak and associated ecosystems 
mosaic. This Woodland mapped area is one of six remnants in the vicinity which is all that is left 
of a larger, contiguous ecosystem south of Mount Douglas Park. There is a wildlife corridor 
being established as properties are developed, in accordance with the Braefoot Area Plan, as 
well as many covenanted areas. This area also connects to Garry Oak and other tree species 
canopy, floodplain, and agricultural areas. 

None of the properties were made accessible to staff, however as a result of previous 
developments in the same Woodland mapped area there are two reports, one with 
comprehensive inventories and recommendations. 

A report by Susan Blundell, RPBio, ENKON Environmental was submitted in relation to the 
subdivision of 4035 Braefoot Road (which created one of the subject properties - 4043 Braefoot 
Road) in 2009. The report classified the area as Garry Oak-Common Snowberry-Nootka Rose 
plant community but that most of it would be unlikely to meet the criteria of a sensitive 
ecosystem. A rare plant community was identified in the southwest corner of the property. 
Restoration and protection of this area was recommended as well as Tree Covenants 
throughout the property. However, a subsequent plant inventory located several pockets of a 
rare plant species and a greater variety of plants, including native orchids, which resulted in 
Natural State Covenants and transplanting of plant material. 

An Environmental and Social Statement was submitted by Tom Talbot, Arborist, in support of 
the subdivision of 4043 Braefoot Road in 2002. The report focussed on tree preservation, 
creating a wildlife corridor, and Natural State Covenants to protect trees and understorey 
vegetation. 

In the Braefoot Action Plan (2001), it was noted that "some property owners have natural areas 
(unmowed) flowing from one property to the next. This adds wildlife habitat value and allows 
Garry Oak parkland wild flowers to survive .... the study area stands out as a Garry Oak corridor 
in excellent condition". The majority of the Woodland mapped area was identified as an 
"Environmentally significant area of primary importance". 

With the adoption of the Braefoot Area Plan, several properties within this Woodland mapped 
area have been developed just before the EDPA was adopted. In addition, irreversible damage 
to natural areas (some covenanted) has occurred. These factors have led to changes in the 
Woodland mapped area and staff recommend that the boundaries should be refined as shown 
in Figure 3. Staff have visited many of the properties over the past fifteen years. 
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-.po; 

Figure 3: Proposed (by staff) Woodland boundaries 

Further refinements can be considered if access is given to the properties at the appropriate 
time of year (early Spring). 

Removal Request 
The owners have requested the Environmentally Sensitive Area and associated buffer be 
removed from their properties based on the opinion of their consulting biologist, Ted Lea, that 
there is no sensitive ecosystem on the properties based on site visits conducted in May (one 
property) and June (five properties) 2016. Figure 4 illustrates the proposed EDPA mapping 
should Council remove the Woodland ESA and buffer from the properties. 
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Figure 4: Proposed (by T. Lea) mapping 

The reports by Mr. Lea indicates that the properties do not meet the definition of an 
Environmentally Significant Area because of the dominance of invasive species (largely 
grasses), presence of lawn or ornamental gardens, lack of connectivity, and the significant level 
of effort required for restoration. The reports note that agriculture has been an influencing 
factor. Native species were found on the Braefoot properties, but not the Malton properties. 

The report by Ted Lea incorrectly identifies a covenant area on 4033 Braefoot Road as a Tree 
Covenant, however it is a Natural State Covenant. This covenant area includes a rare plant 
species-Hillside Sedge. 

Staff biologists do not agree with the assessment by Mr. Lea, that there is no Woodland 
Sensitive Ecosystem on the property, due to the time of year that the work was completed, the 
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focus on the presence of invasive plants, the lack of an assessment of habitat, and the lack of a 
complete inventory or reference to a rare species in the mapped area. It should be noted that 
the rare species occurred within previously agricultural areas in the same mapped area in 
several locations. Inventory methods are not consistent with the Best Management Practices 
for Garry Oak & Associated Ecosystems produced by the Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery 
Team. 

OPTIONS 

1) Do not support the request to remove the properties from the Environmental 
Development Permit Area. 

2) Support the request to remove the Environmental Development Permit Area on the 
properties from the EDPA Atlas (see Figure 4). 

3) Support the refined mapping proposed by staff (see Figure 3). 

4) Postpone a decision on this application pending the outcome of the final phase of the 
EDPA "check-in" which would be undertaken by the independent consultant. 

Staff recommend Option 3, namely that the entire Woodland unit be remapped with respect to 
recent development, covenants, and irreversible environmental damage for the following 
reasons: 

• Saanich Official Community Plan policies support the protection and restoration of rare and 
endangered ecosystems in this area; 

• Previous work by consulting biologists support the protection and restoration of the Garry 
Oak Woodlands within the same mapped unit including one of the subject properties; 

• A rare plant species occurs within the mapped unit including one of the subject properties; 
• The owners are able to continue to maintain and use their property as they are accustomed; 

and 
• Improvements as a result of the EDPA consultant review may help to address some of the 

concerns of the owners. 

SUMMARY 

the owners of five properties on Braefoot Road and Malton Avenue have requested removal of 
the Woodland EDPA mapping from their properties. The request is based mainly on agricultural 
uses and the presence of invasive species. 

Staff biologists believe that the Woodland designation is appropriate for much of the mapped 
area. Rare species occur within the mapped area. Further refinements can be considered if 
access is given to the properties at the appropriate time of year (early Spring). 
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2860-25 12- February 15, 2017 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Council support Option 3. 

Note: If Council wishes to support the removal request at this time, the motion(s) would be as 
follows: 

That staff be requested to prepare an amendment to Plate 20 of Schedule 3 to Appendix 
N of the Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008, No. 8940 for the removal of the 
Woodland ESA at 4015 & 4033 Braefoot Road, 4004, 4010 & 4024 Malton Avenue 
from the Environmental Development Permit Area Atlas, and that a Public Hearing be 

called to consider the am? Y1 _ J 
Report prepared by: J.iL V L J 

Adr' ne Pollard, Manager of Environmental Services 

Report reviewed by: 

AP/ads 
H:\TEMPESnLAND\ 1 06126\Report.docx 

Attachments 

cc: P. Thorkelsson, CAO 

CAO'S COMMENTS: 

I endorse the recommendation of the Director of Planning 
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INTRODUCTION: 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL STATEMENT 

RE: REZONING AND SUBDIVISION OF LOT4 
PLAN 41356-4043 BRAEFOOT ROAD 

The subject property is 1.63 acres in size,with approximately 230 feet of frontage 
on Braefoot Road. The existing older residence is situated roughly in the center of 
the property and is surrounded by trees, many of which are Garry Oaks. The 
property slopes gently up from the Braefoot frontage east to west,and slightly from 
the south.The majority of the property has been interfered with over the years and 
has a variety of introduced non native shrubs and trees. 

The parcels to the South,West and North are currently zoned A 1, while the parcels 
to the East fronting Malton Avenue are zoned RS-8. 

This area was the subject of an extensive study and consultation process which 
resulted in the creation of the "Braefoot Action Plan". The plans forming the basis of 
the rezoning and subdivision applications are considered to embody the principles 
found within the Action Plan. 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: 
The original application envisioned the retention of the existing home on a large lot 

and the creation of 3 new lots. This plan has recently been changed by the applicant 
and the revised plan calls for only 2 new lots together with the existing home on it's 
large lot. 

The 2 new lots will front onto Braefoot Road and are to be rezoned from Ai to 
RS12 while the remaining large lot will be rezoned RS14 to accommodate the large 
existing home. 

The applicant may wish to pursue the creation of the easterly new lot at a later 
date, perhaps 5 years from now; however he recognizes that a new rezoning and 
subdivision application would have to be submitted at that time. 

The staged nature of the applicants proposed development of this site should be 
viewed as beneficial to both the community and the natural environment. 

ASSESSMENT OF PLANT LIFE: 
Mr. Tom Talbot of Mt. View Tree Service, a Consulting Arborist was engaged to 

review the existing tree inventory and to assess tree health,structure and suitability 
for preservation, based on the intended development. 

With the removal of the most easterly lot from this current application, many of the 
noted conflicts have been reduced or eliminated. Trees numbered 917,918, 
,949,950,951,952,978,989,993,and997, will still be removed as noted due to health 
and structural concerns, and target potential. The remaining trees reported on will be 
dealt with at a later date if lot D is to be proceeded with. A copy of Mr. Talbots report 
dated June 13,2002 is attached hereto for reference. Mr Talbot was subsequently 
requested to conduct a specific root analysis on proposed lot A, to determine any 
tree root conflicts with the proposed house siting on this lot. A copy of his analysis 
datedSeptember 20,2002 is attached. 

Through his investigation it is proposed that a tree preservation covenant area be 
established as shown on the plan attached hereto, and further that the building 
scheme to be registered on the title to lot A include special foundation and footing 
requirements within 5 meters of trees 963,964 and 967, and that any excavation 
works within 5 meters of these trees only be undertaken under the direct supervision 
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of a consulting arborist.The tree covenant should take the form of a natural state 
covenant, to protect the understorey vegetation and the wildlife corridor. 

No red/blue listed plant communities by the B.C. Conservation Data Centre 
appear to be present on the site. 
WILDLIFE CORRIDOR: 

As pOinted out within the Braefoot Action Plan, this area, because of irs tree cover 
and extensive natural areas, supports an array of birds, deer and small mammals. 

The proposed subdivision will not interfere with wildlife movement within the 
neighbourhood in any significant way since only a limited number of trees will be 
removed, and the understorey will not be disturbed in any major way. 

The existing residence will remain on a very large lot with if s tree cover left mostly 
intact ,and should the easterly lot be created in the future, access to it will be 
confined to the existing driveway thus limiting any impact. Connecting the existing 
house to the sewer and storm drain may result in a conflict with site trees; however it 
is anticipated that service routing may be found that will eliminate the need for any 
tree removals. This work will be under the supervision of the project Arborist. 

The applicant has proposed that a portion of the site with the existing residence be 
included into the Tree Preservation Covenant Area, as shown on the attached plan, 
to act as a perpetual wildlife corridor. 

;,... To further enhance the wildlife corridor option, the applicant has agreed to 
control yard fencing within the registered building scheme to permit only open 
rail fences or planted hedge material as recommended in the Action Plan .. 

SITE SERVICING: 
With the exception of a storm drain along the southerly boundary to seNe the 

existing residence and intercept overland flow, all services for the new lots will enter 
the frontage from Braefoot Road. 

The drain along the southerly boundary will be kept shallow and any work in 
proximity to existing site trees will be supeNised by the consulting Arborist. Much of 
the work will be hand excavated and the pipe hand laid. 

While it is likely some rock will be encountered, it can be gone around or broken 
out without extensive blasting, since the pipe requirements are small and the grade 
permits some f1exibility.Any required blasting will be done under the supeNision of 
the consulting Arborist. 

Several trees in the drain alignment area have been noted as insignificant 
because of size,poor health,and/or the wrong species for the location, and may be 
removed during the drain installation at the direction of the Arborist if such removal 
protects a more valuable specimen. 

It is proposed that the new driveway shown on the plan be a shared use driveway 
to seNe the existing house as well as the two new lots,via a private easement. 

It is also proposed that the new portion of the driveway be constructed utilizing 
decorative interlocking paving stones which will allow water to recycle into the 
ground, feeding any nearby tree root structures. 

On-site drainage is to be stored in enlarged underground piping, for slower 
dispersal, and some house downspouts may be connected to dispersal pipes for 
groundwater recharge purposes, based on the project Arborists direction during site 
excavation works.lt is proposed that individual case decisions will be discussed with 
Parks and Engineering Staff at the time. 

SUMMARY: 
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~ The applicant has reduced the number of new parcels in the current application from 
3to 2 

~ The applicant has offered a tree preservation covenant area on proposed lot A to 
protect Garry Oak and Fir trees, together with the understorey 

~ The applicant proposes to register a building scheme on the new lots to ensure the 
construction of quality homes, and to ensure that any construction in proximity to the 
tree preservation boundary is undertaken under the direction of a consulting Arborist 

y The building scheme will also limit fencing to either open rail type or planted hedge 
material only 

y Any site service work located near trees on site, or within 5 meters of the tree 
preservation covenant area will only be undertaken under the direct supervision of a 
consulting Arborist 

» The applicant has offered a tree preservation covenant area on the existing homesite 
(proposed lot C) which will enhance the wildlife corridor concept 
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To Adriane Pollard June 02,2016 

i5)[g©[gOW~f[)l 
~ Ln.) JUL 2 9 2016 llU 

Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA 
Mapping at 4015 Braefoot Road - Property of Vera Beischer 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this property once in late May 2016 and have viewed from surrounding 
roads in the spring in years past. A significant stand of Garry oak trees occur on the 
property, along with a few Douglas-fir trees. The property is over 2 acres in size. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. The property has been used as a 
small farm and family property for many decades. Livestock such as cattle, sheep and 
chickens have been on the property for many decades. 

This property does not supports a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial 
Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to 
Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources 
Information Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the 
Sensitive Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from 
these reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: 
Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory 
Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), and the recent 
Guidance document it is clear that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on 
the property. 

I have viewed all properties within the whole SEI polygon which contains 28 properties 
mapped within the EDPA and I have not seen one of these areas that would meet the 
definition of a Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem. Few native species remain. Much of this 
area has had agriculture on it for many decades and no semblance of natural 
ecosystem remains. All properties are either dominated by invasive species, or have 
lawn and ornamental gardens. The SEI polygon is completely surrounded by residential 
properties and has no connectivity to natural areas. By following the District of Saanich 
Guidelines' document for assessment of properties, the Restoration Potential of this 
property and all properties within this SEI polygon would be rated 'Low'. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines and 
the recent Interim Guidance document: 

1 
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1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5,2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated Ecosystems 
(GOERT) 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value. n 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much more than 
Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of wildflowers. native 
grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are part of the functioning 
ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak ecosystem 
as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) and some 
semblance of the ecological processes and communities that prevailed before 
European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native plant 
species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than others. The 
presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area is a Garry Oak 
ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered that it no longer 
represents a viable ecosystem." 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
for the following reasons. The property is dominated by over 80% cover of invasive 
species. There are few native species in addition to the Garry oak trees. There is no 
Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural state on this property. The property 
does not support an ecological community that can be considered provincially at 
risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. The site has been so altered that it does 
not represent a viable ecosystem and if the property is left alone, without significant 
restoration activity, it will become further degraded and even more dominated by 
invasive plant species. This occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to 
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be sustained in the foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive 
species. 

There are two distinct areas on the property in terms of plant community, both which are 
non-native. Area A consists of the area of the property which is used as a family area 
which is dominated by mown lawn, gardens and outbuildings. A small patch of shooting 
star at the south end of the property is all that remains of native species, except for a 
few snowberry plants along fence lines. Otherwise, this large area is completely non­
native dominated. 

Area B is the area of the property is presently used for livestock grazing and has been 
used for this purpose for many decades. This portion of the property is dominated by 
invasive and agronomic grass species, especially orchard grass and Kentucky 
bluegrass and other non-native species such as English daisy, white clover, 
wheatgrass, shepherd's purse, dandelion, chenopodium, Robert's geranium, thistles 
and smooth brome. The only native species seen were a couple of individuals of Pacific 
sanicle and fool's onion. A shrub fringe of snowberry, Nootka rose, blackberry and 
spurge-laurel occur on the fence lines around many areas of the property. Himalayan 
blackberry is taking over many of these areas. 

If this property were to be left alone with no more grazing and invasive shrub removal it 
would quickly become dominated by a dense cover of Himalayan blackberry, English ivy 
and spurge-laurel, as is seen on adjacent properties and along the fence lines. 

