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Revised 

 

 
I. 6:00 P.M., COMMITTEE ROOM NO. 2 

That the meeting be closed to the public in accordance with the Community Charter, Part 4, Division 3, 
90 (2) (b) as the matter being considered relates to the consideration of information received and held in 
confidence relating to negotiations between the municipality and a provincial government or the federal 
government or both. 
 
 

II. 7:30 P.M., COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 

A. PUBLIC HEARING 
 

1. “ZONING BYLAW, 2003, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9449 
PROPOSED REZONING FOR A TWO-LOT RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION ON KILLARNEY 
ROAD 
To rezone Lot B (DD 327049-I), Section 44, Victoria District, Plan 1592 (2558 KILLARNEY ROAD 
from Zone RS-10 (Single Family Dwelling – Minimum Lot Size 780 m2) to Zone RS-6 (Single Family 
Dwelling – Minimum Lot Size 560 m2) for the purpose of subdivision in order to create one additional 
lot for a total of two lots for single family dwelling use. A DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT will be 
considered to allow for variances to lot width for both proposed lots.  A COVENANT will also be 
considered to further regulate the use of the lands and buildings. 

 
B. DELEGATION 

 
1. Friends of Cuthbert Holmes Park - Presentation relating to the McKenzie Interchange and its 

effects on Cuthbert Holmes Park. 
 

C. ADOPTION OF MINUTES 
 
1. Council meeting held July 17, 2017 
 

D. BYLAWS FOR FINAL READING 
 

1. FIREARM AND BOW DISCHARGE REGULATION BYLAW 
Final Reading of “Firearm and Bow Discharge Regulation Bylaw, 2017, No. 9414”.  To update the 
provisions of the bylaw to align with the Right to Farm Act. 

 
E. BYLAWS FOR FIRST READING (SUBJECT TO A PUBLIC HEARING) 

 
1. 1654 FELTHAM ROAD – REZONING TO RS-6 

First Reading of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9450”.  To rezone from RS-
10 (Single Family Dwelling) zone to RS-6 (Single Family Dwelling) zone for the purpose of 
subdivision to create one additional lot. 

 
2. 574 WALTER AVENUE – REZONING TO P-4N 

First Reading of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9451”.  To rezone from RS-
6 (Single Family Dwelling) zone to P-4N (Natural Park) zone in order to establish and operate the 
land as a natural park. 

 

AGENDA 

For the Council Meeting to be Held 
At the Saanich Municipal Hall,  

770 Vernon Avenue 
MONDAY, JULY 24, 2017 

REVISED AGENDA 
 

I. In Camera Meeting to 
start at 6:00 p.m. 
 

II. Item F: Public comment 
invited  on Items G & H 
on the Council Agenda 
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3. 4623 CORDOVA BAY ROAD – REZONING TO RS-12 

First Reading of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9452”.  To rezone from RS-
18 (Single Family Dwelling) zone to RS-12 (Single Family Dwelling) zone for the purpose of 
subdivision to create one additional lot for single family dwelling use. 
 

4. 2474 ARBUTUS ROAD – NEW ZONE P-30/R 
First Reading of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9453”.  To create a new 
Personal Care, Office and Research Zone – P-30/R.  

 
5. 2474 ARBUTUS ROAD – REZONING TO P-30/R 

First Reading of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9454”.  To rezone part of the 
site from P-3 (Personal Care) zone to P-30/R (Personal Care, Office and Research) zone in order 
to allow a former care facility building on the site to be repurposed to accommodate office and 
research uses of ocean and climate scientists.  

 
 

F. PUBLIC INPUT (ON BUSINESS ITEMS G & H) 
 
 

G. REPORTS FROM COUNCIL 
 
 

1. AFFORDABLE HOUSING OPTION ADMINISTERED BY CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT 
(CRD) HOUSING 
Further to the Notice of Motion from the July 17, 2017 Council meeting, verbal report by Councillor 
Brice recommending that Council contact Capital Regional District (CRD) Housing and request 
that they provide a clear process that will allow Saanich staff to suggest the dedication of 
affordable units as a viable alternative to developers.   

 
 

H. REPORTS FROM DIRECTORS 
 
1. INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA (EDPA) 

DRAFT REPORT FROM DIAMOND HEAD CONSULTING LTD. 
Report of the Director of Planning dated July 12, 2017 recommending Council receive the draft 
report from Diamond Head Consulting Ltd. for information, and provide direction to staff as to how 
it wishes to proceed with the draft report and the Environmental Development Permit Area. 
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                        AGENDA 
                    For the Committee of the Whole Meeting 
                          ** IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING** 
                The Council Meeting in the Council Chambers 

 

 
  

 
 

1. 1649 & 1653 ALDERWOOD STREET – SUBDIVISION, REZONING AND DEVELOPMENT 
VARIANCE PERMIT APPLICATION 
Report of the Director of Planning dated July 11, 2017 recommending that Council support the 
application to rezone from RS-6 (Single Family Dwelling) zone to RS-4 (Single Family Dwelling) 
zone for a proposed subdivision to create one additional lot, for a total of three parcels and that 
Final Reading of the Zoning Amendment Bylaw be withheld pending registration of a covenant 
for the items outlined in the report.  Variances are requested for lot width. 

 
 

 
* * * Adjournment * * * 

 
“IN CAMERA” COUNCIL MEETING IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWS 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING JULY 24, 2017 

A. PROPOSED  REZONING  FOR  A TWO-LOT RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION  
(2558 KILLARNEY ROAD) 

1. Reports: 
 Supplemental Report from the Director of Planning dated July 5, 2017 
 Report from the Director of Planning dated May 29, 2017 

Pg. 6
Pg. 8 

2. Engineering Servicing Requirements Pg. 23

3. Bylaw No. 9449 Pg. 25

4. Excerpt from the Committee of the Whole meeting held June 19, 2017 Pg. 26

5. Other Reports: 
 Sustainability Statement 
 Tree Preservation Plan 
 Arborist Report 

Pg. 28
Pg. 29
Pg. 37

6. Correspondence:  
 Email from the Cadboro Bay Residents Association 
 4 Letters from Residents 

Pg. 43
Pg. 45

 
 
 

 
COUNCIL MEETING IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWS 

 
 

 

AGENDA 

For the Council Meeting to be Held at the 
Council Chambers, Saanich Municipal Hall,  

770 Vernon Avenue 
MONDAY, JULY 24, 2017 AT 7:30 PM 

 

4

frouds
Text Box
CMA.1



                 
 
 
 

THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING ON A ZONING BYLAW 
 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING for the purpose of a PUBLIC 
HEARING will be held in the SAANICH MUNICIPAL HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 770 Vernon Avenue, 
Victoria, BC, V8X 2W7, on MONDAY, JULY 24, 2017 at 7:30 P.M., to allow the public to make verbal or 
written representation to Council with respect to the following proposed bylaw and permit. 
 

 

A.  ZONING BYLAW, 2003, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9449” 
PROPOSED REZONING FOR A RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION ON KILLARNEY ROAD 
 
The intent of this proposed bylaw is to 
rezone Lot B (DD 327049-I), Section 44, 
Victoria District, Plan 1592 (2558 
KILLARNEY ROAD from Zone RS-10 
(Single Family Dwelling – Minimum Lot Size 
780 m2) to Zone RS-6 (Single Family 
Dwelling – Minimum Lot Size 560 m2) for the 
purpose of subdivision in order to create one 
additional lot for a total of two lots for single 
family dwelling use. A DEVELOPMENT 
VARIANCE PERMIT will be considered to 
allow for variances to lot width for both 
proposed lots.  A COVENANT will also be 
considered to further regulate the use of the 
lands and buildings. 

 

 
 

 
The proposed bylaw, permit and relevant reports may be inspected or obtained from the Legislative Division 
between 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., from July 12, 2017 to July 24, 2017 inclusive, except for weekends and 
statutory holidays.  The reports from the Director of Planning regarding the above application are available 
on the Saanich website at www.saanich.ca under Local Government/Development Applications/Active 
Development Applications/Cadboro Bay 
 
Correspondence may be submitted by mail or by e-mail and must be received no later than 4:00 p.m. on the 
day of the meeting.  All correspondence submitted will form part of the public record and may be published 
in a meeting agenda.   
 

Legislative Division by e-mail: clerksec@saanich.ca  By Phone: 250-475-1775   Web: Saanich.ca 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
 

BYLAW NO. 9449 
 

TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 8200, 
BEING THE "ZONING BYLAW, 2003" 

 
 
 
The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich enacts as follows: 
 
 
1) Bylaw No. 8200, being the "Zoning Bylaw, 2003" is hereby amended as follows:  

 
a) By deleting from Zone RS-10 (Single Family Dwelling – Minimum Lot Size 780 m2) 

and adding to Zone RS-6 (Single Family Dwelling – Minimum Lot Size 560 m2) the 
following lands: 

  
Lot B (DD 327049-I), Section 44, Victoria District, Plan 1592  

   
(2558 Killarney Road) 
 
 

2) This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "ZONING BYLAW, 2003, AMENDMENT 
BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9449”. 

 
 
Read a first time this 17th day of July, 2017 
 
Public Hearing held at the Municipal Hall on the   day of    
 
Read a second time this   day of   
 
Read a third time this   day of 
 
 
Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of the Corporation on 
the day of     
 

  
 
      

      
 Municipal Clerk Mayor 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
 

BYLAW NO. 9450 
 

TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 8200, 
BEING THE "ZONING BYLAW, 2003" 

 
 
 
The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich enacts as follows: 
 
 
1) Bylaw No. 8200, being the "Zoning Bylaw, 2003" is hereby amended as follows:  

 
a) By deleting from Zone RS-10 (Single Family Dwelling – Minimum Lot Size 780 m2) 

and adding to Zone RS-6 (Single Family Dwelling – Minimum Lot Size 560 m2) the 
following lands: 

  
Lot 1, Section 55, Victoria District, Plan 21245  

   
(1654 Feltham Road) 
 
 

2) This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "ZONING BYLAW, 2003, AMENDMENT 
BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9450”. 