This property could be restored, but only with years of significant invasive species 
removal and significant native plant re-introductions. The property is not part of a 
corridor, as natural vegetation does not occur on any side of this map unit that would 
connect this property to any areas of natural Garry oak ecosystem. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The boundaries of the 
current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would be outside of the 
Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 

Because of this, the ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from 
this property for the Woodland SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc Vera Beischer 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 5,2016 

rrm ~© ~O\Vl[g 'D' 
lffi SEP 2 6 2016 l!:U 

PlANNIf\1i DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EOPA - 4033 Braefoot Road­
Property of Curt Shubrook 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2015 and walked the whole property. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) 
on this property. There is also no viable Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent 
properties. There is a Garry oak overstory that covers over half of the property. 
The property has two components within the EDPA. The backyard which covers 
the eastern portion of the property, which has a tree covenant, is predominantly 
lawn and garden, with a few out buildings. The western portion of the property, 
which has a natural state covenant, is dominated by a dense stand of invasive 
orchard grass, with patches of St. John's wort and English ivy. There are some 
patches of native snowberry and Nootka rose. According to the landowner, 
salvage plants such as chocolate lilies and fawn lilies were planted when the 
development occurred in 2011-12, however, there was no sign of these species. 
A couple individuals of native fool's onion and a small patch of California brome 
were seen. The eastern edge of the area has a dense shrub fringe of invasive 
Himalayan blackberry, St. John's wort and orchard grass with some native 
snowberry and Indian-plum, where it borders 4012 Malton Avenue. The western 
edge of this area has a snowberry patch, but it has dense English ivy beneath it. 

There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 
If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense 
understory of Scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry and English ivy over a few 
years time. This property will not return to a natural plant community unless 
significant restoration efforts take place. 

This property does not supports a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial 
Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to 
Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE 
Resources Information Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in 
accordance with the Sensitive Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see 
below). If the methods from these reports are followed, as recommended by the 
District of Saanich document: Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries 
of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental Development 
Permit Area (#29), and the recent Guidance document it is clear that there is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 
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I have viewed all properties within the whole SEI polygon which contains 28 
properties mapped within the EDPA and I have not seen one of these areas that 
would meet the definition of a Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem. Few native 
species remain. Much of this area has had agriculture on it for many decades 
and no semblance of natural ecosystem remains. All properties are either 
dominated by invasive species, or have lawn and ornamental gardens. The SEI 
polygon is completely surrounded by residential properties and has no 
connectivity to natural areas. By following the District of Saanich Guidelines' 
document for assessment of properties, the Restoration Potential of this property 
and all properties within this SEI polygon would be rated 'Low'. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

liThe Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
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garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement. II 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on this property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc Curt Shubrook 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

rr.::::--=::-::=----__ 
1/ p~~©~a~~rol) 

July 5,2016 {U Ll OCT 3 1 2018 UJj 
! PLANNING n<::pT 
: DI(~T' ... I .. '.I- t::. 
L-_~"'_~_~.~_.OF S,~ANICH 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EDPA - 4004 Malton Avenue :;:-.---­
Property of 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2015 and walked the whole property. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) 
on this property. There is also no viable Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent 
properties. There is a Garry oak overstory that covers the back yard of the 
property, however, the understory of the property is predominantly lawn and 
garden, with an out building. 

There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 
If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense 
understory of Scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry and English ivy over a few 
years time. This property will not return to a natural plant community unless 
significant restoration efforts take place. 

This property does not supports a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial 
Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to 
Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE 
Resources Information Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in 
accordance with the Sensitive Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see 
below). If the methods from these reports are followed, as recommended by the 
District of Saanich document: Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries 
of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental Development 
Permit Area (#29), and the recent Guidance document it is clear that there is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

I have viewed all properties within the whole SEI polygon which contains 28 
properties mapped within the EDPA and I have not seen one of these areas that 
would meet the definition of a Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem. Few native 
species remain. Much of this area has had agriculture on it for many decades 
and no semblance of natural ecosystem remains. All properties are either 
dominated by invasive species, or have lawn and ornamental gardens. The SEI 
polygon is completely surrounded by residential properties and has no 
connectivity to natural areas. By following the District of Saanich Guidelines' 
document for assessment of properties, the Restoration Potential of this property 
and all properties within this SEI polygon would be rated 'Low'. 
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Secondary Assessment 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29)" recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condition and Restoration Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI polygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term 
conservation value for Saanich." Since there is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, it cannot be considered an SEI polygon and 
therefore, no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
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garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on this property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 5,2016 
fD)[§©~UW~1[jl 
lSU JUL 2 9 2016 l!:!J 

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EOPA - 4010 Malto""'"""~Ift'I"I--~----"'" 
Property of 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2015 and walked the whole property. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) 
on this property. There is also no viable Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent 
properties. There is a Garry oak overstory that covers the back yard of the 
property, however, the understory of the property is predominantly lawn and 
garden, with an out building. 

There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 
If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense 
understory of Scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry and English ivy over a few 
years time. This property will not return to a natural plant community unless 
significant restoration efforts take place. 

This property does not supports a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial 
Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to 
Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE 
Resources Information Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in 
accordance with the Sensitive Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see 
below). If the methods from these reports are followed, as recommended by the 
District of Saanich document: Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries 
of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental Development 
Permit Area (#29), and the recent Guidance document it is clear that there is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

I have viewed all properties within the whole SEI polygon which contains 28 
properties mapped within the EDPA and I have not seen one of these areas that 
would meet the definition of a Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem. Few native 
species remain. Much of this area has had agriculture on it for many decades 
and no semblance of natural ecosystem remains. All properties are either 
dominated by invasive species, or have lawn and ornamental gardens. The SEI 
polygon is completely surrounded by residential properties and has no 
connectivity to natural areas. By following the District of Saanich Guidelines' 
document for assessment of properties, the Restoration Potential of this property 
and all properties within this SEI polygon would be rated 'Low'. 
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fD)~©~OW~'D' 
lffi JUL ,29 20\6 UdJ 

Secondary Assessment PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29)" recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condition and Restoration Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI polygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term 
conservation value for Saanich." Since there is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, it cannot be considered an SEI polygon and 
therefore, no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
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garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others, The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem, For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on this property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc 

263



To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 5,2016 

,-::=::----------. 
110) ~©~OW[g f1JI 
lnl AUG 2 9 20t6 /JdJ 

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EOPA - 4024 Malton Avenue -
Property of Bill and Herma Reuten 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2016 and walked the whole property. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) 
on this property. There is also no viable Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent 
properties. There is a Garry oak overstory that covers about half of the back yard 
of the property, however, the understory of the property is predominantly 
ornamental gardens. Only an EDPA Buffer occurs on the property. However, no 
Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem occurs on adjacent properties. They 
are all lawn and garden with out buildings. 

There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 
If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense 
understory of Scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry and English ivy over a few 
years time. This property will not return to a natural plant community unless 
significant restoration efforts take place. 

This property does not supports a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial 
Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to 
Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Be MOE 
Resources Information Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in 
accordance with the Sensitive Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see 
below). If the methods from these reports are followed, as recommended by the 
District of Saanich document: Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries 
of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental Development 
Permit Area (#29), and the recent Guidance document it is clear that there is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

I have viewed all properties within the whole SEI polygon which contains 28 
properties mapped within the EDPA and I have not seen one of these areas that 
would meet the definition of a Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem. Few native 
species remain. Much of this area has had agriculture on it for many decades 
and no semblance of natural ecosystem remains. All properties are either 
dominated by invasive species, or have lawn and ornamental gardens. The SEI 
polygon is completely surrounded by residential properties and has no 
connectivity to natural areas. By following the District of Saanich Guidelines' 
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"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on this property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc Bill and Herma Reuten 
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June 29, 2010 

Our file No.: 1458-001 

Corporation of the District of Saanich 
770 V ernon Avenue 
Victoria, B.C. V8X 2W7 

Attention: Ms. Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning 

Dear Ms. Hvozdanski: 

RE: GUIDELINES FOR PLANT TRANSPLANTATION AND 
MAINTENANCE OF NATURAL STATE COVENANTS AT 4035 
BRAEFOOT ROAD, SAANICH, B.C. 

BACKGROUND 

Mamic Developments Ltd. is proposing to develop a seven lot subdivision at 4035 
Braefoot Road, District of Saanich, B.C. The property has numerous Garry oaks 
located on it; many are mature as well as an array of associated forbs, grasses and 
sedges. The District of Saanich has requested transplantation guidelines for 
several wildflower species and the red-listed foothill sedge (Carex twnilicola) into 
Natural State Covenant Areas (NSCA) "A" and "C". Also, the District of Saanich 
requires a management plan to maintain the NSCA's over the long term. 

TRANSPLANTATION GUIDELINES 

The transplantation guidelines follow the Garry Oak Ecosystem Recovery Team's 
publication "The Garry Oak Gardener's Handbook, Second Edition" (2009). 

The District of Saanich requires the salvage and transplantation of the following 
species from the development areas into NSCA's "A" and "C": Foothill sedge 
(Carex tumulicola), a red-listed species and Elegant rein orchid (Pipe ria elegans), 
a yellow-listed species. Where encountered during the removal of the sedges and 
orchids the following species may also be salvaged and transplanted: 

Suite 310 - 730 View Street 
Victoria, B.c.. Canada 

vaw 3Y7 
Phone: (250) 480-7103 

Fax: (250) 480-7141 
E-mail: enkon@enkon.com 

• Common camas (Camas quamash) 

• Great camas (Camas leichtlinii) 

• White fawn lily (Erythronium oregonwn) 
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• Chocolate lily (Fritillaria affinis) 

• Broad-leaved shootings tar (Dodecatheon hendersonii) 

• Hooker's onion (Allium aClImillatllm) 

• Fool's onion (Brodiaea hyacinthine) 

The following provides guidance on the timing and methods to transplant the 
above mentioned plant species. 

Foothill sedge 

The plant is rhizomatous / stoloniferous, so plants can be divided in early spring 
or late fall. Alternatively, seeds can be collected in August or September by 
clipping seed heads and separating seed from seedhead. Seeds can be cleaned by 
hand stripping and stored in dry, sealed containers. Seed should be sowed in the 
fall and kept wet to allow for natural stratification. 

Elegant rein orchid 

Orchid tubers should be excavated when they are least susceptible to damage, 
which is when they are dormant, between August and October. They should be 
transplanted immediately to moist soils in partial shade just deep enough to cover 
the tuber. 

Common camas / Great camas 

Collect bulbs in early summer to mid-fall after leaves die back. Bulbs are best 
stored in a dark, cool, dry, well ventilated place in a potting medium such as dry 
peat moss which will keep the bulbs from completely drying out. Camas bulbs 
can be planted outdoors in the fall or early winter when soils are moist enough to 
dig and prevailing soil temperatures are cool. Fall planting allows for better root 
development. Bulbs should be planted six inches deep and spaced six to 12 
inches apart in full sun in dry to moist, well-drained soils. 

White fawn lily 

Divide bulbs in the summer as the leaves die down. Larger bulbs can be replanted 
immediately into their permanent positions, but it is best to pot smaller bulbs and 
grow them on in a shady position in a greenhouse for a year before planting them 
out when dormant in late summer. White fawn lily requires moist, slightly acid 
soil conditions. This plant requires semi-shade, preferably provided by trees or 
shrubs, and a well-drained soil. Bulbs should be planted 3 inches deep. 
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Chocolate lily 

Chocolate lily bulbs can be transplanted in late summer to early fall when the 
plant is dormant. Bulbs should be planted in well drained, sandy soils that are 
rich in humus. Bulbs should be spaced six to 12 inches apart at a depth of 4 
inches. 

Broad-leaved shootings tar 

Shootingstar is propagated by offsets, which the roots put out freely when they are 
in a loose moist soil and a shady situation; the best time to remove the roots, and 
take away the offsets, is in August, after the leaves and stalks are decayed, that 
they may be fixed well in their new situation before the frost comes on. Offsets 
should be placed in pots and overwintered in a greenhouse. Alternately, entire 
plants can be transplanted directly where the soil is loose and moist, at about eight 
inches distance from each other, which will be room enough for them to grow one 
year, by which time they will be strong enough to produce flowers 

Hooker's onion 

Divide bulb clusters in late summer or early fall after flowering and transplant as 
soon as possible. Plants prefer dry to moderately dry well drained sandy soil and 
full sun to light shade conditions. 

Fool's onion 

Lift dormant plants and separate cormels; air dry and store at SoC in slightly damp 
peat moss until spring. Shallow-plant cormels in flats; new plants will form a 
corm and will bloom after one more year of growth. Alternately, plant directly in 
shallow ground in coarse-textured, free-draining soils in partial shade to full sun 
in the fall, two to four inches apart and four inches deep. 

The above-mentioned species will be transplanted into the two NSCA's in 
August, where practical. The areas of transplantation will be mapped out in order 
for follow-up inspections to take place to determine plant survival and recovery. 
The transplantation recipient sites will be chosen by matching the soil nutrient and 
moisture regime as well as site exposure (shade) of that of the donor site. 
Transplanting will be done by a landscaping crew under the supervision of a 
native plant specialist. Recipient sites will be cleared of turf and supplemented by 
soil from the donor areas. All invasive plants species present in the NSCA's will 
be removed where possible; this does not apply to non-native grass species as 
they are virtually impossible to eradicate without the use of controlled fires. 
Newly planted areas will be demarcated using either rock or wood to protect these 
areas from selective mowing. 
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It is not anticipated that irrigation will be necessary if plantings are completed in 
the fall; over-wintering dormancy and matching soil characteristics should be 
adequate for plants to succeed. If during the spring inspection it is determined 
that irrigation is necessary a temporary system can be put in place. New plantings 
should be covered with leaf mulch (preferably oak) to protect them for the first 
winter. 

FOLLOW-UP CONSERVATION AND MAINTENANCE 

The following recommendations are based on "Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory -
East Vancouver Island and Gulf Islands, 1993-1997, Volume 2: Conservation 
Manual" and the Garry Oak Ecosystem Recovery Team's "Restoration 
Compendium" DRAFT (March 2010). 

Quarterly inspections of the NSCA's will be conducted by a professional 
biologist. The following items will be inspected: 

• Integrity of fencing 

• Health of transplanted plant materials 

• Evidence of human activity 

Monitoring of plant transplantation success will be guided using the planting map 
developed during the transplantation and will be completed by using a 
combination of photo-point monitoring and plot-based quantification of plant 
abundance and distribution. It is not anticipated that all plants will perform the 
first year, in particular, bulbs such as camas, white fawn lily, Hooker's onion and 
fool's onion may take several years to flower after disturbance. 

ENKON will report their findings to the property owner as well as the District of 
Saanich. Should there be issues arising from the inspection a follow-up 
inspection will be conducted. Maintenance may include: weeding, eradication of 
invasive plant species, application of mulch, installation and/or maintenance of a 
surface irrigation system, maintenance of fencing and removal of domestic refuse. 

Activity within the NSCA's should be limited and should not include any 
recreational activity or access to dogs. Mowing of these areas should not take 
place between April and mid-July as this would interfere with the natural 
formation and maturation of native plant seeds. This is of particular concern 
during the first three years following the transplantation of the red-listed foothill 
sedge. Consultation with Mr. Dave Polster, Garry oak ecosystem specialist, 
indicates that mowing in mid to late July is an effective method at keeping 
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invasive grass species from overtaking the area. Mowing within the NSCA's will 
be selective; those areas that have been newly planted will be demarcated on the 
ground so that they will not be disturbed. 

If you have any questions or require further information please do not hesitate to 
give me a call at (250) 480-7103. 

Yours tml y, 

Susan Blundell, M.Sc., R.P.Bio. 
Manager of Environmental Services 
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Sarah Litzenberger - Request for Removal from EDPA Buffer area at 4024 Malton Ave 

From: 
To: 

Herma Reuten 
"Sharon.Froud@ ~:-s-aa-n""'ic""'h-.ca--::'''~<-:::S~ha-r-on-.-;::Fro''''''ud@saanich.ca> 

Date: 3/2712017 9:03 PM 
Subject: Reguest for Removal from EDPA Buffer area at 4024 Malton Ave 
CC: 

To whom it may concem, 

POST TO 

COPY TO 

INF()ftf.WION [] 
R£P!X TO VImIl [] 

Page 1 of 6 

POSTED 

COPY R.ESPONSE TO I£GIStATM 8MS/ON 
WORT [J FOR __________ _ 

A(IINOWLEDvEO: 

I plan to attend the Vllhole Meeting on Wed. April 5 to address our request for removal from the EDPA in response to your email sent on March 22, 2017. 
Pictures are included with my power points. 

1. Names of Applicants: Herma and Bill Reuten 
2. Our primary concemsl Goal: removal 
3. Details of property in question: lot size, house footprint, size of 

Buffer containing vegetation, percentage of concrete ground 
cover in Buffer area and type of trees, bushes, flower beds. 

4. Assessments and report done by registered biologist and 
findings. Comparison to next door neighbour's property 
Assessment and outcome. 

5. Conclusion. 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to discuss the EDPA issue based on facts. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Herma Reuten ••• ~~~ ••• 
Date: March 27, 2017 at 3:09:19 PM PDT 
To: Herma Reuten !:-__ ~~~~~ ....... 
Subject: EDPA Buffer areas at 4024 Malton Ave 

~~©~~~~[Q) 
MAR 28 2017 

LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

file:IIIC :/Users/litzenbsl AppData/Local1T empIXPgrpwise/58D9830CSaanichM un _'" 3/28/2017 
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Herma 
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Report 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

The Corporation of the District of Saanich 

Mayor and Council 

Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning 

February 15, 2017 

Request for Removal from the Environmental Development Permit Area 
(EDPA) 
File: 2860-25 • 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road; 4141, 4157, 4181 & 
4185 Glendenning Road; 4173 Lynnfield Crescent 

PROJECT DETAILS 

Project Proposal: 

Addresses: 

Legal Descriptions: 

Owners: 

[RS~©~~w~[Q) 

FEB 22 2017 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRICT OF SAM'JlCH 

The applicants are requesting that their subject properties be 
removed from one Environmentally Significant Area of the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA). The properties 
were originially included in the EDPA to provide enhanced 
protection to the Woodland ecosystem. 

The request is based on the submissions by Ted Lea which 
indicate that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the 
properties. 

If Council supports this request the EDPA Atlas would need to be 
amended. 

1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road 
4141,4157,4181 & 4185 Glendenning Road 
4173 Lynnfield Crescent 

Lot 8, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 9479 
Lot 9, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 9479 
Lot 1, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 5307 
Lot B, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 11360 
Lots A and B, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 32211 
Lot A, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 38609 

Janet and Grant Stark 
Timothy and Cynthia Pilkington 
Alexander and Lindsey Hoole 
Martin and Arlene Winstanley 
Joan Johns 
Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 
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2860-25 -2-

Applicants: Janet and Grant Stark 
Timothy and Cynthia Pilkington 
Martin and Arlene Winstanley 
Henry Kamphof 
Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 
Bruce Johns 

February 15, 2017 

Application Received: June 30, August 22, November 14 and 28, December 5, 2016 

Parcel Sizes: 1607 m2 to 4035 m2 

Existing Use of Parcels: Single Family Dwelling 

Existing Use of See figure 1 
Adjacent Parcels: 

Current Zoning: RS -10 for 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Rd and 4173 Lynnfield 
Crescent 
RS-18 for 4141,4157,4181 & 4185 Glendenning Road 

Minimum Lot Size: N/A 

Proposed Zoning: No change proposed 

Proposed Minimum 
Lot Size: NI A 

Local Area Plan: Gordon Head 

LAP Designation: Residential 

PROPOSAL 

The applicants are requesting that their subject properties be removed from one 
Environmentally Significant Area of the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA). The 
properties were originially included in the EDPA to provide enhanced protection to the 
Woodland ecosystem. 

The request is based on the submissions by Ted Lea which indicate that there is no Woodland 
Sensitive Ecosystem on the properties. 
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2860-25 -3- February 15,2017 

PLANNING POLICY 

Official Community Plan (2008) 
4.1.2.1 "Continue to use and update the "Saanich Environmentally Significant Areas Atlas" and 

other relevant documents to inform land use decisions." 

4.1.2.3 "Continue to protect and restore habitats that support native species of plants, animals 
and address threats to biodiversity such as invasive species." 

4.1.2.4 "Protect and restore rare and endangered species habitat and ecosystems, particularly 
those associated with Garry Oak ecosystems." 

4.1.2.5 "Preserve "micro-ecosystems" as part of proposed development applications, where 
possible." 

4.1.2.7 "Link environmentally sensitive areas and green spaces, where appropriate, using 
"greenways", and design them to maintain biodiversity and reduce wildlife conflicts." 

Gordon Head Local Area Plan (2003) 
4.1 "Protect indigenous vegetation, wildlife habitats, and landscapes when conSidering 

applications for change in land use." 

4.4 "Seek opportunities to vegetate areas with appropriate native species that will support 
indigenous wildlife." 

General Development Permit Area Guidelines (1995) 
1. "Major or significant wooded areas and native vegetation should be retained wherever 

possible." 

Environmental Development Permit Area Guidelines (2012) 
1.b.i) and iv) "Development within the ESA shall not proceed except for the following: 

Proposals that protect the environmental values of the ESA including: 
• the habitat of rare and endangered plants, animals and sensitive ecosystems" 

2. "In order to minimize negative impacts on the ESA, development within the buffer of the 
ESA shall be designed to: 
• Avoid the removal/modification of native vegetation; 
• Avoid the introduction of non-native invasive vegetation; 
• Avoid impacts to the protected root zones of trees within the ESA; 
• Avoid disturbance to wildlife and habitat; 
• Minimize the use of fill; 
• Minimize soil disturbance; 
• Minimize blasting; 
• Minimize changes in hydrology; and 
• Avoid run-off of sediments and construction-related contaminants." 
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3. "No alteration of the ESA will be permitted unless demonstrated through professional 
environmental studies that it would not adversely affect the natural environment. Prior to 
the issuance of a development permit, the following information may be required: 
• A sediment and erosion control plan; 
• An arborist report according to the "Requirements For Plan Submission and Review 

Of Development or Building Related Permits" (Saanich Parks); 
• A biologist report; 
• A surveyed plan; and/or 
• A bond." 

4. "The following measures may be required to prevent and mitigate any damage to the 
ESA: . 

• Temporary or permanent fencing; 
• Environmental monitoring during construction; 
• Demarcation of wildlife corridors, wildlife trees, and significant trees; 
• Restricting development activities during sensitive life-cycle times; and 
• Registration of a natural state covenant." 

5. "Revegetation and restoration may be required as mitigation or compensation regardless 
of when the damage or degradation occurred." 
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The Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) was adopted by Council in 2012. Part of 
the EDPA Bylaw is the EDPA Atlas which illustrates the location of five Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) inventories and associated buffers on properties in Saanich. As with the 
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The Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) was adopted by Council in 2012. Part of 
the EDPA Bylaw is the EDPA Atlas which illustrates the location of five Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) inventories and associated buffers on properties in Saanich. As with the 
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Streamside Development Permit Area (SDPA), it is acknowledged that the EDPA Atlas will 
always need to be maintained and updated over time. 

There are four ways mapping inaccuracies can be approached according to the EDPA 
Guidelines: 

1. Exemption #14 allows for a professional to refine boundaries of an Environmentally 
Significant Area and potentially proceed without an Environmental Development Permit if a 
development proposal is shown to be outside of the ESA. This exemption was designed to 
avoid undue process or delays for applicants where mapping could be improved. 

2. Exemption #15 allows for intrusions into the EDPA where covenants are used to secure 
comparable natural features which were not previously mapped. 

3. As with the SDPA, staff collate proposed EDPA mapping changes as property owners note 
inaccuracies (which are documented by staff) or biologists hired during the development 
application process do a more detailed assessment. These changes are brought forward in 
batches to Council as recommended amendments. 

4. Where a proposed mapping amendment is outside of the scope of these provisions, Council 
approval is required. 

In the case of this application, the property owners are seeking Council approval (option 4, 
above). Staff are of the opinion that the request goes beyond delegated authority in that a 
change of mapping is requested outside of the development process. As such, this report has 
been prepared for Council's review and consideration. If Council believes the removal request 
has merit, a Public Hearing on the matter would need to be called. 

Council adopted a motion on May 9, 2016 to endorse Terms of Reference for the hiring of a 
consultant to develop potential solutions in relation to the application of the/an EDPA in 
Saanich. The draft Terms of Reference include a public consultation component as part of the 
development of potential solutions. It is possible that the outcomes of the review may impact 
the EDPA on this property. 

The Environment and Natural Areas Committee has not considered this request. 

Existing EDPA Mapping 

The EDPA on the subject property is in reference to one Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA): Woodland. 

The Woodland ecosystem is part of the Provincial/Federal Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory (SEI). 
The Ministry of Environment states that SEI areas are often ecosystem remnants and have 
many values because they: 

• Provide critical habitat for species at risk and include ecosystems at risk, 
• Are biologically diverse; 
• Provide wildlife corridors and linkages; 
• Bring nature into communities; 
• Provide recreational opportunities; 
• Support learning environments; 
• Create economic benefits, and 
• Are a legacy for future generations. 
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• Provide critical habitat for species at risk and include ecosystems at risk, 
• Are biologically diverse; 
• Provide wildlife corridors and linkages; 
• Bring nature into communities; 
• Provide recreational opportunities; 
• Support learning environments; 
• Create economic benefits, and 
• Are a legacy for future generations. 
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Specifically, Woodland (Garry Oak) is described as: 

• Open deciduous forests; 
• Favouring shrub, grass and forb species; 
• Competitive with coniferous ecosystems where disturbance or soil conditions allow; 
• Threatened by invasive species; 
• Containing the highest number of species of conservation concern in the SEI; 
• Highly vulnerable to development; 
• Attracting insects, reptiles, and birds; and 
• Found in only 0.6% of the land base within the Capital Region. 

The EDPA includes a 10m buffer for the Woodland ESA. Property owners can apply for a 
permit to develop within the buffer area. 

As part of the ESA Mapping Initiative in 2013, the Woodland mapping in this area was assessed 
by the project biologist who determined that the Woodland was a medium conservation priority 
and recommended that the mapping area be increased in size (see Figure 3). 

Staff visited both Cedarglen properties and determined that there is Garry Oak canopy but no 
native understorey was noted at the time. The main contribution of these properties to the 
Woodland is through the canopy connection to other, more natural remnants within the same 
mapped area. Staff also visited 4141, 4181 and 4185 Glendenning Road and feel the mapping 
is accurate but could be revisited at the appropriate time of year (early spring). 4173 Lynnfield 
Crescent is located only in the buffer. Staff were not given access to 4157 Glendenning Road. 

Since the time the EDPA was adopted, development has been approved at 1516 Mount 
Douglas Cross Road. Based on a report from Aqua-tex Scientific Consulting (with Ted Lea as 
the terrestrial ecologist), the ESA was shown to be only on adjacent properties which allowed 
for an exemption from the EDPA process with the exception of a small area of buffer. 
Development of this property will remove the continuous oak canopy and ecosystem remnants 
and replace it with narrow strips of tree covenant. Of the 158 trees that were inventoried in 
2014, only 45 trees will be retained. While replacement trees are proposed, the integrity of the 
oak canopy will be lost (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2 shows the current EDPA mapping along with existing 'no build' and tree covenants, 
plus proposed tree covenant areas. 
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Figure 3 shows proposed additions to the Woodland polygon by Ted Lea in 2013 (see attached) 
and as part of the ESA Mapping Initiative, also in 2013. It should be noted that no additions to 
the mapping are being considered at this time. Any proposed additions to the EDPA Atlas 
would need separate public engagement. The purpose of providing this figure is to show that 
biologists have identified the mapping as SEI and have proposed expanding it. One of the 
reasons that SEI mapping can differ between biologists, as recently explained by Provincial 
biologists, is that the application of the SEI methodology can be subjective when it comes to 
determining what is 'relatively natural'. 

MOUNT OOUGLAS rARK 

~ § 

4251 

4237 
4233 

0 

~ 

WINCHESTER RD 

~ legend: 

SEI 

~ T.Lea Biologist Mapping (2013) 

02, Saanich ESA Mapping Initiative (2013) 235 

4216 
4213 

4212 

4210 

4206 

4202 

on 
@ 

41 

4194 
4193 41 

4190 
4189 

4186 ~\ 

4182 4185 
4181 

<A 
.", 
-o~ ... rp' 

~ ~ < ~() 150S 
co .;0 .. ... rp'l. ~~ 

I .. iI> 
~\ 

v'% 
~ 

~ .. 
4116 l, ... 1 

41 12 4113 

4108 rt. 4109 

~04_ 
a: 
~ 4105 

",0 a: 
'" 0 

§~ 
w !i! @ ::IE 

MT. DOUGLAS CROSS RD 

Figure 3: 2013 mapping of the Woodland boundaries. 
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Figure 4 shows what staff biologists support in recognition of the impacts of upcoming 
development and the protection offered by covenanted areas. This would result in the 
Woodland mapping removed from 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road, leaving just the buffers from 
adjacent properities. All Glendenning Road properties would remain in the EDPA. 4173 
Lynnfield Crescent would no longer be in the EDPA. There is potential for further refinement of 
these boundaries if staff is given access to the properties in the spring. 
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from their property. In support of the request, the owners have submitted letter reports from 
biologist, Ted Lea. For purposes of transparency, Saanich legal counsel has advised that 
Council and all parties interested in this application should be made aware that Mr. Lea owns 
property within the mapped area. Mr. Lea has previously identified this issue himself as part of 
a separate EDPA application. The report describes the properties as having Garry Oak 
overstorey, lawns and gardens. In addition, the Glendenning properties have invasive grasses 
and shrubs as well as native grasses, Camas, and shrubs. As a neighbour, Mr. Lea has 
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observed the Garry Oak meadow at 4181 and 4185 Glendenning being dominated by invasive 
species. 

Mr. Lea states that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the properties because of the 
lack of native understorey and/or the need for restoration. 

Further, Mr. Lea states that the entire Woodland map unit does not meet Sensitive Ecosystem 
Standards based on visiting or viewing most of the properties. This contradicts an assessment 
and map produced by Mr. Lea in 2013 which showed 4151 Glendenning as having a native 
plant association, plus several properties located from 4157 Glendenning north as being 
dominant SEI. The mapping proposes adding several more properties to the current mapped 
area. In 2013, a subsequent report, based on the work of Ted Lea, stated that 4151 
Glendenning had a confirmed SEI Garry Oak ecosystem present. 

Figure 5 illustrates the EDPA mapping if Council were to remove the Woodland ecosystem from 
the subject properties. 
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Figure 5: Post Removal Site Considerations, including 1516 Mount Douglas X Road. 
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OPTIONS 

1) Do not support the request to remove the four subject properties from the Woodland 
Sensitive Ecosystem mapping of the EDPA Atlas based on the findings of the ESA 
Mapping Initiative findings and earlier findings by Ted Lea. 