 
 
Read a first time this   day of 
 
Public Hearing held at the Municipal Hall on the   day of    
 
Read a second time this   day of   
 
Read a third time this   day of 
 
 
Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of the Corporation on 
the day of     
 

  
 
      

      
 Municipal Clerk Mayor 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
 

BYLAW NO. 9451 
 

TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 8200, 
BEING THE "ZONING BYLAW, 2003" 

 
 
 
The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich enacts as follows: 
 
 
1) Bylaw No. 8200, being the "Zoning Bylaw, 2003" is hereby amended as follows:  

 
a) By deleting from Zone RS-6 (Single Family Dwelling – Minimum Lot Size 560 m2) 

and adding to Zone P-4N (Natural Park) the following lands: 
  

Lot 4, Block 4, Section 18A, Victoria District, Plan 1168  
   

(574 Walter Avenue) 
 
 

2) This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "ZONING BYLAW, 2003, AMENDMENT 
BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9451”. 

 
 
Read a first time this   day of 
 
Public Hearing held at the Municipal Hall on the   day of    
 
Read a second time this   day of   
 
Read a third time this   day of 
 
 
Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of the Corporation on 
the day of     
 

  
 
      

      
 Municipal Clerk Mayor 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

 
BYLAW NO. 9452 

 
TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 8200, 

BEING THE "ZONING BYLAW, 2003" 
 
 
 
The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich enacts as follows: 
 
 
1) Bylaw No. 8200, being the "Zoning Bylaw, 2003" is hereby amended as follows:  

 
a) By deleting from Zone RS-18 (Single Family Dwelling – Minimum Lot Size 2 ha) and 

adding to Zone RS-12 (Single Family Dwelling – Minimum Lot Size 930 m2) the 
following lands: 

  
Lot A, Section 25, Lake District, Plan 23346  

   
(4623 Cordova Bay Road) 
 
 

2) This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "ZONING BYLAW, 2003, AMENDMENT 
BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9452”. 

 
 
Read a first time this   day of     
 
Public Hearing held at the Municipal Hall on the   day of    
 
Read a second time this   day of   
 
Read a third time this   day of 
 
 
Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of the Corporation on 
the day of     
 

  
 
     

      
 Municipal Clerk Mayor 
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 THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
 

BYLAW NO. 9453 
 

TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 8200, 
BEING THE "ZONING BYLAW, 2003" 

 
 
 
The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich enacts as follows: 
 
1) Bylaw No. 8200, being the “Zoning Bylaw, 2003” is hereby amended as follows: 
 
 a. By adding to Section 4.1 – Zones, the following new classification under Public: 
 
  “P-30/R” 
  
 b. By adding to Section 4.2 – Zone Schedules, a new Zone Schedule 1704 –  

Personal Care, Office and Research Zone – which is attached hereto as  
Schedule “A”. 

 
2) This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "ZONING BYLAW, 2003, AMENDMENT 

BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9453". 
 
 
Read a first time this   day of     
 
Public Hearing held at the Municipal Hall on the   day of    
 
Read a second time this   day of   
 
Read a third time this   day of 
 
 
Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of the Corporation on 
the day of     
 
 
 
 
      
 Municipal Clerk Mayor 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH 
 

BYLAW NO. 9454 
 

TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 8200, 
BEING THE "ZONING BYLAW, 2003" 

 
 
 
The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich enacts as follows: 
 
1) Bylaw No. 8200, being the "Zoning Bylaw, 2003" is hereby amended as follows:  

 
a) By deleting from Zone P-3 (Personal Care) Zone and adding to Zone P-30/R 

(Personal Care, Office and Research) Zone the following lands : 
  

That part of Lot 1, Section 44, Victoria District, Plan 15918, shown as  
“Proposed P-30 / R Zone” on the sketch plan prepared by McElhanney Associates 
Land Surveyers Ltd., dated March 29, 2017 and attached hereto as Schedule “A”. 
 
(2474 Arbutus Road) 

 
2) This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "ZONING BYLAW, 2003, AMENDMENT 

BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9454”. 
 
 
Read a first time this   day of     
 
Public Hearing held at the Municipal Hall on the   day of    
 
Read a second time this   day of   
 
Read a third time this   day of 
 
 
Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of the Corporation on 
the day of     
 
 
 
  
      
 Municipal Clerk Mayor 
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SCALE  1 : 1250

0
125 m

50 75 100

ALL DISTANCES ARE IN METRES AND DECIMALS THEREOF

NAD83 (CSRS) 3.0.0.BC.1.CRD 

GRID BEARINGS ARE DERIVED FROM OBSERVATIONS BETWEEN GEODETIC

CONTROL MONUMENTS 80H1409 AND 79H1154

THE UTM COORDINATES AND ESTIMATED HORIZONTAL POSITIONAL

ACCURACY ACHIEVED  HAVE BEEN DERIVED FROM MASCOT PUBLISHED

COORDINATES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR GEODETIC CONTROL

MONUMENTS 80H1409 AND 79H1154

THIS PLAN SHOWS HORIZONTAL GROUND-LEVEL DISTANCES UNLESS

OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.  TO COMPUTE GRID DISTANCES, MULTIPLY

GROUND-LEVEL DISTANCES BY THE AVERAGE COMBINED FACTOR OF

0.9996059 WHICH HAS BEEN DERIVED FROM CONTROL MONUMENTS 80H1409

SKETCH PLAN TO ACCOMPANY

BY-LAW No. 9454

OVER LOT 1, SECTION 44, VICTORIA

DISTRICT, PLAN 15918

Suite 500

3960 Quadra Street

Victoria BC

Canada V8X 4A3

Tel 250 370 9221

McELHANNEY ASSOCIATES 

LAND SURVEYING LTD.

THE INTENDED PLOT SIZE OF THIS PLAN IS 560 mm IN WIDTH BY

432 mm IN HEIGHT (C-SIZE) WHEN PLOTTED AT A SCALE OF 1:1250

THE FIELD SURVEY REPRESENTED BY THIS PLAN WAS COMPLETED

ON THE 29th  DAY OF MARCH, 2017

GLEN A. QUARMBY, BCLS #710, CLS

LEGEND:

DESCRIPTION

CONTROL MONUMENT

FOUND

SYMBOLS

PLACED

STANDARD IRON POST

DENOTES HECTARE
ha

DATUM......NAD83(CSRS) 3.0.0.BC.1.CRD  

UTM NORTHING..........5368435.705 

UTM EASTING.............478069.066 

ESTIMATED HORIZONTAL POSITIONAL ACCURACY...0.01 

UTM ZONE.................10 

DATUM......NAD83(CSRS) 3.0.0.BC.1.CRD  

UTM NORTHING..........5368335.713 

UTM EASTING.............477984.946 

ESTIMATED HORIZONTAL POSITIONAL ACCURACY...0.01 

UTM ZONE.................10 

INTEGRATED SURVEY AREA No. 30 (MUNICIPALITY OF SAANICH) 
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Executive Summary 
Diamond Head Consulting (DHC) conducted a third-party, independent review of the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) Bylaw. In this review, we provide 
recommendations to Council to improve the EDPA Bylaw and support private land stewardship 
of Environmentally Significant Areas in Saanich. The review also follows an extensive 
engagement process conducted by the District of Saanich with its citizens. 

Our stakeholder engagement generally confirmed the high level of interest, knowledge and 
passion Saanich residents have towards environmental protection in their municipality. 
However, we also found that there was confusion and misunderstandings about the EDPA bylaw 
and its implementation. 

The report provides a brief summary of the role of Environmental Development Permit Areas in 
British Colombia and its history in the District of Saanich. It is followed by a description of the 
review process and engagement, and our detailed recommendations to improve and clarify the 
EDPA.  

The report recommendations are summarized below for the readers’ convenience. The first 
table focuses on recommendations that do not directly amend the EDPA, but are important to 
support implementation of the bylaw. The second set of recommendations focuses on 
improvements and clarifications to the EDPA bylaw itself. 

Rec 
# Recommendation for Broader Environmental Policy Context Timeframe 

1 Develop a Biodiversity Conservation Strategy to provide science-based guidance 
for the protection, restoration and connection of Environmentally Significant 
Areas.  

See Section 6.1 EDPA Guiding Policy 

Long  

14 Investigate programs that would enable the creation of a conservation fund 
and/or provide allowances for reductions in property taxes to promote 
protection of environmentally significant areas protected by a covenant.  

See Section 6.9 Landowner and Development Incentives 

Medium 

15 Develop an EDPA development approval checklist. This should define roles and 
expectations for all stages of development from initial project planning and 
environmental assessment through to construction and post-construction 
monitoring. 

See Section 6.10 Implementation of the EDPA 

Short  

 

1.1 EDPA Amendments 

The recommendations to improve and clarify the EDPA are presented below following the 
bylaw’s structure. 
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Many stakeholders highlighted the importance of the implementation of the EDPA to be 
included in this review. A number of the recommendations listed below, by making the EDPA 
more detailed and explicit, can ensure a better shared understanding of its intent and purpose. 

 

Rec 
# Recommendation for EDPA Updates Timeframe 

AREA 

5 Remove reference to existing EDPA Atlas map and replace it with text-based 
descriptions for flagging properties that may contain Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas.  

See Section 6.4 EDPA Mapping 

Short  

6 Remove references to set buffer distances from the bylaw for sensitive 
ecosystems, isolated wetlands and watercourses and the marine backshore. 
Only require buffers based on QEP recommendation for individual development 
permit applications. 