2) Support the request to remove the Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem mapping from the 
EDPA Atlas based on the findings of recent letter report prepared by Mr. Ted Lea and 
illustrated in figure 5. 

3) Adopt new mapping of the entire Woodland polygon based on upcoming developments 
and tree covenant areas as illustrated in figure 4. 

4) Postpone a decision on this application pending the outcome of the final phase of the 
EDPA "check-in" which would be undertaken by the independent consultant. 

Staff recommend Option 3, namely that the entire Woodland unit be remapped with respect to 
upcoming developments and tree covenant areas, for the following reasons: 

• Saanich Official Community Plan policies support the protection and restoration of rare and 
endangered ecosystems in this area; 

• Previous work by Ted Lea shows that several properties meet SEI criteria and the mapping 
could be expanded; 

• Previous work by the ESA Mapping Initiative shows that the Woodland has medium 
conservation value and should be expanded in size; and 

• Recognition of upcoming development which will reduce the contiguous canopy joining 
remnant ecosystem areas. 

SUMMARY 

The owners of 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road; 4141, 4157, 4181 & 4185 Glendenning Road; and 
4173 Lynnfield Crescent have requested removal of the Woodland EDPA mapping from their 
properties based on letter reports by Ted Lea stating that there is no Woodland Sensitive 
Ecosystem located on the properties. 

Staff biologists support updating the mapping in consideration of the impact of upcoming 
developments and in keeping with previous biologist reports. This would result in the Woodland 
mapping removed from 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road, leaving just the buffers from adjacent 
properities. All of the subject Glendenning Road properties would remain in the EDPA. 4173 
Lynnfield Crescent would no longer be in the EDPA. There is potential for further refinment of 
the mapping boundaries. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

That Council support Option 3. 

Note: If Council supports Option 3, a Public Hearing would still be required. If Council wishes 
to support the removal request at this time, the motion would be as follows: 

a) That staff be requested to prepare an amendment to Plate 28 of Schedule 3 to Appendix 
N of the Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008, No. 8940 for the removal of the 
Woodland at 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road, 4141, 4157, 4181 & 4185 Glendenning 
Road, and 4173 Lynnfield Crescent from the Environmental Development Permit Area 
Atlas, and that a Public Hearing be called to consider the amendment. 

Report prepared by: 

AP/jp 
H:\TEMPEST\LAND\106543\Report_EDPA RemovaL Feb 2017.docx 

Attachments 

cc: P. Thorkelsson, CAO 

CAO'S COMMENTS: 

I endorse the recommendation of the Director of Planning 

~J~ 
Paul ThorkelssJ,~ 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 19, 2016 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EDPA - 1515 Cedarglen Road -
Property of Janet and Grant Stark 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2015 and walked the whole property. I 
have also seen the property at various seasons in the past 20 years. I have 
confirmed with Jo-Anne Stacey of the BC Conservation Data Center that there 
was no field inspection of the original SEI mapping. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. There is also no viable 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. This property is not known to have 
any native understory species, except those that have been planted by the 
landowners. There is a Garry oak overstory that covers over half of the property, 
however, the understory of the property is predominantly lawn and garden, with a 
few out buildings. 

In assessing the property to the south from this property at 1516 Mount Douglas 
Cross Road, I originally thought there was a viable Garry oak - oceanspray -
common snowberry association to the west of that property on 4151 Glendenning 
Road, which could have also created the need for a buffer at 1515 Cedarglen 
Road. My assumption was that the property to the west at 4157 Glendenning had 
a Garry oak - common camas - blue wildrye association and there would have 
been continuous natural vegetation, however, from what I have now seen this 
property has become dominated by invasive species and now no longer fits the 
Sensitive Ecosystem definition. I have also recently done assessments at 4181 
and 4185 Glendenning. These properties no longer fit the definition of Sensitive 
Ecosystem, as they are dominated by invasive species. Almost all of the map 
unit in this area would not fit the Sensitive Ecosystem definition, following the 
Federal and Provincial standards. As well, the oak - shrub area, when looked at 
from 1515 Cedarglen, is quickly being overrun by English ivy and Himalayan 
blackberry, which will eventually take over the whole area. The occurrence of the 
shrub area is too small to be a viable occurrence and as such does not fit the 
definition of an ecosystem at risk and therefore a Sensitive Ecosystem. No buffer 
should be required from this occurrence. I have attached a map of the 
occurrence - it measures about 5 metres by 15 metres. It is surrounded by lawn, 
dense invasive species and the former Alberg Family Property. It is acting as a 
shrub fringe, not as a viable Garry oak - shrub ecosystem:;:~.:~ ... =~r:~~':;'~-:\Il~[_-""--~-~" I 

Ii! J i! t=. (C .. !e i;\" 2?, 0 I 
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PL.ANNiNG DEPT 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 19, 2016 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EOPA - 1515 Cedarglen Road -
Property of Janet and Grant Stark 
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Cross Road, I originally thought there was a viable Garry oak - oceanspray­
common snowberry association to the west of that property on 4151 Glendenning 
Road, which could have also created the need for a buffer at 1515 Cedarglen 
Road. My assumption was that the property to the west at 4157 Glendenning had 
a Garry oak - common camas - blue wildrye association and there would have 
been continuous natural vegetation, however, from what I have now seen this 
property has become dominated by invasive species and now no longer fits the 
Sensitive Ecosystem definition. I have also recently done assessments at 4181 
and 4185 Glendenning. These properties no longer fit the definition of Sensitive 
Ecosystem, as they are dominated by invasive species. Almost all of the map 
unit in this area would not fit the Sensitive Ecosystem definition, following the 
Federal and Provincial standards. As well, the oak - shrub area, when looked at 
from 1515 Cedarglen, is quickly being overrun by English ivy and Himalayan 
blackberry, which will eventually take over the whole area. The occurrence of the 
shrub area is too small to be a viable occurrence and as such does not fit the 
definition of an ecosystem at risk and therefore a Sensitive Ecosystem. No buffer 
should be required from this occurrence. I have attached a map of the 
occurrence - it measures about 5 metres by 15 metres. It is surrounded by lawn, 
dense invasive species and the former Alberg Family Property. It is acting as a 
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There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 
If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense 
understory of Scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry and English ivy over a few 
years time. This property will not return to a natural plant community unless 
significant restoration efforts take place. 

Secondary Assessment 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29)" recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condition and Restoration Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI polygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term 
conservation value for Saanich." Since there is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, it cannot be considered an SEI polygon and therefore, 
no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems. Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
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According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on this property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem deSignation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc Janet and Grant Stark 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 19, 2016 
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Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EDPA -1517 Cedarg11EJ1DT'IRT:oR~IIf...:.T~O::..F~S~'A~AN~ic:::H~ 
Property of Tim and Cynthia Pilkington 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2015 and walked the whole property. I 
have also seen the property at various seasons in the past 20 years. I have 
confirmed with Jo-Anne Stacey of the BC Conservation Data Center that there 
was no field inspection of the original SEI mapping. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. There is also no viable 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. This property is not known to have 
any native understory species. There is a Garry oak overstory that covers over 
half of the property, however, the understory of the property is predominantly 
lawn and garden, with a few outbuildings. 

In assessing the property to the south from this property at 1516 Mount Douglas 
Cross Road, I originally thought there was a viable Garry oak - oceanspray -
common snowberry association to the west of that property on 4151 Glendenning 
Road, which could have also created the need for a buffer at 1517 Cedarglen 
Road. My assumption was that the property to the west at 4157 Glendenning had 
a Garry oak - common camas - blue wildrye association and there would have 
been continuous natural vegetation, however, from what I have now seen, this 
property has become dominated by invasive species and now no longer fits the 
Sensitive Ecosystem definition. I have also recently done assessments at 4181 
and 4185 Glendenning. These properties no longer fit the definition of Sensitive 
Ecosystem, as they are dominated by invasive species. Almost all of the map 
unit in this area would not fit the Sensitive Ecosystem definition, following the 
Federal and Provincial standards. As well, the oak - shrub area, when looked at 
from 1517 Cedarglen, is quickly being overrun by English ivy and Himalayan 
blackberry, which will eventually take over the whole area. The occurrence of the 
shrub area is too small to be a viable occurrence and as such does not fit the 
definition of an ecosystem at risk and therefore a Sensitive Ecosystem. No buffer 
should be required due to this occurrence. I have attached a map of the 
occurrence - it measures about 5 metres by 15 metres. It is surrounded by lawn, 
dense invasive species and the Alberg Family Property. It is acting as a shrub 
fringe, not as a viable Garry oak - shrub ecosystem. 

There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on 1517 
Cedarglen Road. If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will 
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been continuous natural vegetation, however, from what I have now seen, this 
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Sensitive Ecosystem definition. I have also recently done assessments at 4181 
and 4185 Glendenning. These properties no longer fit the definition of Sensitive 
Ecosystem, as they are dominated by invasive species. Almost all of the map 
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blackberry, which will eventually take over the whole area. The occurrence of the 
shrub area is too small to be a viable occurrence and as such does not fit the 
definition of an ecosystem at risk and therefore a Sensitive Ecosystem. No buffer 
should be required due to this occurrence. I have attached a map of the 
occurrence - it measures about 5 metres by 15 metres. It is surrounded by lawn, 
dense invasive species and the Alberg Family Property. It is acting as a shrub 
fringe, not as a viable Garry oak - shrub ecosystem. 

There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on 1517 
Cedarglen Road. If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will 
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develop a dense understory of Scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry and English 
ivy over a few years time. This property will not return to a natural plant 
community unless significant restoration efforts take place. 

Secondary Assessment 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29)" recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condition and Restoration Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI polygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term 
conservation value for Saanich." Since there is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, it cannot be considered an SEI polygon and 
therefore, no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5,2006, Version 
1.0 

..------_ .. _- -.'-

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

....,. t .. : . 
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"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on the subject property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea. R.P .Bio. 

cc Tim and Cynthia Pilkington 

-
[O)~©~GW~ I[JI 
Llll JUN 3 0 2016 L\d) 

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on the subject property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc Tim and Cynthia Pilkington 

[O)~©~GW~f[JI 
Lffi JUN 3 0 2016 ~ 

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

309



To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 15, 2016 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EDPA - 4141 Glendenning Road­
Property of AJex and Lindsey Hoole 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2016 and walked the whole property. I 
have confirmed with Jo-Anne Stacey of the BC Conservation Data Center that 
there was no field inspection of the original SEI mapping. 

There Is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. There is also no viable 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. There is a Garry oak overstory, with 
some Douglas-fir and arbutus, that covers almost half of the property, however, 
the understory of the property within the map unit is predominantly lawn, and has 
dense invasive shrub areas surrounding the lawn area on the northern, south em 
and eastern edges of the property. The shrubby areas are dominated by dense 
Himalayan blackberry and English ivy, with significant cover of orchard grass, 
and bedstraw, along with English holly, and a large patch of periwinkle. Native 
species that occur include some snowberry, Indian-plum and black hawthorn. A 
small rocky outcrop occurs that is dominated by invasive orchard grass and 
dense annual brome grass species. A few individuals of native blue wildrye and 
California brome occur here. 

All of the entire polygon (map unit) in this area would not fit the Sensitive 
Ecosystem definition, following the Federal and Provincial standards. I have 
viewed most of the properties on the ground or from neighbouring properties. 
The south western portion of this map unit is mostly lawn and garden under oak 
and Douglas-fir trees, with dense shrub fringes that are Significantly covered by 
invasive species such as Himalayan blackberry and English ivy. The eastern 
portion that goes through the former Alberg Family property towards Lynnfield 
Crescent and Mercer Place are old farm areas that have not had natural 
vegetation for many decades and are presently covered with invasive species. I 
have recently done an assessment on Lynnfield Crescent that had 3 metre high 
invasive species removed a year ago and it has returned with many non-native 
species completely covering the property. No Sensitive Ecosystem remains on 
any of this area. The north western portion of the map unit has become degraded 
over the last thirty years that we have lived in this neighbourhood. Originally it 
was a Garry oak ecosystem with significant native plant cover, with only a few 
invasive species present, such as Scotch broom. It now is dominated by Scotch 
broom, Himalayan blackberry and a dense cover of invasive grass species, 
mainly invasive annual brome species. Scattered patches of camas still remain, 
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but these are often suppressed by the invasive grasses. A few patches of the 
native blue wildrye and Califomia brome occur. It no longer meets the Sensitive 
Ecosystems standard. All of these properties are quite large and restoration of 
these properties would take significant resources and time. Many of the owners 
have indicated that they used to remove invasive species such as blackberry and 
Scotch broom, but are no longer able to do this activity. There is a tree corridor to 
the north to Mount Douglas Park, with a few gaps, however, there is no natural 
understory through all of this area, as the properties north of this map unit are 
mostly lawn and gardens under the trees. There is no tree corridor to the south, 
into the Livingstone and Malton Avenues area. Much of the map unit is 
surrounded by residential development. Not one property meets the definition of 
a Sensitive Ecosystem. 

There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 
If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense 
understory of Himalayan blackberry, and English ivy over a few years time. This 
property will not retum to a natural plant community unless significant restoration 
efforts take place. 

Secondary Assessment 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29)" recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condition and Restoration Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI polygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term 
conservation value for Saanich." Since there is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, it cannot be considered an SEI polygon and 
therefore, no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 
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Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
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ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
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Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it Is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus ganyana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement. n 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, In some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the Original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on this property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EOPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EOPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EOPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc Alex and Lindsey Hoole 

Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
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cc Alex and Lindsey Hoole 
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To Adriane Pollard July 15, 2016 

{O)~©[§DW[gf[j1 
fIl} AUG 2 2 20t6 U:U 

Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

PLANNING DEPT 
DISTRICT OF SAANicH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA 
Mapping at 4157 Glendenning Road - Properties of Arlene Winstanley 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this property once in early June, 2016 and have viewed it from 
surrounding properties. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. The western portion of the map unit 
on this property is dominated by lawn and gardens. The next portion to the east of this 
area, near the cottage, was tiered gardens in the 1950s and is now dominated by 
orchard grass, invasive annual brome species, and weeds. The eastern portion 
bordering Cedarglen properties is dominated by invasive grasses, including annual 
bromes and orchard grass. These now dominate the herb layers on all open parts of the 
property within the Woodland SEI map unit. The owners have removed significant 
Scotch broom plants for many years. There is a good cover of common camas and 
small patches of snowberry, Indian-plum and California brome. The area to the south, 
along the fence line, is dominated by dense blackberry, non-native hawthorn, with some 
Indian-plum. 

There is no Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. If any area is 
required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense shrub cover of Scotch 
broom, Himalayan blackberry, and other invasive species over a few years time. This 
property will not return to a natural plant community unless significant restoration efforts 
take place. 

All of the entire polygon (map unit) in this area would not fit the Sensitive Ecosystem 
definition, following the Federal and Provincial standards. I have viewed most of the 
properties on the ground or from neighbouring properties. The south western portion of 
this map unit is mostly lawn and garden under oak and Douglas-fir trees, with dense 
shrub fringes that are significantly covered by invasive species such as Himalayan 
blackberry and English ivy. The eastern portion that goes through the former Alberg 
Family property towards Lynnfield Crescent and Mercer Place are old farm areas that 
have not had natural vegetation for many decades and are presently covered with 
invasive species. I have recently done an assessment on Lynnfield Crescent that had 3 
metre high invasive species removed a year ago and it has returned with many non­
native species completely covering the property. No Sensitive Ecosystem remains on 
any of this area. The north western portion of the map unit has become degraded over 
the last thirty years that we have lived in this neighbourhood. Originally it was a Garry 
oak ecosystem with significant native plant cover, with only a few invasive species 
present, such as Scotch broom. It now is dominated by Scotch broom, Himalayan 
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the last thirty years that we have lived in this neighbourhood. Originally it was a Garry 
oak ecosystem with significant native plant cover, with only a few invasive species 
present, such as Scotch broom. It now is dominated by Scotch broom, Himalayan 
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blackberry and a dense cover of invasive grasses species. mainly invasive annual 
brome species. Scattered patches of camas still remain. but these are often suppressed 
by the invasive grasses. A few patches of the native blue wild rye and California brome 
occur. It no longer meets the Sensitive Ecosystems standard. All of these properties 
are quite large and restoration of these properties would take significant resources and 
time. Many of the owners have indicated that they used to remove invasive species 
such as blackberry and Scotch broom. but are no longer able to do this activity. There is 
a tree corridor to the north to Mount Douglas Park. with a few gaps. however. there is 
no natural understory through all of this area. as the properties north of this map unit are 
mostly lawn and gardens under the trees. There is no tree corridor to the south. into the 
Livingstone and Malton Avenues area. Much of the map unit is surrounded by 
residential development. Not one property meets the definition of a Sensitive 
Ecosystem. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem. following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems. BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006). nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed. as recommended by the District of Saanich document: Guidelines 
for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (#29). and the recent Guidance document it is 
clear that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: uEvaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to. if any." 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines and 
the recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment. Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated Ecosystems 
(GOERT) 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an o~currence of that particular plant 
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association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much more than 
Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of wildflowers, native 
grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are part of the functioning 
ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak ecosystem 
as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) and some 
semblance of the ecological processes and communities that prevailed before 
European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native plant 
species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than others. The 
presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area is a Garry Oak 
ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered that it no longer 
represents a viable ecosystem." 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
for the following reasons. The property is dominated by over 80% cover of invasive 
species. There are few native species in addition to the Garry oak trees. There is no 
Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural state on this property. The property 
does not support an ecological community that can be considered provincially at 
risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. The site has been so altered that it does 
not represent a viable ecosystem and if the property is left alone, without significant 
restoration activity, it will become further degraded and even more dominated by 
invasive plant species. This occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive 
species. 

These properties could be restored, but only with years of significant invasive species 
removal and native plant re-introductions. It would be best to work with the property 
owner as a stewardship initiative, but only with significant resources provided by outside 
agencies or the municipality. The properties are not part of a corridor, as natural 
vegetation does not occur on any side of this map unit that would connect these 
properties to areas of natural Garry oak ecosystem. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property in a relative 
natural state. The boundaries of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any 
development would be outside of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant 
Area (ESA). 
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Because of this, the ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from 
these properties for the Woodland SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc Arlene Winstanley 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 25, 2015 

Re: Woodland SEI Mapping at 4181 and 4185 Glendenning Road - Properties of Joan 
Johns 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a Woodland 
Sensitive Ecosystem on tlus property. 

I have visited this property once in early July, 2015. I live above this property and am very aware 
of the ecological situation over the past three decades. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on these properties. Over the last 25 years I have watched this 
area go from a Garry oak meadow with few invasive species (there was signi:f;icant broom that 
the owners removed) to now being.dominated by invasive grasses, Scotch broom, Himalayan 
blackberry and English ivy. Invasive grasses, including annual bromes and orchard grass now 
dominate the herb layers on all parts of the property within the Woodland SEl map unit., with 
dense shrub covering much of the eastern portions of the properties. There are scattered 
individuals of conunon camas and small patches of blue wildrye and California brome. Both 
properties are in poor ecological condition. 

Neither property is actually a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standardfor 
Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach 10 Mapping Ecosystems at Risk 
and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Be MOE Resources Information Standards Committee 
(December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive Ecosystem standard for Vancouver 
Island (see below). lfthe methods from these reports are followed, as recommended by the 
District of Saanich document: Guidelinesfor Ver{fying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive 
Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), and the 
recent Guidance document it is clear that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the 
property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological community for 
ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and subclass of Sensitive 
Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines and the recent 
Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Colwnbia: An Approach 
to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of 
Environment, Resources Infonnation Standards Committee. December 5, 

2006, Version 1.0 I 
2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf Islands [ffi~fP')~n~nr2![Q) 

1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual ~L5U ~ LS 

NOV 28 2016-
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DISTRICT 0 SAANICH 

To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 25, 2015 

Re: Woodland SEI Mapping at 4181 and 4185 Glendenning Road - Properties of Joan 
Johns 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a Woodland 
Sensitive Ecosystem on tlus property. 

I have visited this property once in early July, 2015. I live above this property and am very aware 
of the ecological situation over the past three decades. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on these properties. Over the last 25 years I have watched this 
area go from a Garry oak meadow with few invasive species (there was signi:f;icant broom that 
the owners removed) to now being.dominated by invasive grasses, Scotch broom, Himalayan 
blackberry and English ivy. Invasive grasses, including annual bromes and orchard grass now 
dominate the herb layers on all parts of the property within the Woodland SEl map unit., with 
dense shrub covering much of the eastern portions of the properties. There are scattered 
individuals of conunon camas and small patches of blue wildrye and California brome. Both 
properties are in poor ecological condition. 

Neither property is actually a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standardfor 
Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach 10 Mapping Ecosystems at Risk 
and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Be MOE Resources Information Standards Committee 
(December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive Ecosystem standard for Vancouver 
Island (see below). lfthe methods from these reports are followed, as recommended by the 
District of Saanich document: Guidelinesfor Ver{fying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive 
Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), and the 
recent Guidance document it is clear that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the 
property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological community for 
ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and subclass of Sensitive 
Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines and the recent 
Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Colwnbia: An Approach 
to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of 
Environment, Resources Infonnation Standards Committee. December 5, 

2006, Version 1.0 I 
2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf Islands [ffi~fP')~n~nr2![Q) 

1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual ~L5U ~ LS 

NOV 28 2016-

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT 0 SAANICH 

317



3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated Ecosystems 
(GOERT) 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by the B.C. 
Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are 
ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and structure must fall 
within the expected range of the defined pJant association before it is considered 
an occurrence of tbat particular plant association. The ecosystem occurrence itself 
must have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it 
is to have practical conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seck to conserve the seven sensitive 
ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much more than Garry 
Oak (Quercus garrycma) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of wildflowers, native grasses, 
insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are part of the functioning ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak ecosystem as one 
with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) and some semblance of the 
ecological processes and communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native plant species and 
loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than others. The presence of Garry Oak 
trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places 
the site has been so altered that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem." 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property as there is no viable ecosystem remaining. 

Because of this, the ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from these 
properties for the Woodland SEl polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P .Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

ccJoanJohns,BluceJohns 
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Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property as there is no viable ecosystem remaining. 

Because of this, the ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from these 
properties for the Woodland SEl polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P .Bio. 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

r:-::.-------- ------t 
1l5)~(Q;~~~~'D' 

August 20, 201blfU DEC U::J LOiS U:U 
IL PU\f\lNING DEPT. 

DISTf~ICT OF :3AANICH _ ......... _& ... __ ......... _ ..... _ ... _-
Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem 
Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) Mapping at 4173 Lynnfield 
Crescent - Property of Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of 
a Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) on 
adjacent properties that would required an EDPA buffer on this property. Field 
forms and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and 
field notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

This property has two oak trees within the EDPA buffer. However, there is no 
Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. There is also no remaining 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. There is a Garry oak overstory 
on the property to the west, however, the understory of the property is 
predominantly a dense cover of invasive shrub and herb species. 

The property at 4173 Lynnfield Crescent has a buffer that goes through part of 
the house, and otherwise is dominated by lawn, ornamental plants and an out 
building. A couple of snowberry plants and one Indian-plum occurs near the two 
oak trees on the property. The buffer occurs on the western third of the property 

I have visited the adjacent property once in late April, 2016 and once in mid-May 
2016. I have viewed the property regularly from the Mercer Place footpath many 
times in the past few years. Before clearing of invasive species in the fall of 2015 
this property was dominated by 2-3 metre high Himalayan blackberry and Scotch 
broom, with a dense understory and many trees covered by English ivy. The 
property has an open overstory of Garry oak. At that time, the property was 
dominated by a very dense, tall cover of invasive species, with blackberry and 
other species already returning to 2 metres or more in height. The dense shrub 
has partly been removed again, but the property is still dominated by invasive 
species. In the spring, this adjacent property was dominated by a very dense 
cover of the following invasive species: Himalayan blackberry, annual invasive 
brome species, hedge mustard (Sisymbrium officiale), prickly sow thistle 
(Sonchus asper), Robert's geranium, purple dead-nettle (Lamium purpurea) and 
English ivy. Other invasive species include: orchardgrass, Kentucky bluegrass, 
bluebells, Scotch broom, thistle, burdock, dandelions, bedstraw, shepherds' 
purse and many other species. Scattered individuals of common snowberry were 
found on the property and a couple individuals of Indian-plum. 

By following the provincial Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British 
Columbia: An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information Standards Committee (December 

To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

r:-:::-:.-----.. - -----1 
I (5)~(G~~~~f1JI 

August 20, 201.b1SU DEC U:J LO iS lW 
IL PlJ\r\J~.~ING DEPT. 

DISTr~ICT OF :3;\.l\NICH -------.... __ ..... -.. _ ..•.. _ ... _-
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Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) Mapping at 4173 Lynnfield 
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the house, and otherwise is dominated by lawn, ornamental plants and an out 
building. A couple of snowberry plants and one Indian-plum occurs near the two 
oak trees on the property. The buffer occurs on the western third of the property 

I have visited the adjacent property once in late April, 2016 and once in mid-May 
2016. I have viewed the property regularly from the Mercer Place footpath many 
times in the past few years. Before clearing of invasive species in the fall of 2015 
this property was dominated by 2-3 metre high Himalayan blackberry and Scotch 
broom, with a dense understory and many trees covered by English ivy. The 
property has an open overstory of Garry oak. At that time, the property was 
dominated by a very dense, tall cover of invasive species, with blackberry and 
other species already returning to 2 metres or more in height. The dense shrub 
has partly been removed again, but the property is still dominated by invasive 
species. In the spring, this adjacent property was dominated by a very dense 
cover of the following invasive species: Himalayan blackberry, annual invasive 
brome species, hedge mustard (Sisymbrium officiale), prickly sow thistle 
(Sonchus asper), Robert's geranium, purple dead-nettle (Lamium purpurea) and 
English ivy. Other invasive species include: orchardgrass, Kentucky bluegrass, 
bluebells, Scotch broom, thistle, burdock, dandelions, bedstraw, shepherds' 
purse and many other species. Scattered individuals of common snowberry were 
found on the property and a couple individuals of Indian-plum. 

By following the provinCial Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British 
Columbia: An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information Standards Committee (December 
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2006), and the District of Saanich document (which is provided to biologists for 
assessing properties in the EDPA: Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is no Sensitive 
Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) on the property at 4173 
Lynnfield Crescent, nor on any adjacent property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class 
and subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any. This property does not 
fit at-risk status for any Ecological Community, so is not a Sensitive Ecosystem. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by the District of Saanich's 
2013 Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document, which provide 
directions to biologists: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems (GOERT) 

According to # 1 : ""Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

2006), and the District of Saanich document (which is provided to biologists for 
assessing properties in the EDPA: Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
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Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
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expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 
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more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 
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liThe Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) 
and some semblance of the ecological processes and communities that prevailed 
before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem." 

The adjacent property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by 
over 80% cover of invasive species. There are very few native species in addition 
to the Garry oak trees. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) in a relatively natural state on this property. The 
property does not support an ecological community that can be considered 
provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. The site has been 
so altered that it does not represent a viable ecosystem and if the property is left 
alone, without significant restoration activity, it will become even more dominated 
by invasive plant species. This occurrence does not have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future, due to the predominance of 
alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there 
is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) on the adjacent property, so no EDPA buffer should be required on 
the property at 4173 Lynnfield Crescent. The boundaries of the current 
Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) mapping should be 
refined, and removed from the property, as the proposed development is outside 
of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). There is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on any surrounding property. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) 
and some semblance of the ecological processes and communities that prevailed 
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provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. The site has been 
so altered that it does not represent a viable ecosystem and if the property is left 
alone, without significant restoration activity, it will become even more dominated 
by invasive plant species. This occurrence does not have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future, due to the predominance of 
alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there 
is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) on the adjacent property, so no EDPA buffer should be required on 
the property at 4173 Lynnfield Crescent. The boundaries of the current 
Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) mapping should be 
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Report 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

The Corporation of the District of Saanich 

Mayor and Council 

Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning 

February 15, 2017 

Request for Removal from the Environmental Development Permit Area 
(EDPA) 
File: 2860-25.4727,4731,4735,4739,4740 Treetop Heights and 
4755,4769 Cordova Bay Road 

PROJECT DETAILS 

Project Proposal: The applicants are requesting that the subject properties be 
removed from one Environmentally Significant Area of the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA). These 
properties were originally included in the EDPA to provide 
enhanced protection to the Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem type. 

The request is made based biologist reports which states there is 
no sensitive ecosystem on the properties. 

If Council supports this request, the EDPA Atlas would need to be 
amended. 

Address: 4727,4731,4735,4739,4740 Treetop Heights and 
4755,4769 Cordova Bay Road 

Legal Description: Lot A, Sec 25, Plan 19081 
Lots 1, 3, 4 and Pt 2, Sec 25, Plan 17826 
Lot 1, Sec 25, Plan 48307 
Lot B, Sec 25, Plan 84765 

Owner(s): John and Julie Barrand, Barbara Winters, Alistair and Isabella 
Mulholland, Stephen and Rosalie Davis, Chris and Colleen Day, 
Momcilo and Andja Zukanovic, Robert and Debbie Thom 

Applicant(s): As above 

Application(s) Received: July 26,2016 - July 29,2016 

Parcel Size(s): 0.1149 to 0.4017 ha lR1~©~O~~[Q) 
FEB 20 2017 
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2860-25 -2-

Existing Use of Parcel(s): Single Family Dwellings 

Current Zoning: 

Minimum Lot Size: 

Proposed Zoning: 

Proposed Minimum 
Lot Size: 

Local Area Plan: 

LAP Designation: 

PROPOSAL 

See Figure 1 

N/A 

No change proposed 

N/A 

Cordova Bay 

Residential 

February 15, 2017 

The applicants are requesting that the subject properties be removed from one Environmentally 
Significant Area of the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA). These properties 
were originally included in the EDPA to provide enhanced protection to the Terrestrial 
Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem type. 

The request is made based on biologist reports which states there is no sensitive ecosystem on 
the properties. 

PLANNING POLICY 

Official Community Plan (2008) 
4.1.2.1 "Continue to use and update the 'Saanich Environmentally Significant Areas Atlas' and 

other relevant documents to inform land use decisions." 

4.1.2.3 "Continue to protect and restore habitats that support native species of plants, animals 
and address threats to biodiversity such as invasive species." 

4.1.2.4 "Protect and restore rare and endangered species habitat and ecosystems, particularly 
those associated with Garry Oak ecosystems." 

4.1.2.5 "Preserve 'micro-ecosystems' as part of proposed development applications, where 
possible." 

4.1.2.7 "Link environmentally sensitive areas and green spaces, where appropriate, using 
'greenways', and design them to maintain biodiversity and reduce wildlife conflicts." 
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2860-25 -3- February 15, 2017 

Cordova Bay Local Area Plan (2008) 
5.1 "Encourage protection of indigenous vegetation, wildlife habitats, urban forest landscapes 

and sensitive marine environments within Cordova Bay when considering applications for 
change in land use." 