See Section 6.5 ESA Buffers  

Short 

JUSTIFICATION 

2 Update the EDPA objectives to more directly link the OCP policies and clarify the 
intent of the bylaw. 

See Section 6.2 EDPA Objectives and Justification 

Short  

3 Amend the EDPA justification to include specific language defining an 
Environmentally Significant Area and condition thresholds for their protection. 

See Section 6.2 EDPA Objectives and Justification 

Medium 

EXEMPTIONS 

12 Remove the District Exemption from the EDPA. The District will be required to 
apply for a Development Permit for non-exempt activities within an ESA.  

See Section 6.8 Leading by Example 

Short  

GUIDELINES 

4 Amend the EDPA Guidelines to include conditions for encroachments on 
Environmentally Significant Areas in consideration for smaller, more restricted 
lots typically found within the single-family zones. 

See Section 6.3 Applying the EDPA by Land Use 

Short  

7 Provide a clear definition for restoration, enhancement and habitat creation, 
what their goals are within the EDPA Bylaw.  

See Section 6.6 ESA Restoration 

Short  
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Rec 
# Recommendation for EDPA Updates Timeframe 

8 Develop a standard that guides the level of restoration that is required based on 
the condition of the ESA and the size and scale of the proposed development.  

See Section 6.6 ESA Restoration 

Short  

9 Permit flexibility in setbacks by permitting some minor encroachment when 
unavoidable provided there is compensation elsewhere on the property. The 
percentage of encroachment permitted and ratio of compensation should be 
based on an assessment of ESA condition. 

See Section 6.6 ESA Restoration 

Short 

10 Provide a standard template for QEP reporting for DP Applications.  

See Section 6.7 Qualified Environmental Professional Reports 

Short  

11 Define classes for habitat condition that will guide QEPs to define and categorise 
ESAs and required restoration efforts.  

See Section 6.7 Qualified Environmental Professional Reports 

Short  

13 Encourage development incentives and flexibility when planning development 
projects within the EDPA in exchange for protection or restoration of ESAs. 

See Section 6.9 Landowner and Development Incentives 

Medium 
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2  Introduction – EDPA Independent Review 
Diamond Head Consulting (DHC) was hired as a third-party consultant by the District of Saanich 
to conduct an independent review of the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) 
Bylaw. The EDPA Bylaw was enacted in March 2012; however, a six-month-long public check-in 
process conducted in 2015 showed that many residents did not support the bylaw in its current 
form, and that there were perceived issues concerning its implementation, impacts on property 
rights and property values. The decision to a hire a third-party consultant for this review was 
made in March 2016, when Council supported a staff recommendation to contract additional 
resources to undertake a thoughtful review of the ideas and options for revising the EDPA 
Bylaw.   

The purpose of the review is to provide recommendations to Council to improve the EDPA Bylaw 
and support private land stewardship of Environmentally Significant Areas in Saanich. The 
recommendations in this report were made based on: 

 
• Engagement with Saanich stakeholders and the public; 
• Research of comparable local governments and their approaches to natural areas 

protection; 
• Review of relevant local documents guiding natural area protection and the EDPA; and, 
• Review of best practices and options for natural areas protection, including private land 

stewardship.  
 

The report provides a brief summary of the role of Environmental Development Permit Areas in 
British Colombia and its history in the District of Saanich, followed by a description of the review 
process and detailed recommendations to improve and clarify the EDPA. 

 

2.1 A Note from the Authors 

 
The results of Diamond Head Consulting’s engagement are summarized throughout the report 
as they relate to recommendations to improve or clarify the EDPA and support land stewardship 
in Saanich. However, a number of observations and comments made during the review are 
beyond the scope of this report. Nonetheless, we wanted to acknowledge some elements we 
perceive as key for the District of Saanich to move forward with the EDPA and the protection of 
Environmentally Significant Areas. 

Since February of 2017, staff at Diamond Head Consulting (DHC) have met with and reviewed 
submissions from multiple stakeholders, technical experts, Saanich Council and staff, and 
hundreds of citizens. We received valuable information, feedback, and opinions on EDPAs from 
within the District and from other communities and technical experts. It should be noted that, in 
concurrently to this review, Council reviewed a number of applications to remove the mapping 
from specific properties, and has more removed a number of them from the EDPA map, and 
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suspended the EDPA from applying to the Single-Family Dwelling zone, with exceptions for 
rezoning and subdivision applications. 

This engagement process revealed that there are differing and opposing opinions regarding 
what the EDPA is intended to protect, how it should be implemented and what areas it should 
apply to. Our stakeholder meetings generally demonstrated the high level of interest, 
knowledge and passion that some people have regarding the EDPA and environmental issues in 
Saanich. However, we also found that there was confusion across the range opinions about 
what the EDPA protects, how it regulates development and what activities may or may not 
constitute development, and when restoration is required under the current bylaw. For 
example, we often heard that the mapped EDPA boundaries represent a complete restriction on 
future development. The concept of flexibility to negotiate development design with staff 
through the development permit process was not understood or trusted by some stakeholders. 
These findings emphasize the importance of clarifying and improving the current EDPA Bylaw 
and the need to rebuild trust between the District and the public in implementing the EDPA.  

We also found some common ground through the engagement process. It was clear from many 
people’s statements that Saanich citizens generally value the natural environment and support 
its protection. Saanich has a long history of both regulating environmental protection and 
voluntary environmental stewardship in the community. Many citizens maintain gardens and 
promote natural landscaping on their property. The public has generally accepted and 
supported some environmental regulation on private land, including the tree bylaw and 
watercourse DPA. However, the EDPA Bylaw has faced significant public opposition despite the 
fact that similar EDPAs are implemented in many other BC municipalities without incident.  

Throughout our review of the ideas and options for revising the EDPA Bylaw, we have made 
efforts to address the main sources of concern identified during the engagement process. That 
being the case, we also acknowledge that some stakeholders have raised the broader question 
of whether or not the EDPA should be repealed. Given that our scope was to revise the EDPA 
Bylaw, consideration of this question was outside our scope. In addition, the question of 
whether or not the damage or removal of ‘Environmentally Significant Areas’ during 
development should be regulated on private property cannot be resolved solely on the basis of 
facts and expertise provided by subject matter experts; regulating environmental protection is a 
question of community values that is best answered through the broader political, planning and 
engagement process of the Official Community Plan and high-level strategic work. 

It has become evident to our team through engagement that the District, public, developers and 
environmental professionals will need to make efforts to rebuild trust in the EDPA Bylaw and 
process to move forward with the protection of ESAs on private property, and that this need will 
not be resolved solely by implementing the recommendations of this review. A number of 
people highlighted their reluctance to engage on the topic of the EDPA, given the current type of 
acrimonious social discourse taking place, and the detrimental effect it is having amongst 
community members. This will be limiting to the ability for the District to engage with its 
community members.  

We have also heard some critical commentary concerning the independence of this review from 
District staff. However, District staff have not directed our recommendations and we have 
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prioritized engaging all stakeholders fairly and equitably, without bias. We offer our professional 
recommendations with the expectation that they will inform Council’s decisions to improve the 
EDPA bylaw with the hope that they will improve the acceptability of the bylaw among Council, 
stakeholders, and the public. 

3  The Role of Environmental Development Permit Areas 
Development Permit Areas (DPAs) are development regulations that apply to certain areas 
specified in the Official Community Plan. DPAs have specific objectives and guidelines to shape 
development at the parcel scale in coordination with the Zoning Bylaw. The Local Government 
Act (LGA) authorizes local governments to designate DPAs for different purposes. Environmental 
DPAs are designated for the protection of the natural environment, its ecosystems, and 
biological diversity. Examples of the values that may be protected include forests, wetlands, 
watercourses, grasslands, wildlife corridors, green infrastructure, marine backshores, species at 
risk, or habitat features (e.g., wildlife trees, nests, dens, hibernacula) important to wildlife.  

EDPAs enable local governments to regulate development on private land, recognizing that 
those areas may have environmental values that benefit society as a whole. Protection of the 
natural environment can help reduce infrastructure costs, improve health, and provide other 
services for the public good (e.g. flood mitigation, clean air and water). People generally accept 
that some land use regulations are necessary, even though they affect their private property 
rights. For example, zoning bylaws are accepted to regulate land use, the size and location of 
buildings and the type of activities permitted. Tree bylaws are used to help preserve significant 
trees and help protect the urban forest.  

For properties in an EDPA, a development permit is required to subdivide; construct, add to, or 
alter a building; or to alter land (e.g., change the grade). When a development permit is issued, 
it will include requirements, conditions or standards for the type and extent of development 
activities that can occur on a site, as well as conditions for the sequence and timing of 
construction. Not all activities require a development permit; the local government can make 
exemptions by specifying conditions under which a development permit is not required, like 
routine yard maintenance or removal of invasive plants or hazard trees. 

EDPAs are used by many local governments and are generally considered to be a valuable tool 
to help protect environmentally significant areas at the time of development. EDPAs also add 
time and costs to the development process for both developers and local governments and so 
require clear objectives that justify the designation. EDPAs are one of several tools that local 
governments can use to protect the environment and best support private land stewardship 
when used with complementary tools including other bylaws, voluntary conservation covenants, 
public education and stewardship programs. 
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4  Saanich’s Environmental Development Permit Area 
The Saanich Official Community Plan states that Saanich and its residents are considered to be 
leaders in the region in preserving and protecting the natural environment. Saanich has had 
EDPAs in place for more than 20 years. Saanich first implemented EDPA guidelines to protect 
environmental features in parts of the community in 1994. In 2006, Saanich introduced the 
Streamside DPA to protect watercourses and riparian areas from new development and restore 
fish and wildlife habitat.  

At the time of developing a Strategic Plan for the District in 2010, there were complaints about 
development impacts on the environment. In particular, trees not protected under the tree 
bylaw were being cut and some areas considered high value plant communities were being lost 
through development. These concerns were being raised late in the development process, 
leaving Council with few options to mitigate environmental impacts. In addition, invasive plant 
species were aggressively invading many natural areas and public awareness of that issue had 
been increasing. The District found that they were limited in their ability to address these public 
concerns. Saanich adopted a Strategic Plan (2010-2014) that directed staff, under the 
Sustainable Environment Initiatives C4 (Protect and enhance air, water and land quality) to: 

b. Establish an Environmentally Significant Areas Development Permit Area to 
protect and enhance sensitive ecosystems, species at risk, and the marine 
shoreline. Increasing development pressure adds to the need to protect natural 
ecosystems and the habitat of rare plants and animals at a level similar to the 
existing protection for riparian areas. Development Permit guidelines will focus 
on best management practices for protecting habitat adjacent to development. 

Consistent with its past environmental leadership and the policy priorities outlined in the OCP 
and in the 2010 Strategic Plan, Saanich consolidated and expanded the District-wide EDPA 
coverage into the current guidelines and map that were adopted by Council in the “Official 
Community Plan Bylaw, 2008, Amendment Bylaw, 2012, No. 9164”.  

The 2012 EDPA guidelines consolidated and built on numerous existing DPAs to protect and 
restore rare ecosystems and vital habitat contained in Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAs) 
across Saanich. The EDPA complemented and enhanced protections provided by existing DPAs 
and bylaws that already covered features like Streamside Protection and Enhancement Areas 
(SPEAs), floodplains and trees in Saanich. The objectives of the EDPA are to: 

• Protect areas of highest biodiversity within Saanich. 
• Mitigate damage during development. 
• Restore degraded ecosystems. 

 
The Saanich EDPA includes five types of Environmentally Significant Areas:  

1. Sensitive Ecosystems 
2. Red and blue listed animals, plants and ecological communities 
3. Wildlife Trees 
4. Isolated wetlands and watercourses 
5. Marine Backshore 
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Figure 1 – History of the EDPA in Saanich 

 

Since the EDPA was adopted in 2012, approximately 8 EDPA permit applications have been 
processed each year. The majority of requests from property owners to undertake some form of 
development in the EDPA were handled by staff through the exemption process built into the 
EDPA Bylaw.  

In 2015, as part of the standard housekeeping/review process for Saanich bylaws, staff 
recommended amendments to the EDPA Guidelines to provide greater clarity of language and 
to ensure staff were meeting Council’s intent/objectives with the EDPA. Staff prepared a report 
on amendment options for the Environmental and Natural Areas Advisory Committee (ENA). 
Some residents raised concerns about the EDPA, and the ENA recommended a public process be 
initiated, after which Council supported a public process for feedback on the EDPA.  

The public process consisted of two open houses and two Town Hall meetings held between 
June 2015 and February 2016. Feedback was collected from 550 people who attended two Open 
Houses, individual consultation with 250 landowners, the 300 feedback forms received and 100 
speakers at the two Town Hall meetings. Feedback indicated that there is support in the 
community for protecting the natural environment using the EDPA, but that the Bylaw requires 
some improvement. 
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Following on from the public engagement process, staff presented Council with a report 
outlining three process options for moving forward: 

Option 1: Repeal the entire EDPA Bylaw; or, 

Option 2: Revise the existing EDPA Bylaw; or, 

Option 3: Maintain the existing EDPA Bylaw.  

Council supported Option 2, which included a recommendation that additional resources be 
contracted to undertake a thoughtful review of the ideas and options for revising the EDPA 
Bylaw. Through a competitive process, Diamond Head was selected to undertake a third-party 
review of the EDPA. A third party economic impact assessment was also undertaken by GP Rollo 
& Associates as further data to inform the review process.  

 

5  The EDPA Review Process 
A background review of key information related to the District of Saanich’s Environmental 
Development Permit Area was completed as part of this review. Information included District 
documents, municipal policies and existing industry and government best practices for land 
development and environmental protection. Staff reports and minutes for relevant Council 
hearings and meetings, and documented public feedback on the EDPA and submissions from 
individuals or organizations pertaining to the EDPA, were also examined. 

To acknowledge the high level of interest and participation of citizens in the EDPA review, the 
engagement program was reframed early on in the process. Although the Request for Proposal 
specified an “inform” engagement level, following the project startup meeting and workplan 
inclusive of stakeholder interviews and an Open House to obtain feedback, it is suggested that 
the level of engagement would be better described as “consult” the public and “involve” 
stakeholders. Details of the engagement are laid out in the EDPA Review Engagement Strategy 
(Appendix A).  

The engagement conducted as part of the review was completed in two phases. In the first 
phase of engagement, interviews were conducted with key stakeholders to identify the main 
issues with the current EDPA, as well as objectives for its improvement. The observations and 
information provided by stakeholders in this phase of engagement helped inform the themes 
that were presented in the second phase of engagement and in this report. We met with six 
stakeholder groups, interviewed twenty professionals and representatives of neighbourhood 
associations over the phone and received more than 150 written submissions. 

During the second phase of engagement, stakeholders and the public were asked to provide 
feedback on a range of options for improving the EDPA Bylaw through a survey offered at an 
open house and online. The options presented were focused on those themes that were 
identified as being the most contentious in the first phase of engagement. The survey was 
launched at the open house and was available on the web and on paper at the municipal hall for 
two weeks (Appendix C and D). A total of 356 surveys were submitted. Of respondents, 65% 
identified that they live within the EDPA. Because respondents self-selected to complete the 
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survey and attend the open house event, the results do not reflect a random sample of the 
Saanich population. The feedback received was taken as qualitative rather than as a statistically 
valid sample of the Saanich population’s opinions on the questions asked. 

 
Figure 2 – Picture of the Public Open House Held on May 25th, 2017 

Feedback from the survey and open house, stakeholder interviews, and submissions from 
Saanich residents have been considered in framing the recommendations and are referenced 
throughout the following sections. 

 

 
Figure 3 – EDPA Review Engagement Timeline  
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6  EDPA Recommendations 
The background review and engagement process identified a number of recurring themes 
touching on guiding policy, environmental values, implementation of the bylaw, mapping, 
setbacks and buffers, restoration, incentives, and civic leadership. The following sections and 
recommendations are organized according to those key themes. Relevant content from the 
background review, stakeholder engagement, municipal comparison and review of relevant 
local documents and best practices is provided to help frame and support these 
recommendations. While the community remains polarized in their opinion of the EDPA, we 
have made an effort to build on the common ground that does exist when framing 
recommendations for improving the bylaw. 

This review is intended to provide recommendations that will be considered by council to 
amend (and improve) the existing EDPA. Full implementation of some recommendations will 
require additional detail beyond the scope of this review, including additional stakeholder 
engagement. Each recommendation has been linked to the relevant EDPA section for 
amendment. Some recommendations are relatively straight forward to implement, while others 
require additional consultation and research. Each has been categorised based on the estimated 
timeframe for implementation: short (<1 year), medium (1-3 years) and long (>3 years).  
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6.1 EDPA Guiding Policy 

At a very high level, a local government’s environmental policy is outlined in its Official 
Community Plan (OCP). On the ground, environmental protection and enhancement is 
implemented by tools such as zoning bylaws, Development Permit Areas and stewardship 
programs. The EDPA is enabled by the OCP, which provides the high-level policy and objectives, 
but does not provide detailed environmental policy guidance. Developing an intermediate 
guiding policy, such as a Biodiversity Conservation Strategy (BCS) would provide more detailed 
understanding of environmental values in the District and how they should be managed through 
bylaws (including the EDPA), education and stewardship initiatives. 

 

What we saw in best practices and other local governments 

Biodiversity conservation and green infrastructure strategies have received significant support in 
other jurisdictions1 and are encouraged to better support land use decisions and 
implementation of EDPAs2. This type of strategy is addressed in the Saanich OCP, which 
supports linking environmentally sensitive areas and green spaces, where appropriate, using 
“greenways”, and designing them to maintain biodiversity and reduce wildlife conflicts. One of 
the foundations of a biodiversity strategy is often a Green Infrastructure Network (GIN) which is 
defined as an interconnected network of natural areas and other open spaces that conserves 
natural ecosystem values and functions, sustains clean air and water, and provides an array of 
benefits to people and wildlife1 . A Biodiversity Conservation Strategy can also be used to 
provide a clear definition of Saanich ecosystems, and define what environmental values Saanich 
is intent on protecting. 

Two out of the nine municipalities reviewed had developed guiding environmental strategies. 
The City of Surrey adopted its Biodiversity Conservation Strategy in 2014, and it has been 
considered instrumental for subsequent development of its Sensitive Ecosystems DPA. This 
policy creates a framework for future development and conservation by defining a GIN. The GIN 
was developed using a science-based approach to identify local and regional habitat connectivity 
opportunities. The GIN now forms the map basis for triggering Surrey’s EDPA and provides the 
vision, goals and measurable objectives for what the local government is trying to achieve over 
the long term through its restoration, park acquisition, and sustainable development. 
Development of this strategy took just over two years and required extensive consultation with 
stakeholders. This comprehensive consultation process facilitated the subsequent development 
of the EDPA. 

1 Benedict, M. and McMahon E. 2006. Green Infrastructure – Linking Landscapes and Communities. 
Washington, DC: Island Press. 
2 Curran, D., et al. 2016. Green Bylaws Toolkit for Conserving Sensitive Ecosystems and Green 
Infrastructure. University of Victoria Environmental Law Centre.  
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Figure 4. Guiding policy in the local governments reviewed (see Appendix B for a full list of the local 
governments). 
 

What we heard from stakeholders 

Through the engagement process we heard that stakeholders seem to agree that clearer 
justification, goals and measurable objectives are needed for environmental protection, 
restoration and connectivity in Saanich.  