General Development Permit Area Guidelines (1995) 
1. "Major or significant wooded areas and native vegetation should be retained wherever 

possible." 

Environmental Development Permit Area Guidelines (2012) 
1.b.i) and iv) "Development within the ESA shall not proceed except for the following: 

Proposals that protect the environmental values of the ESA including: 
• the habitat of rare and endangered plants, animals and sensitive ecosystems" 

2. "In order to minimize negative impacts on the ESA, development within the buffer of the 
ESA shall be designed to: 
• Avoid the removal/modification of native vegetation; 
• Avoid the introduction of non-native invasive vegetation; 
• Avoid impacts to the protected root zones of trees within the ESA; 
• Avoid disturbance to wildlife and habitat; 
• Minimize the use of fill; 
• Minimize soil disturbance; 
• Minimize blasting; 
• Minimize changes in hydrology; and 
• Avoid run-off of sediments and construction-related contaminants." 

3. "No alteration of the ESA will be permitted unless demonstrated through professional 
environmental studies that it would not adversely affect the natural environment. Prior to 
the issuance of a development permit, the following information may be required: 
• A sediment and erosion control plan; 
• An arborist report according to the "Requirements For Plan Submission and Review 

of Development or Building Related Permits" (Saanich Parks); 
• A biologist report; 
• A surveyed plan; and/or 
• A bond." 

4. "The following measures may be required to prevent and mitigate any damage to the 
ESA: 
• Temporary or permanent fencing; 
• Environmental monitoring during construction; 
• Demarcation of wildlife corridors, wildlife trees, and significant trees; 
• Restricting development activities during sensitive life-cycle times; and 
• Registration of a natural state covenant." 

5. "Revegetation and restoration may be required as mitigation or compensation regardless 
of when the damage or degradation occurred." 
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Figure 1: Context Map 
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BACKGROUND 

Environmental Development Permit Area 
The Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) was adopted by Council in 2012. Part of 
the Environmental Development Permit Area Bylaw is the Environmental Development Permit 
Area Atlas which illustrates the location of five Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) 
inventories and associated buffers on properties in Saanich. As with the Streamside 
Development Permit Area (SDPA), it is acknowledged that the EDPA Atlas will need to be 
maintained and updated over time. 

There are four ways mapping inaccuracies can be approached according to the Environmental 
Development Permit Area Guidelines: 

1. Exemption #14 allows for a professional to refine boundaries of an Environmentally 
Significant Area and potentially proceed without an Environmental Development Permit if a 
development proposal is shown to be outside of the ESA. This exemption was designed to 
avoid undue process or delays for applicants where mapping could be improved. 

2. Exemption #15 allows for intrusions into the EDPA where covenants are used to secure 
comparable natural features which were not previously mapped. 

3. As with the SDPA, staff collate proposed EDPA mapping changes as property owners note 
inaccuracies (which are documented by staff) or biologists hired during the development 
application process do a more detailed assessment. These changes are brought forward in 
batches to Council as recommended amendments. 

4. Where a proposed mapping amendment is outside of the scope of these provisions, Council 
approval is required. 

The applicants are seeking Council approval to remove the EDPA designation (both ESA and 
buffer zone) from the properties as in 4, above. 

As such, this report has been prepared for Council's review and consideration. If Council 
believes the removal request has merit, a Public Hearing on the matter would need to be called. 

Council adopted a motion on May 9,2016 to endorse Terms of Reference for the hiring of a 
consultant to develop potential solutions in relation to the application of the/an EDPA in 
Saanich. The Terms of Reference include a public consultation component as part of the 
development of potential solutions. It is possible that the outcomes of the review may impact 
the EDPA on these properties. 

The Environment and Natural Areas Committee has not considered this request. 
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2860-25 -6- February 15, 2017 

Existing EDPA Mapping 
The EDPA on the subject properties is in reference to one Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA): Terrestrial Herbaceous (see Figure 2) . 

• ~..> 
i12~ I~">" .s> , r;-- J;-t , 

Figure 2: Current Environmental Development Permit Area mapping on the subject properties 

The Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystem is part of the Provincial/Federal Sensitive Ecosystem 
Inventory (SEI). The Ministry of Environment states that SEI areas are often ecosystem 
remnants and have many values because they: 

• Provide critical habitat for species at risk and include ecosystems at risk; 
• Are biologically diverse; 
• Provide wildlife corridors and linkages; 
• Bring nature into communities; 
• Provide recreational opportunities; 
• Support learning environments; 
• Create economic benefits; and 
• Are a legacy for future generations. 
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Specifically, Terrestrial Herbaceous is described as: 

• Occurring in very small patches; 
• Dominated by grasses and mosses; 
• Thin-soiled with exposed bedrock; 
• Often containing introduced grasses and threatened by Scotch Broom; 
• Supporting sparse tree and shrub growth; 
• High bird and butterfly use, and very high invertebrate production; and 
• Found in only 1.5% of the land base within the Capital Region. 

The EDPA includes a 10m buffer for the Terrestrial Herbaceous Environmentally Sensitive 
Area. Property owners can apply for a permit to develop within the buffer area. One of the 
properties (4755 Cordova Bay Road) is only located within the buffer zone. Therefore, it is not 
currently mapped as having ESA on the property. 

Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystems are consider part of the rare Garry Oak and associated 
ecosystems mosaic. 

Saanich requested a biologist, Moraia Grau, to visit the Terrestrial Herbaceous site and 
comment on its condition and viability as an ecosystem. Her findings were that the ecosystem 
is correctly identified as Terrestrial Herbaceous (although the boundary accuracy can be 
improved) and is one of the largest Terrestrial Herbaceous areas in the vicinity. The full report 
is attached. --............. 

Figure 3: A close up of the native vegetation that can be found (M. Grau) 
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Figure 4: Garry Oaks, Arbutus, and native mosses (M. Grau) 

The applicants did not give authorization for Saanich staff to visit any of the properties however 
many of these properties were visited by staff in 2015 upon request. Staff observed that the 
Terrestrial Herbaceous ecosystem definitely does exist and there are relatively few invasive 
species. Wildlife trees and raptors were observed. Revised mapping was drafted based on site 
inspections for Council consideration (see Figure 5). 

The application of the SEI methodology can be subjective when it comes to determining what is 
"relatively natural". The Biogeoclimatic Ecosystem Classification and CDC at-risk ecological 
communities standards should not be confused as being a relevant in the determination of SEI 
presence. Inventory methods should be consistent with the Best Management Practices for 
Garry Oak & Associated Ecosystems produced by the Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team. 

As well, the College of Applied Biology Principles of Stewardship should be applied: 

• Take a comprehensive, holistic view; 
• Maintain resilient ecosystems; 
• Minimize harm, improve and enhance; 
• Assess alternatives; 
• Maintain future options; and 
• Learn and respond. 
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Figure 5: Proposed Revised Mapping 

Removal Request 
The owners have requested the Terrestrial Herbaceous and associated buffer be removed from 
their property based on the opinion of their consulting biologist that there is no sensitive 
ecosystem on the properties. 

The reports by Mr. Lea indicates that he investigated the entire map unit marked as Terrestrial 
Herbaceous which falls on the properties in question. His site visit took place in late May/early 
June 2016. Native species which he found present within the polygon included: Garry Oak, 
Arbutus, Oceanspray, Camas, Harvest Brodiaea, Blue Wildrye and Tall Oregon-Grape as well 
as native mosses. Invasive species which were found include: Brome grasses, Scotch Broom, 
and Himalayan Blackberry. 
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2860-25 -10- February 15, 2017 

According to Mr. Lea's reports, the properties do not meet the definition of an Environmentally 
Significant Area because they are dominated by invasive species and there are few native 
species. 

"There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural state on this property. The 
property does not support an ecological community that can be considered provincially at risk by 
the BC Conservation Data Center." 

Figure 6 illustrates the EDPA mapping should Council remove the Terrestrial Herbaceous ESA 
and buffer from the subject properties. 

Q 

~ 
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Figure 6: Post Removal Site Considerations 

OPTIONS 

1) Do not support the request to remove the properties from the Environmental 
Development Permit Area. 

2) Support the request to remove the Environmental Development Permit Area on the 
properties from the EDPA Atlas (see Figure 6). 

3) Support the recommendation to improve the accuracy of the mapping (Figure 5). 

4) Postpone a decision on this application pending the outcome of the final phase of the 
EDPA "check-in" which would be undertaken by a consultant selected by Council. 
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Staff recommend Option 3, for the following reasons: 

• Staff and consulting biologist, Moraia Grau, believe that the rare Terrestrial Herbaceous 
ecosystem is present and viable but needs refinement in terms of mapped boundaries; 

• Saanich Official Community Plan policies support the protection and restoration of 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas in this area; 

• The owners are able to continue to maintain and use their property as they are accustomed; 
and 

• Improvements as a result of the EDPA consultant review may help to address some of the 
concerns of the owners. 

SUMMARY 

The owners of seven properties on Treetop Heights and Cordova Bay Road have requested 
removal of the EDPA from their properties based on a letter by Ted Lea stating there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the properties. The properties contain some 
portion that falls within the Terrestrial Herbaceous ESA as mapped in the EDPA atlas, with the 
exception of one property which is located only within the buffer zone of the ESA. 

Staff believe that the rare Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem is correctly identified and 
present on the property and this is corroborated in a report by biologist Moraia Grau. Further, it 
is noted that this is one of the largest examples in the vicinity and supports a variety of bird life. 
Staff recommend fine-tuning of the boundaries. 
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2860-25 -12- February 15, 2017 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Council support Option 3. 

Note: If Council supports Option 3, a Public Hearing would still be required. If Council wishes 
to support the removal request at this time, the motion would be as follows: 

a) That staff be requested to prepare an amendment to Plate 41 of Schedule 3 to Appendix 
N of the Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008, No. 8940 for the removal of the 
Terrestrial Herbaceous ESA and associated buffer at 4727,4731,4735,4739,4740 
Treetop Heights and 4755, 4769 Cordova Bay Road from the Environmental 
Development Permit Area Atlas, and that a Public Hearing be called to consider the 
amendment. 

Report prepared by: Adri~Environmental Services 

Report reviewed by: 

AP/ads 
H:\ TEMPEST\LAND\ 1264 73\Report.docx 

Attachments 

cc: P. Thorkelsson, CAO 

CAO'S COMMENTS: 

I endorse the recommendation of the Director of Planning 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

r6)~©~O\Yl~fjjI 
June 30,2016 . Lnl JUL 2 9 2016 L!dJ 

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 4755 Cordova Bay Road - Property of 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Treetop Heights and 
Carloss Place and west towards Cordova Bay Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in 
vegetative cover overall and has individual differences by property. Much of the map 
unit is very steep and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse 
cover of Garry oak and arbutus. Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and 
has very few remaining native species on the properties that this unit encompasses. 
There is no Sensitive Ecosystem remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive 
species include a dense cover of annual brome grasses, Scotch broom, and Himalayan 
blackberry. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch broom and blackberry, where 
possible. Native species occur as scattered individuals or as small patches. They 
include camas, harvest brodiaea, blue wildrye and tall Oregon-grape in very small 
amounts. Many of the very shallow areas have a dense cover of native moss species 
that are still in good condition. Most of these rocky areas are on very steep slopes 
where landowner actions are unlikely to occur. The map unit does not link natural 
communities to any other natural area (i.e. no corridor), and is surrounded by residential 
properties in all directions. If this map unit were to be left alone with no invasive shrub 
removal it would quickly become dominated by a dense cover of Scotch broom and 
Himalayan blackberry, and the invasive grass species would continue to increase and 
include other invasive species which are already present in smaller amounts. 
Restoration will be very difficult on the steeper slopes of this map unit and removal of 
invasive grasses and planting of native species including native grasses and wildflowers 
will consume significant resources including time and costs for landowners. 

The property at 4755 Cordova Bay Road contains an EDPA buffer area to 4757 
Cordova Bay Road, on which no Sensitive Ecosystem remains. This buffer area should 
be removed from the property. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: Guidelines 
for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the 
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Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is no Terrestrial 
Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at·risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any. n 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be prOVincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The 
boundaries of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would 
be outside of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 

The Buffer area and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this 
property for the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEt polygon. 

2 
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Ted Lea, RP.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 30, 2016 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 4769 Cordova Bay Road - Property of Debbie and 
Kent Thom 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Treetop Heights and 
Carloss Place and west towards Cordova Bay Road. The map unit is fairly consistent In 
vegetative cover overall and has individual differences by property. Much of the map 
unit is very steep and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse 
cover of Garry oak and arbutus. Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and 
has very few remaining native species on the properties that this unit encompasses. 
There is no Sensitive Ecosystem remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive 
species include a dense cover of annual brome grasses, Scotch broom, and Himalayan 
blackberry. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch broom and blackberry, where 
possible. Native species occur as scattered individuals or as small patches. They 
include camas, harvest brodiaea, blue wildrye and tall Oregon-grape in very small 
amounts. Many of the very shallow areas have a dense cover of native moss species 
that are still in good condition. Most of these rocky areas are on very steep slopes 
where landowner actions are unlikely to occur. The map unit does not link natural 
communities to any other natural area (I.e. no corridor), and is surrounded by residential 
properties in all directions. If this map unit were to be left alone with no invasive shrub 
removal it would quickly become dominated by a dense cover of Scotch broom and 
Himalayan blackberry, and the invasive grass species would continue to increase and 
include other invasive species which are already present in smaller amounts. 
Restoration will be very difficult on the steeper slopes of this map unit and removal of 
invasive grasses and planting of native species including native grasses and wildflowers 
will consume significant resources including time and costs for landowners. 

The property at 4769 Cordova Bay Road is dominated by invasive grasses as indicated 
above. There are a few patches of blue wildrye on the southeast portion of the 
property. The property has a Garry oak grove to the south. The landowners have 
removed significant amounts of Scotch broom and Himalayan blackberry. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
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reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: Guidelines 
for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is no Terrestrial 
Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The 
boundaries of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would 
be outside of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 

2 
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The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. Debbie and Kent Thorn 

3 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 30, 2016 

10) [g(g[gDW[g fQl 
·lnl JUL 2 7 2016 l!:U 

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 4727 Treetop Heights - Property of John and Julie 
Barrand 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Treetop Heights and 
Carloss Place and west towards Cordova Bay Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in 
vegetative cover overall and has individual differences by property. Much of the map 
unit is very steep and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse 
cover of Garry oak and arbutus. Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and 
has very few remaining native species on the properties that this unit encompasses. 
There is no Sensitive Ecosystem remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive 
species include a dense cover of annual brome grasses, Scotch broom, and Himalayan 
blackberry. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch broom and blackberry, where 
possible. Native species occur as scattered individuals or as small patches. They 
include camas, harvest brodiaea, blue wildrye and tall Oregon-grape in very small 
amounts. Many of the very shallow areas have a dense cover of native moss species 
that are still in good condition. Most of these rocky areas are on very steep slopes 
where landowner actions are unlikely to occur. The map unit does not link natural 
communities to any other natural area (Le. no corridor), and is surrounded by residential 
properties in all directions. If this map unit were to be left alone with no invasive shrub 
removal it would quickly become dominated by a dense cover of Scotch broom and 
Himalayan blackberry, and the invasive grass species would continue to increase and 
include other invasive species which are already present in smaller amounts. 
Restoration will be very difficult on the steeper slopes of this map unit and removal of 
invasive grasses and planting of native species including native grasses and wildflowers 
will consume significant resources including time and costs for landowners. 

The property at 4727 Treetop Heights is dominated by invasive grasses as indicated 
above, and also has some spurge-laurel and orchard grass. There are some dense 
patches of Himalayan blackberry, which the owner had reduced in the past. There are a 
few patches of Oregon-grape and oceanspray, mostly at the bottom of the property. 
Few wildflowers remain. Significant amounts of Scotch broom have been removed by 
the landowner. The property has a few arbutus, Garry oak and broad-leaved maple at 
the top of the property near the house. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 

1 
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Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: Guidelines 
for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the 
Environmental Development Pennit Area (#29), it is clear that there is no Terrestrial 
Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The 
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boundaries of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would 
be outside of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 

The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. John and Julie Barrand 

3 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 30, 2016 fD) ~©~O~~ rrr 
lr~ JUL 2 8 2016 L!:!J 

. PLANNING DEPT. 
Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceo~LS~iIS OF SAANICH 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 4731 Treetop Heights - Property of 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Treetop Heights and 
Carloss Place and west towards Cordova Bay Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in 
vegetative cover overall and has individual differences by property. Much of the map 
unit is very steep and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse 
cover of Garry oak and arbutus. Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and 
has very few remaining native species on the properties that this unit encompasses. 
There is no Sensitive Ecosystem remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive 
species include a dense cover of annual brome grasses, Scotch broom, and Himalayan 
blackberry. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch broom and blackberry, where 
possible. Native species occur as scattered individuals or as small patches. They 
include camas, harvest brodiaea, blue wildrye and tall Oregon-grape in very small 
amounts. Many of the very shallow areas have a dense cover of native moss species 
that are still in good condition. Most of these rocky areas are on very steep slopes 
where landowner actions are unlikely to occur. The map unit does not link natural 
communities to any other natural area (i.e. no corridor), and is surrounded by residential 
properties in all directions. If this map unit were to be left alone with no invasive shrub 
removal it would quickly become dominated by a dense cover of Scotch broom and 
Himalayan blackberry, and the invasive grass species would continue to increase and 
include other invasive species which are already present in smaller amounts. 
Restoration will be very difficult on the steeper slopes of this map unit and removal of 
invasive grasses and planting of native species including native grasses and wildflowers 
will consume significant resources including time and costs for landowners. 

The property at 4731 Treetop Heights, where a more gently sloping area occurs within 
the mapped SEI polygon, east of the house, is mostly ornamental garden and lawn. The 
rest of the property is dominated by invasive grasses as indicated above, and also has 
significant dense patches of Himalayan blackberry. There are a few patches of Oregon­
grape and oceanspray, mostly at the bottom of the property. Few wildflowers remain. 
Areas of moss occur on very steep rocky slopes. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
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Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: Guidelines 
for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is no Terrestrial 
Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5,2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my profession~1 opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The 
boundaries of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would 
be outside of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 
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The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 3D, 2016 \w~~~~~~ill) 
PLANNING DEPT. 

DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 4735 Treetop Heights - Property of Christopher and 
Colleen 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Treetop Heights and 
Carloss Place and west towards Cordova Bay Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in 
vegetative cover overall and has individual differences by property. Much of the map 
unit is very steep and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse 
cover of Garry oak and arbutus. Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and 
has very few remaining native species on the properties that this unit encompasses. 
There is no Sensitive Ecosystem remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive 
species include a dense cover of annual brome grasses, Scotch broom, and Himalayan 
blackberry. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch broom and blackberry, where 
possible. Native species occur as scattered individuals or as small patches. They 
include camas, harvest brodiaea, blue wildrye and tall Oregon-grape in very small 
amounts. Many of the very shallow areas have a dense cover of native moss species 
that are still in good condition. Most of these rocky areas are on very steep slopes 
where landowner actions are unlikely to occur. The map unit does not link natural 
communities to any other natural area (Le. no corridor), and is surrounded by residential 
properties in all directions. If this map unit were to be left alone with no invasive shrub 
removal it would quickly become dominated by a dense cover of Scotch broom and 
Himalayan blackberry, and the invasive grass species would continue to increase and 
include other invasive species which are already present in smaller amounts. 
Restoration will be very difficult on the steeper slopes of this map unit and removal of 
invasive grasses and planting of native species including native grasses and wildflowers 
will consume significant resources including time and costs for landowners. 

The property at 4735 Treetop Heights, where a more gently sloping area occurs within 
the mapped SEI polygon, east of the house, is mostly ornamental garden and lawn. The 
rest of the property is dominated by invasive grasses as indicated above, and also has 
some large dense patches of Himalayan blackberry. Few wildflowers remain. There are 
some small patches of blue wildrye and areas of moss on steeper rock. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
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Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: Guidelines 
for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is no Terrestrial 
Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The 
boundaries of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would 
be outside of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 
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The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. Christopher and Colleen 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 30,2016 

10) ~©~OW~ f1Jl 
Ull JUL 2 7 2016 l!:V 

PLANNING DEPT. 
_ DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 4739 Treetop Heights - Property of 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Treetop Heights and 
Carloss Place and west towards Cordova Bay Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in 
vegetative cover overall and has individual differences by property. Much of the map 
unit is very steep and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse 
cover of Garry oak and arbutus. Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and 
has very few remaining native species on the properties that this unit encompasses. 
There is no Sensitive Ecosystem remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive 
species include a dense cover of annual brome grasses, Scotch broom, and Himalayan 
blackberry. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch broom and blackberry, where 
possible. Native species occur as scattered individuals or as small patches. They 
include camas, harvest brodiaea, blue wildrye and tall Oregon-grape in very small 
amounts. Many of the very shallow areas have a dense cover of native moss species 
that are still in good condition. Most of these rocky areas are on very steep slopes 
where landowner actions are unlikely to occur. The map unit does not link natural 
communities to any other natural area (Le. no corridor), and is surrounded by residential 
properties in all directions. If this map unit were to be left alone with no invasive shrub 
removal it would quickly become dominated by a dense cover of Scotch broom and 
Himalayan blackberry, and the invasive grass species would continue to increase and 
include other invasive species which are already present in smaller amounts. 
Restoration will be very difficult on the steeper slopes of this map unit and removal of 
invasive grasses and planting of native species including native grasses and wildflowers 
will consume significant resources including time and costs for landowners. 

The property at 4739 Treetop Heights, where a more gently sloping area occurs within 
the mapped SEI polygon, east and south of the house, is mostly ornamental garden and 
lawn. There is a Douglas-fir grove to the north of the house, which has an understory of 
saskatoon and dense orchard grass. The rest of the property is very steep and is 
dominated by invasive grasses as indicated above, with some moss patches. There are 
some patches of Himalayan blackberry and some Scotch broom. Few native wildflowers 
remain. There are a few small patches of blue wildrye. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
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Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: Guidelines 
for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is no Terrestrial 
Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The 
boundaries of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would 
be outside of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 
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The ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. 
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To Adriane Pollard June 30. 2016 \D)~©~nw~fTIl 
Manager of Environmental Services .lffi JUL 2 6 2016 lid) 
District of Saanich , 

1 PLANNING DEPT. 
Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Terrestrial Herbaceou~..i!.tltmllHll~CT!...!O~F~S:!!AA:!,:;N:.:.:IC~H_---I 
Ecosystem ESA Mapping at 4740 Treetop Heights - Property of 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Terrestrial Herbaceous (HT) Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this map unit and property in late May 2016 and early June 2016. 

The overall Terrestrial Herbaceous map unit occurs between Treetop Heights and 
Carloss Place and west towards Cordova Bay Road. The map unit is fairly consistent in 
vegetative cover overall and has individual differences by property. Much of the map 
unit is very steep and has shallow to very shallow soils. The map unit has a sparse 
cover of Garry oak and arbutus. Most of the unit is dominated by invasive species and 
has very few remaining native species on the properties that this unit encompasses, 
There is no Sensitive Ecosystem remaining on this map unit. The dominant invasive 
species include a dense cover of annual brome grasses, Scotch broom, and Himalayan 
blackberry. Over time, landowners have removed Scotch broom and blackberry, where 
possible. Native species occur as scattered individuals or as small patches. They 
include camas, harvest brodiaea, blue wildrye and tall Oregon-grape in very small 
amounts. Many of the very shallow areas have a dense cover of native moss species 
that are still in good condition. Most of these rocky areas are on very steep slopes 
where landowner actions are unlikely to occur. The map unit does not link natural 
communities to any other natural area (Le. no corridor), and is surrounded by residential 
properties in all directions. If this map unit were to be left alone with no invasive shrub 
removal it would quickly become dominated by a dense cover of Scotch broom and 
Himalayan blackberry, and the invasive grass species would continue to increase and 
include other invasive species which are already present in smaller amounts. 
Restoration will be very difficult on the steeper slopes of this map unit and removal of 
invasive grasses and planting of native species including native grasses and wildflowers 
will consume significant resources including time and costs for landowners. 

The property at 4740 Treetop Heights is dominated by invasive grasses as indicated 
above. There are some patches of Himalayan blackberry and some Scotch broom. 
There are a few patches of tall Oregon-grape on the southeast portion of the property 
and oceanspray at the southwest portion. Few wildflowers remain, except for a few 
small patches of camas and a few individuals of harvest brodiaea. The property has a 
Garry oak grove in the lower portion of the property, to the west. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
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Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: Guidelines 
for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is no Terrestrial 
Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the two standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines 
document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5,2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 
association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by invasive species. There 
are few native species. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural 
state on this property. The property does not support an ecological community that 
can be considered provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. This 
occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the 
foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Terrestrial Herbaceous Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. The 
boundaries of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any development would 
be outside of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 
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The ESA snd subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from this property for 
the Terrestrial Herbaceous SEt polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. 
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Submitted to: 

Adriane Pollard 
Environmental Services Manager 

The Corporation of the District of Saanich 

Prepared by 

Moraia Grau MSc 

PO Box 118 
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1. Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to assess and provide feedback on the condition of the Herbaceous 
Terrestrial (HT) SEI site occurring on portions of properties 4771,4765,4761,4757 Cordova Bay 
Road, and 4732, 4740, 4739,4735,4731 and 4727 Tree Top Heights (Fig.1-3). 

2. Background 

The "Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory (SEI): East Vancouver Island and the Gulf Islands" was a joint 
classification and mapping project coordinated and carried out by representatives of the Canadian 
Wildlife Service, BC Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks, Nanaimo, and the B.C. Conservation 
Data Centre. The objective of the SEI was to classify, identify, and map terrestrial ecosystems and 
other habitats of high biodiversity, which still remained relatively unmodified despite intense 
development pressure in these regions, with the objective of supporting management decisions and 
promoting ecological conservation and land stewardship" (Ward et a/., 1998; bold: author's license). 
The inventory was finalized in 1998. A review and mapping update was carried out in 2004. Since 
that time the municipalities included in the SEI mapping have been charged with the task of preserving 
the sites under their respective jurisdictions. 

My involvement with the SEI started in 1998, helping to review and redefine polygon sites on aerial 
photos and carry out field reconnaissance of sites in the summer of 2000. In recent years I have 
worked for the District of Saanich on the Environmentally Significant Areas project, and I have been a 
Registered Professional Biologist (RPBio) from 2003 to 2015. 

3. Site inspection 

The SEI site occupies the slopes of a rocky hilltop, 60-100 m from the coast at Haro Straight. Four 
residential buildings and yards occupy the top of the rocky knoll. The slopes however remain mostly 
under natural vegetation cover. 

A visual assessment of the site was done on Oct. 2nd, 2016. The east facing slope was assessed 
from Carloss Place, and the west facing slope from Tree Top Heights (down slope) and from Cordova 
Bay Road (up slope). The north end of the site, part of property 4771 Cordova Bay strata, and north 
of 4740 and 4739 Tree Top Heights, could not be observed from any public view point, and was only 
examined through the air-photo (Fig. 1). 

In addition to the field inspection, the site was examined on the GIS Saanich Atlas 2015 airphoto 
coverage to assess the accuracy of the delineation and to check for other potentially relevant 
environmental information. 

4. Results 

Due to the time of the year (fall), when many herbaceous species have dried up and become 
inconspicuous, and to the visual restrictions of identifying species from a distance, the species named 
do not stand for a comprehensive species list of the site. However, as discussed next, the site is 
correctly identified as HT:ro, as per SElliterature description (Mc Phee et a/. 2000; see Discussion). 
The delineation of the polygon however needs redefinition, as some of the perimeter line goes through 
yards and roof tops, whereas some relevant areas lay outside the site's perimeter. 
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East and south facing slopes 

The area is composed of a steep rock outcrop with scattered pockets of deeper soil. The large rocks 
are covered by mosses and stonecrop (Photos 1-3). The moss cover includes roadside rock moss, 
broom moss and beaked moss. Licorice fern, grasses and blackberry bushes appear on crevices and 
deeper soil pockets. There is a minor presence of ocean spray and Scotch broom. The main tree 
species is Garry oak (Photo 4) . Next to the curve along Carloss Place, there were other tree species: 
dead Grand fir (Photo 1), arbutus, maple, poplar and alder. Several trees as well as blackberry 
bushes seemed under water stress. 
Observed invasive species from most to least abundant were: blackberry bushes, dandelion 
(scattered), Scotch broom (sparse), and spurge laurel (isolated next to roadside). Various introduced 
grasses common in these habitats throughout the region may also be present (sweet vernal grass, 
early hairgrass). The individual grass species could not be recognized at the time of the inspection. 

A forested patch at the north end (on 4739 Tree Top Hts. and 4763 Carloss Place) composed of 
mature Douglas fir and arbutus with understory of ocean spray, Oregon grape, and willow, is outside 
the perimeter of the SEI site. Presence of English ivy was noted on this area. 

West facing slope 

This side of the knoll has a lower incline than the east slope, with areas of deeper soils forming 
meadows and scattered patches of Garry oaks interspersed with rocky outcrops (Photos 5-8). There 
are also a few arbutus and Douglas fir trees. Some Garry oaks and arbutus have dried limbs and 
show signs of water stress (high seed production). Under the tree patches there is presence of 
Oregon grape. A few blackberry bushes and sparse Scotch broom show up in the meadows. The rock 
outcrops have a full cover of mosses. Licorice ferns appear on rock edges, crevices and under trees. 

At the north end of the west slope (properties 4740 Tree Top Hts. and 4771 Cordova Rd.) there is a 
massive rock outcrop (Photo 9). Most of the rock face has a moss cover. There is no presence of 
Scotch broom or blackberries at this end of the west slope. 

North end 

This area of the site was not accessible from a public view point as it is only visible from 4771 Cordova 
Bay Rd. strata property. However, the 2015 airphoto shows a rocky terrain similar to the two observed 
slopes (Figures 1-2). It also shows the presence of a wooded patch at the top of the slope (Garry 
oaks and Douglas fir) . 

6. Discussion 

The Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory describes HT ecosystems as sites where "the predominantly 
herbaceous vegetation is continuous except where interspersed with bare rock outcrops. The minimal 
tree and shrub cover characteristic of this ecosystem type is a result of shallow and rapidly draining 
conditions. Summer heat and light create drying conditions (Mc Phee et al. 2000)." The SEI 
acknowledged three types of HT: 

a) HT; less than 10% tree cover and less than 20% shrub cover 

b) HT:ro; grass-forb areas interspaced with rocky outcrops 

c) HT:sh; grass-forb areas with more than 20% shrub cover 
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In addition, various combinations of the three types were recognized, as well as the association with 
other ecosystem types such as woodland. The HT:ro combination was the most abundantly found 
type in the inventory mapping of Southern and Eastern Vancouver Island (>90% of the total HT area), 
thus HT sites were found highly related to the presence of exposed bedrock geology, often occurring 
near summits of hills and mountains. 