Stakeholders seem to disagree about whether or not the Environmental DPA can effectively 
protect biological diversity in Saanich in its current form, and whether it is being implemented as 
intended by the Saanich OCP. A number of professionals also highlighted the importance of 
providing a stronger scientific basis for identifying ESAs and justifying their protection through 
environmental policy in Saanich. 

What we found from the survey  

When asked if Saanich should develop a guiding policy called a “Biodiversity Conservation 
Strategy” (BCS), the majority of respondents were supportive. Some respondents commented 
that they wanted the strategy developed by a third-party QEP consultant, and that the BCS 
should apply to all of Saanich, not just the areas contained within the EDPA. Some respondents 
requested more information to understand what this strategy would do, and how it would guide 
the EDPA.  

Table 1 – Survey results on guiding policy 

Answer Options # of Respondents % Response 

A. Maintain status quo: Rely on the Official Community Plan only to 
describe the special contributions or objectives that justify the DPA 
designation 

38 15% 

B. Develop a Biodiversity Conservation Strategy: Develop a 
science-based Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, in collaboration 
with the community, that provides a basis for policy decisions to 
protect Environmentally Significant Areas in Saanich. 

219 85% 
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Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

1 Develop a Biodiversity Conservation Strategy to provide 
science-based guidance for the protection, restoration and 
connection of Environmentally Significant Areas.  

N/A Long  

Rationale 
The justification for and implementation of the EDPA could be clarified through the 
development of a Biodiversity Conservation Strategy. The strategy would provide the vision, 
goals and objectives for environmental protection in Saanich, all of which were highlighted as 
important by the community throughout this review. While it is beyond the scope of our work to 
recommend the values that Saanich should and should not be protecting, the development of a 
Biodiversity Conservation Strategy would be an opportunity to facilitate productive community 
engagement about what environmental values are priorities for protection, restoration and 
connection. These decisions can be reflected in the mapping of environmentally significant areas 
and corridors to create a green infrastructure network (GIN). ESAs that are not part of the GIN 
would be mapped as well and ranked based on their value.  

The strategy would provide a stronger scientific basis for environmental policy decisions in 
Saanich and a clearer understanding of what the EDPA is intended to achieve. It would define 
what are considered ESAs and how they can be protected through the District’s policy as well as 
stewardship initiatives. Development of this policy would require a comprehensive stakeholder 
engagement process which would help residents to better understand the EDPAs role during 
development, and provide input on what environmental values should be protected.  

Implementation  
Development of a mid-level guiding policy such as a Biodiversity Conservation Strategy requires 
substantial effort. It would require that the District engage a team of consultants to work with 
Council, staff, stakeholders, and the public, and provide a science-based assessment of ESAs, 
green infrastructure and connectivity. Defining and mapping ESAs would require scientific 
analysis and extensive ground-truthing by qualified professionals. The strategy would provide a 
framework to illustrate how the EDPA works along with other policy and stewardship activities 
to protect ESAs in the District.  

 

6.2 EDPA Objectives and Justification  

The Official Community Plan (OCP) provides the guiding policy for environmental protection in 
the District of Saanich. One of the key elements of this community supported plan is protecting, 
restoring, and maintaining the ecological integrity of the natural environment, including the 
land, air, water, ecosystems and biodiversity. The OCP outlines specific policies that support this 
goal, including the management of Environmentally Significant Areas and support for 
environmental stewardship.  
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The EDPA is designated through the OCP and its objectives and justification are embedded 
within that policy. In the District of Saanich, there are presently three stated objectives of the 
EDPA: 

• Protect the areas of highest biodiversity within Saanich; 
• Require mitigation during development; 
• Require restoration to damaged or degraded ecosystems during development. 

The justification outlined in the EDPA describes five types of sensitive environmental values and 
their importance for protection;  

1) sensitive ecosystems;  
2) rare and endangered plant and animal species, and ecological communities;  
3) wildlife trees;  
4) isolated wetlands and watercourses; and,  
5) marine backshore.  

Definitions are provided for each along with reasoning for their protection.  

 

What we saw in best practices and other local governments 

Based on our review, local governments adopt a broad range of objectives and justifications 
within their EDPAs. Many local governments use ESAs to help meet other objectives related to 
health and wellness, risk management, sustainable development and climate adaptation. The 
objectives and justifications included in EDPAs typically reflect the policies outlined within each 
local government’s higher-level plans. These include Official Community Plans as well as some 
mid-level guiding policy such as a Biodiversity Conservation Strategy.  

What we heard from stakeholders 

During the engagement process, stakeholders seem to agree that Environmentally Significant 
Areas should be clearly defined and protected. However, there was disagreement about what 
should be considered Environmentally Significant, and what objectives the EDPA aims to 
achieve. Specifically, some stakeholders were unclear on the interpretation of objectives to 
“protect the areas of highest biodiversity within Saanich” and “require restoration to damaged 
or degraded ecosystems during development.”  

There was agreement from most stakeholders that the EDPA and its implementation would 
benefit from better definitions of ESAs and the objectives for their protection.  

What we found from the survey  

The public survey asked respondents to indicate whether or not the EDPA objectives should be 
expanded to include more environmental policy direction from the current OCP and, if so, which 
ones. The majority of survey respondents were in favour of expanding the EDPA objectives.  
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Table 2 – Survey results on Objectives of the EDPA 

Answer Options # of Respondents % Response 

A. Maintain status quo: Retain the current EDPA objectives. 44 21% 

B. Expand the EDPA objectives to address one or more of the 
following policies from the OCP (check all that you would support) 

168 79% 

☐ Protect and restore habitats that support native species 
of plants and animals and address threats to 
biodiversity such as invasive species 

108 67% 

☐ Protect and restore rare and endangered species habitat 
and ecosystems, particularly those associated with 
Garry Oak ecosystems 

107 66% 

☐ Protect and enhance marine, intertidal, backshore, 
wetland, and riparian habitats 

113 69% 

☐ Encourage the retention or planting of native vegetation 
in the coastal riparian zone. 

118 73% 

☐ Link environmentally sensitive areas and greenspaces 85 53% 

☐ Preserve “micro-ecosystems” as part of proposed 
development applications 

74 46% 

☐ Incorporate climate change, its potential impacts, and 
mitigation measures when reviewing new development 
applications 

96 59% 

 

Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

2 Update the EDPA objectives to more directly link the OCP 
policies and clarify the intent of the bylaw. 

Justification Short  

3 Amend the EDPA justification to include specific language 
defining an Environmentally Significant Area and condition 
thresholds for their protection.  

Justification Medium 

Rationale  
Whereas the Streamside DPA must implement a standard for watercourse protection that meets 
or beats the Provincial Riparian Areas Regulation (RAR), the Province does not require the 
District to protect the values defined in the EDPA. While there seems to be general agreement 
that Saanich residents appreciate the natural environment of Saanich, there is some difference 
of opinion regarding what should be protected by the EDPA. Presently the EDPA objective to 
protect the areas of “highest biodiversity within Saanich” can be interpreted in various ways and 
is not clearly understood. The justification for protecting values as Environmentally Significant 
Areas provides limited context to interpret what is significant. In the short-term, the OCP is the 
community supported policy that provides high level direction for the EDPA. The objectives for 
environmental protection within the OCP should guide the justification of the EDPA. In the long- 
term, objectives and definitions of ESAs are best identified through the development of a 
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Biodiversity Conservation Strategy that provides stronger scientific basis and community 
support.  

Implementation  
The OCP provides community-supported objectives for environmental protection. The EDPA 
objectives should be updated to include the environmental objectives from the OCP. The 
following objectives from the OCP were presented at the open house, and could be added to the 
Justification section of the EDPA: 

• Protect Environmentally Significant Areas including: 
o habitats that support native species of plants and animals 
o rare and endangered species habitat and ecosystems, particularly those 

associated with Garry oak ecosystems 
o backshore, wetland, and riparian habitats 
o native vegetation in the coastal riparian zone 

• Link environmentally sensitive areas and green spaces 
• Address threats to biodiversity such as invasive species 
• Preserve “micro-ecosystems” as part of proposed development applications 
• Incorporate climate change, its potential impacts, and mitigation measures when 

reviewing new development applications 
• Require mitigation during development 
• Require restoration to damaged or degraded ecosystems during development  

The definitions for ESAs should be updated to provide more detailed descriptions. If adopted, 
the process of developing a Biodiversity Conservation Strategy would provide the opportunity to 
develop scientifically based definitions that are supported through the Strategy’s engagement 
process.  

 

6.3 Applying the EDPA by Land Use 

Local governments may choose to tailor where their EDPA applies, for example, to reflect land 
use development patterns or the location of specific values. Others take a conservative 
approach and apply their EDPA to an entire area to ensure potential environmental values are 
always considered during development. In Saanich, the EDPA applies to development on private 
land wherever ESAs are mapped (unless exempt such as farm-related uses within the 
Agricultural Land Reserve). 

 

What we saw in best practices and other local governments 

Most local governments we reviewed apply their EDPAs similarly across land uses except 
agriculture land, pasture, or timber harvesting on crown land where relevant; however, there 
may be some restrictions or additional requirements. For example, non-farm uses on ALR land 
(houses, etc.) often still requires a development permit (or farm plans may be required in lieu of 
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a QEP report). Some local governments have guidelines that provide more direction on how to 
deal with development on lots that are substantially covered by an Environmentally Significant 
Area. 

The City of Campbell River was the only municipality we reviewed that varied permit 
requirements by land use. Within Campbell River’s urban containment boundary, the EDPA only 
applies to the mapped ESAs, whereas outside the urban containment boundary, all development 
must obtain a general environmental development permit unless an exemption applies.  

 
Figure 5. EDPA guidelines in urban and rural areas in the local governments reviewed (see Appendix B 
for a full list of the local governments). 

 

What we heard from stakeholders 

Through the engagement process we heard that stakeholders generally agree that 
Environmentally Significant Areas should be protected from development. However, people 
seem to disagree where the EDPA should apply (e.g., whether the EDPA should apply in certain 
areas such as single family residential or rural zonings, or if it should apply to all of Saanich). 
Most stakeholders thought the EDPA should apply to District owned lands, and some felt that 
agricultural activities should be exempt.  

What we found from the survey  

About half of the respondents favoured the removal of certain zones from the EDPA. The 
majority of respondents felt that single family homes should be exempt from the bylaw, but 
were split on whether this exemption should only apply to renovating existing single-family 
homes, or if it should also extend to building new ones, rezoning, or subdivision. Others 
explicitly stated that single family homes and rural areas should not be exempt from the EDPA. 

A few respondents felt that none of the options captured what they believe is the best path 
forward. Some felt that the EDPA should apply to all of Saanich, some felt that application of the 
EDPA should be determined on a case-by-case basis, and others felt that all private land should 
be exempt.  
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Table 3 – Survey results on where the EDPA should apply 

Answer Options # of Respondents % Response 

A. Maintain status quo: Apply existing EDPA guidelines across all 
zones except Agricultural Land Reserve 

35 12% 

B. Develop guidelines for specific zonings: Develop guidelines that 
are specific to certain zones (e.g. single-family dwelling or rural zone 
types) that differentiate the permit requirements and create more 
flexibility for small-scale development and rural land use activities. 

91 31% 

C. Exempt specific zonings: Exempt specific zoning (e.g., single 
family dwelling zones) from the EDPA. 

167 57% 

 

Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

4 Amend the EDPA Guidelines to include conditions for 
encroachments on Environmentally Significant Areas in 
consideration for smaller, more restricted lots typically found 
within the single-family zones  

Guidelines Short  

Rationale 
Presently, the EDPA guidelines apply anywhere an EDPA is mapped, unless a relevant exemption 
applies. However, larger lots often have greater options for building siting or clustering to 
protect ESAs than smaller, single-family residential lots. Greater flexibility can be added to the 
process by defining how encroachment may occur in constrained lots such as many of those 
found in Saanich’s single-family residential zones. 

Implementation 
Amend existing EDPA to include guidelines that specify how, and under which circumstances, 
encroachment in Environmentally Significant Areas may occur in constrained lots. Suggested 
wording for the guidelines: 

• Development should, wherever possible, be directed to lands outside of the Environmentally 
Significant Areas. In cases where there are no appropriate alternatives, the onus will be on the 
applicant to demonstrate that encroachment is necessary due to circumstances such as 
topography, hazards or the entire parcel being located within the sensitive area. 

• Where a parcel of land is entirely or significantly within a sensitive ecosystem, the development 
should be sited to maximize the separation between the proposed development and the most 
sensitive area. In such cases, mitigation and restoration measures may be required to minimize 
the impact of the encroachment 

• Roads and driveways should be located as far as possible from the edge of an Environmentally 
Significant Area 
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6.4 EDPA Mapping 

Local governments usually reference some form of mapping to identify the Environmentally 
Significant Areas protected in the EDPA. Maps are based on existing provincial and local 
inventories. Due to the high costs of ground surveys and restrictions to access private property, 
inventory mapping is often based on air photo interpretation. Accuracy can be variable and, 
when done at a wide scale, may not translate well to an individual property. EDPA mapping is 
often infrequently updated, and usually only when development occurs or during OCP reviews. 
In addition, land condition is constantly being altered by urban development and natural 
changes such as invasion of non-native species, pest and disease outbreaks, wildfire, flooding, 
etc.  

As a result of mapping inaccuracies and a changing environment, most local governments use 
their mapping as a generalized ‘flagging tool’ to identify locations where ESAs are likely to be 
found. This mapping is intended to identify properties that may require further investigation. 
When a property is flagged, staff will determine whether a development permit and a more 
detailed report by a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) are required to verify the 
location and condition of the ESA. The QEP report then provides a more precise EDPA boundary 
to be considered during the development application process.  

In Saanich, the Provincial SEI mapping, the Conservation Data Centre, and other inventories 
were used to help identify potential ESAs. This information was refined with some ground-
truthing and input by committees and the public. The District maintains this mapped 
information in an atlas. Updates to the EDPA mapping occurs when amendments are approved 
by council; this may be triggered when a QEP report indicates that current mapping is inaccurate 
or if new information is brought to staff’s attention. 

 

What we saw in best practices and other local governments 

Most local governments with EDPAs maintain a map of the sensitive areas that the EDAP is 
intended to protect. These maps are used to flag properties that may have features of interest. 
However, the method that relates the mapping to the properties requiring a DP application 
varies. Some examples include: 

• Langford has blanket mapping for larger lots (typically greater than 5 acres) that have the 
potential to have ESAs which should be protected during development.  

• Surrey applies a Sensitive Ecosystems DP to all properties within 50m of its Green Infrastructure 
Network areas.  

• West Vancouver’s EDPA covers the entire municipality, with all lots requiring a DP 

The Cowichan Valley Regional District does not consistently map EDPAs. While they have maps 
for Cowichan Bay, they use a text based description to describe the location of EDPAs in South 
Cowichan. This has provided staff with experience using both strategies, with general agreement 
that a non-mapped approach is easier to implement.  
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Figure 6. The use of EDPA maps among the local governments reviewed (see Appendix B for a full list of 
the local governments). 
 

 
Figure 7. The use of ground-truthing maps in the local governments reviewed (see Appendix B for a full 
list of the local governments). 
 

 
Figure 8. How EDPA maps are used among the local governments reviewed (see Appendix B for a full list 
of the local governments). 
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What we heard from stakeholders 

Through the engagement process we heard that stakeholders generally seem to agree that 
current mapping is inaccurate at the individual property scale. This was the most common 
complaint heard throughout the engagement process. Many residents were particularly 
concerned about line work that extended through areas that are clearly disturbed. We also 
heard many complaints that there are ESAs that were not included in the current mapping. 

People seem to disagree about what the mapping is intended for, and whether or not the 
mapping represents a hard line beyond which usage of a person’s property is restricted. There 
was also some confusion regarding the conditions and constraints that the line work 
represented. Many stakeholders are under the impression that the line work was fixed, and that 
all areas within them would have to be restored to a natural state through the DP application 
process.  

What we found from the survey  

The majority of survey respondents felt that the map was not useful in its current form, and 
should be removed from the EDPA and replaced with text based descriptions of the ESAs. Some 
indicated they would prefer a fourth option, which was to ground-truth the current mapping by 
QEPs at cost to the District of Saanich.  

 

Table 4 – Survey results on how to map ESAs 

Answer Options # of Respondents % Response 

A. Maintain status quo: Retain the EDPA mapping and continue to 
update it as boundaries are refined.  

43 17% 

B. Generalize the mapping: Generalize existing mapping and show 
it at a coarser scale to emphasize its application as a flagging tool. 

42 17% 

C. Remove EDPA map from the OCP and Define Environmentally 
Significant Areas with text: Remove the EDPA map entirely and rely 
on descriptive text in the EDPA to define when a property would be 
flagged for likely containing an Environmentally Significant Area. 

165 66% 

 

Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

5 Remove reference to existing EDPA Atlas map and replace it 
with text-based descriptions for flagging properties that may 
contain Environmentally Sensitive Areas.  

Area Short  

Rationale 
Mapping is an important tool to help make land use decisions and prevent unwanted impacts 
through development; however, understanding what the mapping is intended to do and its 
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limitations is important for it to be effective. The accuracy of the current EDPA mapping and 
misunderstanding of its intent has caused significant concern with landowners.  

It is very difficult to create and maintain mapping that is accurate. The state of the land is 
constantly changing as a result of development and infrastructure projects, as well as natural 
processes. Many people suggested that the District ground-truth the EPDA map; however, this 
would be a costly task and would require frequent updates to remain up-to-date. Ground-
truthing is best done on a site by site basis as part of the development permit application 
process.  

ESA line work is meant to flag a property that has potential to include an ESA. It has been used 
as a tool to help inform staff when they are guiding development permit applications. Removing 
the current EDPA mapping and using text-based definitions for ESAs is a fair and consistent that 
would apply for both public and private land across the whole of Saanich.  

All development permit applications require that planning staff work collaboratively with the 
applicant and QEP to determine if an ESA exists and how it will be protected. Based on text 
descriptions of ESAs, staff would still be required to review applications and use all existing 
resources to best determine if ESA may exist. These resources would include the most up to 
date Provincial and Municipal mapping, air photos, studies from institutions and local 
stewardship groups. If developed, a Biodiversity Conservation Strategy would add to these 
resources by providing scientifically based spatial information. This process is done at the initial 
stages of a development application. It would not identify ESA locations exactly but would flag 
projects that require further investigation by a QEP. Properties would not be assessed for ESAs 
until a development application is made.  

Removing the mapping from the EDPA would also negate the need to update maps through OCP 
amendments, as well as the use of temporary covenants to manage development as a stop gap 
measure while inaccurate mapping is being updated.  

Implementation 
Remove Schedule 3 to Appendix N of the OCP Bylaw, 2008, No. 8940 and mention of it from all 
text in the EDPA. Develop detailed text based descriptions of the ESAs and distance to 
properties that should be flagged during a development permit application.  

 

6.5 ESA Buffers 

Buffers are areas defined around a known feature to protect the core feature from the “edge 
effect”. For example, DPAs to protect the Agricultural Land Reserve often require a buffer to 
intercept pollutants from adjacent land uses. Using buffers to protect defined features is 
common practice for local governments. Local government policies either define their extent 
(e.g., zoning setbacks), or provide guidance for the QEP to recommend them (e.g., tree 
protection zone in a Tree Bylaw).  