The physical attributes of HT sites are: exposed and open, dry sites, typically thin soiled, with pockets 
of deeper soil which may support sparse trees, with bedrock exposed as rock outcrops, located 
outside the salt spray zone, from near shorelines to the summits of local hills in the study area (South 
and Eastern Vancouver Island and the Gulf Islands). These characteristics apply to the site at Tree 
Top Heights, which together with the vegetation cover, classifies it as an HT:ro site. 

The SEI notes the importance of this type of ecosystem due to its fragility (thin soils are easily 
disturbed and herbaceous plants are easily trampled), high biodiversity and the occurrence of 
specialized micro-habitats. Typical species of these sites are various species of snakes (Garter and 
the at-risk Sharp-tailed Snake), birds (Lincoln's, Savannah, and Song sparrows, and potentially 
Vesper Sparrow and Streaked Horned Lark), mammals (voles, mice, shrews), which in turn attract 
predators such as raptors. They are also important habitats for invertebrate production, such as 
butterflies, including Anise Swallowtail and the endangered species Zerene fritillary, and other insects 
which attract aerial insectivores such as swallows, flycatchers, and bats to these sites (Mc Phee et al. 
2000). 

It is important to mention that the SEI classification does not use specific vegetation species or 
physical parameters as other Provincial ecological classifications, such as CDC Ecological 
Communities at Risk, or Terrestrial Ecosystem Mapping (TEM). These latter classification and 
mapping systems are based on the Biogeoclimatic Ecosystem Classification (BEC) of British 
Columbia, which uses elevation, soil nutrient and soil moisture regimes, along with vegetation species 
as parameters to define and map habitat units. However, CDC Ecological Communities at Risk and 
TEM units are not equivalent. The CDC Ecological Communities at Risk are mapped according to 
"plant association," whereas the TEM polygons are based on "site series" (or at times defined units 
are created for specific TEM projects). 

On the other hand, SEI sites are often a grouping of ecosystems not defined by a fixed vegetation 
species cover criteria. The objective behind the SEI classification was the recognition and flagging of 
specific habitat types threatened specifically by development, be it urban, industrial, agricultural, or 
recreational. As such, these sites may occur in a relatively natural or in a relatively more disturbed 
state. 

The SEI site at Tree Top Heights falls within the description of "a relatively natural" HT:ro site; i.e. an 
HT:ro site affected to a certain degree by human use and presence of invasive species, yet an HT:ro 
site nevertheless. During the Saanich ESA (Environmentally Significant Areas) mapping initiative a set 
of four natural restoration levels was applied to assess sites for restoration (Appendix I). The Tree Top 
Hts. site would classify for the first or second level, i.e .. "a minor to a sustained invasive species 
control needed to achieve natural restoration." 

We could reflect on other HT sites which at one time were affected by invasive species in larger 
amounts than they are now, as they were subject to natural restoration programs. Those sites were 
always considered SEI HT sites, even prior to the restoration programs. For example, Mount Tolmie 
had a higher cover of Scotch broom and Himalayan blackberry, than the Tree Top Heights site, and a 
much higher deterioration on meadows and rock outcrops because of trampling by walkers and dogs. 
In a less than pristine condition were many important HT sites in the Victoria area such as 
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Government House, Mount Douglas Park summit, and many others. However, the ecological 
condition of Mount Tolmie, Goverment House, and other Saanich and Victoria Parks, was improved by 
ecological restoration activities, which often did not involve plantings. The removal of invasive species 
allowed the re-emergence of native species typical of these ecosystems such as camas, shooting 
stars, lilies, and others. As has been discovered in various sites around Victoria, control and removal 
of invasive species leads to widespread emergence of native species. Just because some species 
are not obviously visible, it does not mean they are not there. 

In addition, irs important to note that plants are just a reflection of other biological diversity, such as 
invertebrates, fungi, micro-organisms, and others. These HT communities are the template or 
necessary habitat for all this other biological diversity. If these spaces are not available, then there are 
no opportuniies for this natural heritage to persist. 

In the context of Cordova Bay, this site is a remnant of other HT:ro sites which were transformed by 
residential development (Fig. 3). Tree Top Heights is the largest HT:ro remaining in the area except for 
Mount Douglas Park summit (Photo 10), and some small ones which were not mapped, such as at the 
end of Timber Lane. At the landscape level, maintaining these sites of natural habitat, even within an 
urban framework, is essential for the preservation of natural biodiversity. 

7. Recommendations 

For the last twenty years, the District of Saanich has developed a reputation of excellence on 
environmental conservation. It was one of the Municipalities which full heartily supported the SEI 
project, and is a model across BC for the innovation and application of environmental measures to 
preserve the environment as well as to reduce climate change through various initiatives (urban 
forest). However, to implement all the progressive and innovative measures the municipality needs 
the support of its residents. The preservation of the environment is a benefit to all. My 
recommendation is that the District of Saanich provides help to property owners to preserve these 
valuable SEI sites, through covenants and tax relief, and/or grants, to help with restoration and / or 
maintenance costs. A tangible benefit to property owners compensating them for keeping the land 
undeveloped, as well as giving them recognition as stewards of the SEI sites, will go a long way to 
grant their support for maintaining these sites. It would be similar to the incentive provided to care for 
Significant Trees. 

The SEI project, carried out in the late 90's, identified and delineated sites at large scales (1: 15,000 
-1 :20,000) under the old technology of physical aerial photos. Therefore the boundaries of the sites 
often need to be adjusted. This can easily be done with the newer GIS technology. For example, as 
can be seen on Fig. 1-2, the line perimeter of Tree Top Hts. SEI site needs to be adjusted, and this is 
often the case with other SEI sites. This could be done individually at owner's request, or as a 
District's program endeavor. 

My third recommendation is that the District of Saanich prioritizes the implementation of natural 
restoration practices in areas under the District's jurisdiction, particularly areas affecting SEI sites, 
preventing and controlling the spread of invasive species in those areas. Also, in addition to the 
natural restoration information sessions and activities already carried by the District, providing 
information and opportunity for involvement at restoration sites could be another tool to promote 
support for natural ecosystems. Education needs to be an important tool if we want to preserve natural 
heritage areas in our communities. 
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East slope of SEI site at Tree Top Heights 

Photo 1. Steep rocky slope: moss covered rocks, licorice fern, grasses, dried up Grand fir 
and Douglas fir seedlings along the road curve (foreground). Tree Top Heights residences can 
be seen at top of knoll (Photo taken Oct. 2, 2016 from Carloss Place). 

Photo 2. Stonecrop (Sedum spathulifolium and S. lanceolatum) and moss covered rocks. 
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Photo 3. Stonecrop and licorice ferns on rocky East facing slope. 

Photo 4. Moss covered rocks, Gary oak and arbutus at southeast end of the SEI site. 
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West facing slope of SEI site at Tree Top Heights 

Photo 5. Mossy rock outcrops, meadows and scattered Garry oaks on west slope, looking 
down from Tree Top Heights cui de sac (Oct. 2, 2016). 

Photo 6. Mossy rock outcrops, meadows and scattered and stunted Garry oaks on west 
facing slope, looking down from Tree Top Heights cui de sac (Oct. 2, 2016). 
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Photos 7 and 8. West facing slope grassy meadows and rock outcrops with scattered 
mature arbutus and Garry oaks. 
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Photo 9. Mossy rock outcrop at north end of Tree Top Heights west facing slope . 

Photo 10. West facing top of Mount Douglas Park taken from Cordova Bay Road: moss 
covered rock outcrops with scattered deeper soil pockets and Garry oaks - a similar habitat to 
Tree Top Heights. 
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Excellent 
-Score 4 

Good­
Score 3 

Conservation Value Assessment 

The surrounding landscape has <25% fragmentation due to roads, urban areas, and rural 
settlements, and no recent industrial activity. Site occurs within a larger landscape with 
some formal protection status or protected by conservation covenants. 

Up to 50% of the surrounding landscape is fragmented. The large"r"landscape context 
provides some protection from anthropogenic disturbance, although changes to natural 
disturbance regimes exist (fire suppression; flooding c~ntroO. 

Fair - More than 50% of the surrounding landscape is fragmented and affected by 
Score 2 anthropogenic influences. Development may currently affect the ecosystem's existence. 
r-------~------

Poor - Less than 15% of the surrounding landscape consists of natural or seinf~Jlatural 
Score 1 vegetation, or the ecosystem is completely isolated from natural areas and protected 

areas. 

Excellent 
- Score 4 

Good­
Score 3 

Fair­
Score 2 

Poor­
Score 1 

Excellent::': 
Score 4 

Good­
Score 3 

Fair­
Score 2 

Poor­
Score 1 

2/18/2013 

Minor cover of exotic species occur in the site «10%). Forested ecological communities 
are climax vegetation. The community may have minor internal fragmentation «5%). 
Wetland and riparian communities have natural hydrology regimes. No artificial structures 
occur at the site. 

Some cover cif exotic species (10 - 40%). Forested ecological communities may be late 
seral vegetation. Wetland and riparian communities have largely natural hydrology 
regimes. There cpuld be moderate internal fragmentation «25%). 

Significant cover of exotic species (40 - 7$%). Forested eCOlogical communities typically 
are young seral vegetation after anthropogenic disturbance. There. may be significant 
alterations of hydrology regime in wetlands and riparian ecologIcal commvnities. There is 
moderate internal fragmentation «25%). 

~otic species dominate ~ vegetation layer or may total> 75%. Significant anthropogenic 
disturbance, such as remOVal of soil material or vegetation . There are Significant 
alterations to the hydrology regime in wetlands and riparian ecosystems. High internal 
fragmentation (>25%), presence of artificial structures or barriers. 

The natural species, soils and disturbance regime are mostly intact, only a minor control 
of Invasive species is needed. 

The natural species, salls and disturbance regime are present, but sustained invasive 
species wOrk is needed to -achieve restoration. 

Alterations t9 t~~ naturaJ}:;,iSturbance regime require major work. The removal of invasive 
species will leave ~aj9(jiortions of exposed soil , requiring plantings. Many years of work 
will be needed, to a:q,hieve a complete natural appearance. 

Soils and vegeta!I()il' were removed, and site is dominated by alien invasive species. Site 
may be affected permanently. 

D:\Mis documentos\Trabajo\Saanich Phase II\Background docs\Guidelines for Verifying and Defining Boundaries 3rd dratldoc 
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(3/22/2017) Clerksec - Req uest for property at 4769 Cordova Bay Road be Page 
STTO 

POSTEO 
COPY TO 

.------------------------------4~~::~C=---------~ 
, IIiIIr TO IIImI 0 From: 

To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

<mayor@saanich.ca> ~..:;: IiWONsE TO 1£G1StAlWr IIMSIItI 
3/21/20175:38 PM FOR 0 
Request for property at 4769 Cordova Bay Road be removed 1~ffio~~AA:--------

Dear Mayor and Council 

We would be attending the hearing on March 27, however 
Our neighbours have graciously agreed to present this letter on our behalf. 

My husband Kent and I, and our family have lived in this home for 12 years and love being part of the 
Cordova Bay community. According to the biologist Ted Lea's report that was submitted previously, our 
home is one of the properties listed in the EDPA because of a mapping error. 
One of our main concerns is that this inclusion in the EDPA could negatively impact our property value. 
We also feel it important to advise you that we have no intention to develop anywhere on our property in 
the future. 

It's our understanding that other property owners on Treetop Heights and Cordova Bay have invited 
Mayor and Council to visit our properties. We have already given our approval for Mayor and Council to 
do so at the same time they visit our neighbours' along with Ted 
and John. 

We trust that after listening to our collective position, you will agree with us that removing our property 
from the EDPA is the correct thing to do. 

We want thank for your consideration, and your time. 

Respectfully, 
Kent and Debbie Thom 

Sent from my iPad 

Sent from my iPad 

[R5 [g© [g~'W[g [Q) 

MAR 22 2017 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
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Page 1 of 1 

Council- Tree Top Heights and Cordova Bay EDPA meeting Marc~;' ~1th C?e....wj} 1M1m'2 22017 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 
CC: 

!J~(,!\14AT/O~! ~ 

• • t' .Y TO WfoITE& 0 I 
"johjul" 'lPY RtSPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE BIVISIOH I 

.~ 'l!{T 0 
<cou .ca> , fOR 

3/18/20178:01 AM !\CI'N(}lt-vlE-OG-m-B-'-H- 7"-?'--- , 
Tree Top Heights and Cordova Bay EDPA meeting March-'2:-7rttrrl.::':'::'::':":' ==========:::­
"'Ted Lea'" <tedloralea@shaw.ca>, <walkthelake@gmail.com>, <bawinters@sh ... 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

In preparation for the Council meeting on March 27th concerning Tree Top Heights and 
Cordova Bay property owners' request to have their property removed from EDPA, the 
concerned property owners cordially invite you to visit our properties. We believe that visiting 
our properties will give each of you a first hand view of why our properties should be removed 
from EDPA. 

If we can coordinate our schedules, Ted Lea will be available to show you the properties and 
answer any questions you might have. 

We are sorry about the short notice but, we were only advised yesterday that our hearing will 

be March 27th. Could you please advise me of your desire and availability to visit our 
properties and I will coordinate the property owners and Ted. 

Thank you 
John Barrand 

ree Top Heights 

MAR 20 2017 
LEGISLATI'j[ J ( " ~ I l 

TR'''T (' ,-,,' I 'dIS _~_.~_r ." .~ .. _ ' . ... 

file:///C:/Usersllitzenbs/AppData/LocalfTempIXPgrpwise/58CCE952SaanichMun_... 3/20/2017 
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“OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW, 2008, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2017, 
NO. 9422” 
PROPOSED TEMPORARY EXEMPTION OF SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING 
(RS) ZONED PROPERTIES FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT AREA ATLAS 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PH 2 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
 

BYLAW NO. 9422 
 

TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 8940, 
BEING THE "OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW, 2008" 

 
 
 
 
The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich enacts as follows: 
 
1) Bylaw No. 8940, being the "Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008" is hereby amended as 

follows:  
  
 a) Adding an additional exemption into the Exemptions section on Page 1 of the 

Appendix "N" as follows: 
 

 "i) (i) Notwithstanding the provisions of this bylaw, a development 
permit is not required under the Environmental Development 
Permit Area for development carried out on a parcel of land in a 
Single Family Dwelling (RS) zone in the Saanich Zoning Bylaw 
8200 except a subdivision. 

 
  (ii) This exemption shall not apply to any parcel which is capable of 

subdivision into two or more lots under the Zoning Bylaw or 
shown in the Official Community Plan as having potential to be 
rezoned to a zone permitting subdivision to urban lots." 

 
b) Adding the following guideline into Development Permit Areas 1 to 26 as follows: 

 
  "Wherever possible, preserve areas (including buffers) that contain 

plants and animal habitat which are designated as red listed 
(endangered) or blue listed (vulnerable) by the Conservation Data 
Centre (Ministry of Environment)." 

 
 c) Adding the following guideline into Development Permit Areas 1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 9, 

13, 14, 18, 21, and 23 as follows: 
 
   "Generally, the riparian zone should remain free of development and 

restoration of the riparian zone undertaken as part of the new 
development, if the vegetation is not intact and healthy (diversity of 
native shrubs, and trees)."   

    
2) This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW, 

2008, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9422". 
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Read a first time this 1st day of May, 2017. 
 
Public Hearing held at the Municipal Hall on the   day of   , 2017. 
 
Read a second time this     day of         , 2017. 
 
Read a third time this      day of         , 2017. 
 
 
 
 
 
Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of the Corporation on 
the           day of                     , 2017. 
 
 
 
      
 Municipal Clerk Mayor 
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