Provincial legislation guides the definition of setbacks for watercourse riparian areas. Best 
Management Practices exist to guide buffers around eagle and heron nests. However, it is often 
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up to the local government or a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) to determine and 
rationalize effective setbacks and buffers and to provide guidelines for their implementation.  

In the Saanich Environmental DPA, buffers apply to sensitive ecosystems (10 m), isolated 
wetlands/watercourses (10 m) and the marine backshore (15 m). Buffers are intended to 
provide additional protection around an ESA and help prevent adverse effects of activities, or 
encroachment from, adjacent land. The buffer is part of the EDPA.  

 

What we saw in best practices and other local governments 

All the local governments we reviewed use setbacks to protect ESAs. Some apply additional 
buffers, or allow QEPs the discretion to add buffers based on the values being protected. Buffers 
and setbacks can be implemented in different ways. West Vancouver protects its marine 
backshore through its zoning bylaw; a variance would be required to change the setback. The 
City of Surrey permits flexing of its setbacks, also through its zoning bylaw. The setback distance 
can be reduced by a certain distance (up to five metres in most situations) provided there is 
equivalent compensation elsewhere on the property to offset the reduction (i.e., no net loss). In 
Campbell River for example there is a minimum 30 m setback from the high-water mark in its 
Shoreline DPA, but that can be reduced if the QEP demonstrates a lesser setback is appropriate. 
Langford does not designate buffers, but allows QEPs to designate them in non-disturbance 
areas to set back buildings and certain uses. Nanaimo also allows QEPs to designate the buffer 
width, but it is usually 15 metres around an ESA. The Regional District of Central Okanagan 
requires that ESAs be ranked based on their condition (i.e., health); lower value ESAs may be 
retained as a buffer for higher value ESAs.  

There are best practices available to help determine buffers for certain values, but their 
application can differ based on the situation. For example, the provincial guidelines3 specify 
buffers for raptor nests, but the standard is different depending on the ability of a certain bird to 
co-exist with humans, the time of year, and whether the nest is located in urban, rural or 
undeveloped areas. As a result, the buffer may be as little as 1.5 tree lengths or as wide as 500 
metres.  

There is some guidance in best practices for application of marine backshore setbacks, but this 
can vary depending on the situation. The Greenshores for Coastal Development4 guide 
recommends that permanent structures be setback a minimum of 15 metres horizontal distance 
from the natural boundary, and more if the bluff is subject to coastal erosion. The Department 
of Fisheries and Oceans recommends the use of buffers to separate development from the 
coast, mitigate damage from coastal hazards and to protect marine ecosystems.  

 

3 Demarchi, M. et al. 2013. Guidelines for Raptor Conservation during Urban and Rural Land Development. 
BC Ministry of Environment. 
4 Green Shores Technical Working Group. 2016. Green Shores for Coastal Development: Credits and 
Ratings Guide. Stewardship Centre for BC. 
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Figure 9. The use of marine backshore buffers among the local governments reviewed (see Appendix B 
for a full list of the local governments). 

 

 
Figure 10. How final buffers or setbacks are determined among the local governments reviewed (see 
Appendix B for a full list of the local governments). 

 

What we heard from stakeholders 

Through the engagement process we heard that stakeholders generally seem to agree that the 
marine backshore buffer is too large for some small residential lots. People seem to disagree 
about the use of and justification for buffers around sensitive ecosystems and along the marine 
backshore. 

What we found from the survey  

The majority of survey respondents were in favour of eliminating defined buffers but providing 
guidelines for QEPs to recommend appropriate buffers and/or setbacks on a case by case basis. 
Some who selected this option are concerned that District Staff will not trust QEP opinion. Some 
respondents suggested that buffers weren’t necessary in addition to setbacks, and should be 
eliminated. However, there were other respondents that felt that current setbacks and buffers 
were not stringent enough, and should be increased. Comments also indicate that some people 
are confused as to why a buffer is needed on top of the setback, and what the difference is 
between the two. 
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Table 5 – Survey Results on how buffers and/or setbacks should be applied 

Answer Options # of Respondents % Response 

A. Maintain status quo: Retain the current EDPA buffers defined for 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Isolated Wetlands and Watercourses, and 
Marine Backshore. 

37 14% 

B. Retain defined buffers but update guidelines for QEP to 
recommend modifications. Retain the buffers in the mapping but 
allow the QEP to recommend the appropriate buffer and/ or 
setback distance on a site-by site basis. 

49 18% 

C. Eliminate defined buffers but update guidelines for QEP to 
recommend appropriate buffers and/ or setbacks. Eliminate the 
buffers from the mapping but update the guidelines to reflect that 
the QEP should recommend appropriate buffers and/ or setback on 
a site-by-site basis. 

186 68% 

 

Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

6 Remove references to set buffer distances from the bylaw for 
sensitive ecosystems, isolated wetlands and watercourses and 
the marine backshore. Only require buffers based on QEP 
recommendation for individual development permit 
applications.  

Area Short  

Rationale 
Buffers are intended to provide additional protection to ESAs by regulating the types of activity 
directly next to them. However, specifying an exact width for buffers can be challenging due to 
the diversity and condition of habitat, and the type and intensity of developments.  

Marine backshore for example provide habitat for terrestrial species and protect sensitive 
foreshore and intertidal habitats. The ecology in these areas can be highly variable, from rock 
bluffs to beach ecosystems. Many waterfront lots are small and somewhat constrained, and 
waterfront views are highly valued, so encroachment is common into these areas with 
structures, retaining wall, docks and landscaping. Finding a suitable compromise between 
environmental protection and sustainable development in these areas is not easy 

Buffers for protecting ESAs should be defined by a QEP based on an assessment of the ESA value 
and the risk associated with the development. In some cases, a buffer may not necessarily be 
required. Regardless, a rationale should be provided based on best practices and current 
science. For example, the riparian area bordering isolated wetlands and watercourses would 
likely be included as a buffer to protect the ESA; however, defining a minimum or maximum 
buffer distance should be based on the ground assessment and not be pre-determined.  
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Implementation 
Amend EDPA (and mapping if it is not removed) to remove all buffers to sensitive ecosystems, 
isolated wetlands and watercourses and the marine backshore. Add text to the EDPA to provide 
QEPs with discretion to recommend and justify buffers based on ESA values. Provide QEP 
guidelines in the EDPA to follow Greenshores for Coastal Development guide for development 
planning along marine backshore properties. Post-development monitoring should be 
encouraged to ensure that buffers are retained and continue to function as they were intended.  

 

6.6 ESA Restoration 

Natural areas are often destroyed or degraded due to human use and development. Historically, 
timber harvesting, agriculture, cultural burning and other land management have significantly 
altered the landscape and natural processes. Urban development (housing, roads, and other 
infrastructure) also causes significant changes. The introduction of non-native plants and 
animals also degrades natural areas. Local governments can require restoration in development 
permits under certain circumstances. This often includes activities such as invasive species 
removal, planting of native species and restoration of watercourses.  

The extent of restoration required by local governments often varies with the size of the 
proposed development and condition of the ESA. Restoration can be required to correct damage 
that occurred prior to the development permit application, and/or damage that occurred as a 
result of development. However, restoration is often difficult to define as its objective implies 
that a state of naturalness must be achieved. Some plant communities are so diverse and 
complicated that achieving this objective can be very difficult.  

 

What we saw in best practices and other local governments 

The local governments we surveyed were split on their approaches to restoration. Some, such as 
the City of Nanaimo, require restoration regardless of when the damage occurred. Surrey has a 
vision for an extensive green infrastructure network, and is looking to restore all natural areas 
within it. Due to the size of the project, Surrey prefers to have this land conveyed so that it can 
manage restoration itself. West Vancouver and CVRD require restoration for damage caused 
directly by the development, with the expectation that it will be restored to pre-development 
conditions. The RDCO bases its restoration requirements off of an assessment of condition; 
restoration is not required for low value ESAs. Langford bases its restoration requirements 
based on a QEP assessment. In most cases where restoration is required there is an expectation 
that the amount is kept in line with the size of the project, so that there is no undue hardship.  
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Figure 11. When restoration could be required among the local governments reviewed (see Appendix B 
for a full list of the local governments). 

 

 
Figure 12. The level of restoration required among the local governments reviewed (see Appendix B for 
a full list of the local governments). 

 

What we heard from stakeholders 

Through the engagement process we heard that stakeholders generally seem to agree that 
restoration should not always be required as a condition of development, and that there can be 
a high cost to the landowners when it is required. Many felt a definition of restoration would be 
useful to clarify the effort required as well as maintenance.  

People seem to disagree about the extent of restoration that should be required and whether it 
should be required for degradation caused prior to development. People seemed to disagree on 
the costs associated with restoration, and who should be responsible for them. Some felt it 
should be the responsibility of the landowner, while others felt the District of Saanich should 
cover portions of the costs. There was also disagreement on the use of the terms protect, 
enhance, restore, and which of the three terms is most appropriate for a Development Permit.  
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A number of stakeholders who are active in voluntary restoration on their properties were 
concerned that in doing so they would be creating an ESA and may restrict future development 
potential. Many stated that they had stopped restoring their property due to this concern.  

What we found from the survey  

The majority of respondents felt that restoration requirements should be based on the scale of 
development. However, many would be in favour of a combination of B and C, with restoration 
requirements based on the scale of development and defined condition classes that would guide 
expectations for the effort required. Some felt that while restoration is a worthwhile goal, it 
should only be enforced on public property and encouraged on private land through education, 
subsidized native species, and tax incentives.  

 

Table 6 – Survey Results on the extent of restoration required 

Answer Options # of Respondents % Response 

A. Maintain status quo: Restoration is determined collaboratively 
by the QEP, staff, landowners and other stakeholders based on a 
review of the development. 

59 25% 

B Restoration requirements are based on defined condition 
classes: The restoration requirement for each site is determined 
based on the QEP assessment and pre-defined condition classes. 

56 23% 

C. Restoration requirements are based on scale of development: 
The restoration requirement for each site is determined based on 
the scale of development. 

125 52% 

 

The majority of respondents were not in favour of requiring restoration for developments that 
take place on already disturbed sites. Most agreed that it was fair to require onsite restoration 
when development infringes on existing ESAs. However, some commented that restoration 
could be justified for pre-existing or development related damages, if the District of Saanich 
provided incentives to do so. 

 

Table 7 – Survey Results on the extent of restoration required 

Answer Options # of Respondents % Response 

A. Maintain status quo: Restoration can be required for pre-existing 
or development related damage. 

63 26% 

B. Require onsite restoration only when development infringes on 
the EDPA: Restoration is only required when development impacts 
an ESA or buffer zone. 

179 74% 

 

96



Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

7 Provide a clear definition for restoration, enhancement and 
habitat creation, what their goals are within the EDPA Bylaw.  

Guidelines/ 
Definitions 

Short  

Rationale 
Ecological restoration is the act of returning a degraded natural area to a condition that 
approximates its original state. This goal is controversial, as natural areas are often in a dynamic 
state and can change over time. There is also some debate regarding what role humans have 
historically played to shape these ecosystems making it difficult to define an original state. A 
clear definition of restoration should be included in the bylaw. This definition should reference 
the term habitat enhancement which intends to improve the state of a natural area, as well as 
the term habitat creation which means establishing something that was never there to begin 
with. In some cases, restoration back to an original natural state may not be possible or feasible 
based on the existing state of the ESA. Invasive species for example can be very difficult to 
eradicate from a plant community. The QEP should be able to reference this definition to justify 
their recommendations when development impacts an ESA.  

Restoration of disturbed areas should only be required for damage that occurs as a result of 
what is defined as development in the EDPA. Restoration should be required whether this 
damage occurs with or without a DP Permit.  

Implementation 
Include a definition for restoration, enhancement and habitat creation in the EDPA bylaw. Use 
the standards for definitions and guidelines for implementation within the Ministry of 
Environment – Environmental Mitigation Policy and Procedures documents5 and Ecological 
Restoration Guidelines for British Columbia6. 

Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

8 Develop a standard that guides the level of restoration that is 
required based on the condition of the ESA and the size and scale of 
the proposed development.  

Guidelines Short  

Rationale 
During an assessment of a property for a development permit application, the QEP should 
provide a rating of ESA condition (low, moderate, high, very high). These categories should be 
defined within detailed QEP guidelines that are associated with the EDPA. These categories will 

5 BC Ministry of Environment, n.d. Environmental Mitigation Policy for British Columbia. 
www.env.gov.bc.ca/emop/ 
6 Forest Renewal BC.  Ecological Restoration Guidelines for British Columbia. 
www.env.gov.bc.ca/fia/documents/restorationguidelines.pdf 
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provide an expectation for the restoration potential of the site. The expectation for restoration 
would then be based on its condition. For example, if an ESA is in a condition category of high, 
the goal of restoration would then be to restore it fully. If an ESA is in moderate condition, 
expectation would include appropriate enhancement works targeting the elements most 
degrading to the ESA. ESAs assessed to be in low condition may not be required to be restored. 
The Regional District of Central Okanagan provides an example of guidance for restoration 
based on condition. 

Specific restoration activities should also be justified based on the size and scale of 
development. Landowners who are undertaking minor developments should not be required to 
take on onerous or costly restoration projects. The goal should be to provide scale appropriate 
gains where opportunities exist. Alternatively, large-scale development projects provide good 
opportunities to restore ESAs and improve habitat connectivity, with the goal of achieving 
moderate to large gains.  

Implementation 
Amend the EDPA to include a table that provides restoration expectations based on the 
condition of the ESA and the size of development. Condition class should be defined within the 
EDPA guidelines and based on QEP’s assessments. The overall goal should be a no net loss of 
ESA area. When damage is caused either wilfully or through non-approved activities, 
restoration should be required at a 2:1 ratio. Post-development monitoring will be required to 
ensure natural areas are restored.  

Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

9 Permit flexibility in setbacks by permitting some minor 
encroachment when unavoidable provided there is compensation 
elsewhere on the property. The percentage of encroachment 
permitted and ratio of compensation should be based on an 
assessment of ESA condition. 

Guidelines  Short 

Rationale  
Ground-truthing by a QEP will identify if ESAs exist and their exact location. In some cases, the 
lot dimensions and ESA location could restrict development on the site. A standard should be 
developed that allows staff to work with landowners to permit some encroachment when it is 
unavoidable due to lot constraints, while requiring compensation elsewhere. The amount of 
encroachment and compensation should be based on the condition of the ESA, as assessed by a 
QEP. Setbacks can be set in zoning regulations and/or DPA guidelines, but must be consistent 
with the OCP. The table below is an example of an encroachment/compensation scale that could 
be implemented: 

ESA Condition % Allowable Encroachment Compensation Ratio 

Very High 0 n/a 

High 10 3:1 
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ESA Condition % Allowable Encroachment Compensation Ratio 

Moderate 20 2:1 

Low 30 1:1 

Implementation 
Amend the EDPA to include specific guidelines for establishment of setbacks and limits for 
allowable encroachment and compensation ratios. Update zoning bylaw to permit flexible 
setbacks, if required. Post-development monitoring will be required to ensure compensation 
areas are retained/restored as intended. 

 

6.7 Qualified Environmental Professional Reports 

When a development application is received by a local government, they can require 
development approval information at cost to the developer7. Sometimes a report completed by 
a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) may be needed to verify the EDPA boundary and 
provide recommendations to mitigate impact to the ESA. The QEP recommendations accepted 
by the local government then become conditions of the development permit.  

Some local governments have very specific requirements or standards for reporting, while 
others leave much to the discretion of the QEP. In either case, QEP reports are submitted to 
local government staff for review to judge whether or not a permit application meets the 
approval requirements. If staff find that the report in not adequate, they often work with the 
applicant and QEP to resolve concerns, request a peer review or, if issues are not otherwise 
resolved, staff can reject the application. Applicants are entitled to have the local government 
reconsider the decision of an officer or employee without charge. 

 

What we saw in best practices and other local governments 

About half of the local governments we reviewed always require QEP reports. For example, in 
Nanaimo, a QEP report is always required to identify ESAs and determine appropriate buffers. 
About half of the local governments we reviewed require QEP reports for properties in the EDPA 
at staff discretion. For example, in Campbell River, small sites with no value may not require a 
QEP report. 
 
Most of the local governments we reviewed have no official reporting criteria; however, a few of 
the local governments we reviewed did have official guidelines for QEP assessments. For 
example, the Regional District of Central Okanagan provides Terms of Reference for reports, 
with QEPs having some flexibility in their assessment methods. They do have to provide a 
rationale to support the determination of biological value, however. 
 

7 Curran, D., et al. 2016. Green Bylaws Toolkit for Conserving Sensitive Ecosystems and Green 
Infrastructure. University of Victoria Environmental Law Centre. http://www.greenbylaws.ca 
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All local governments, including Saanich, can require changes to or reject QEP reports. Many 
highlight their preference to have in-house expertise to review the QEP reports. 
 

 
Figure 13. When QEP reports are required among the local governments reviewed (see Appendix B for a 
full list of the local governments). 

 

 
Figure 14. QEP report criteria among the local governments reviewed (see Appendix B for a full list of 
the local governments). 

 

 
Figure 15. The acceptance of QEP reports among the local governments reviewed (see Appendix B for a 
full list of the local governments). 
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What we heard from stakeholders 

Through the engagement process we heard that stakeholders generally seem to agree that field 
verification by a QEP can show that a development is outside the ESA and therefore exempt 
(exemption 14). People seem to disagree about the standard for QEPs to use when assessing the 
condition of an ESA and its boundaries, and the application/interpretation of the provincial SEI 
methodology for identifying ESAs in Saanich. Some people expressed the opinion that District 
staff should not have the authority to reject QEP reports, while others felt that QEPs should 
have some oversight through staff. Finally, some people felt that the cost of QEP reports should 
be covered by the District of Saanich when they are required. 

What we found from the survey  

The vast majority of respondents were in favour of developing QEP assessment standards. 
However, many respondents added the caveat that these standards should be determined 
independently of staff, in consultation with QEPs.  

Table 8 – Survey Results on assessment standards for QEPs  

Answer Options # of Respondents % Response 

A. Maintain status quo: Rely on the guidelines in the EDPA (draft 
assessment guidelines exist for Sensitive Ecosystems but have not 
been finalized or adopted). 

33 14% 

B. Require onsite restoration only when development infringes on 
the EDPA: Develop assessment standards for QEPs to define the 
assessment method for Environmentally Significant Areas and 
boundaries. 

206 86% 

 

Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

10 Provide a standard template for QEP reporting for DP Applications.  Guidelines Short  

Rationale 
Having a clear and defined reporting standard makes it easier for QEPs to conduct their 
assessment, for staff to check and review, and for the landowner to understand. Information 
can be readily updated if required and easily verified through an independent review. The 
province has developed reporting standards (Preliminary Site Survey and Detailed Site Bio-
inventory) in Develop with Care 2014: Environmental Guidelines for Urban and Rural Land 
Development in British Columbia8. These standards are used by some other local governments 
(CVRD) and are a good starting point; however, additional information including an assessment 

8 Polster, D., Cullington J., et al., 2014. Develop with Care 2014: Environmental Guidelines for Urban and 
Rural Land Development in British Columbia. Ministry of the Environment. 
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/wld/documents/bmp/devwithcare/  
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of habitat condition and restoration potential should also be included (see recommendation 11 
for details). Standards for mitigation and restoration of the development should follow 
Provincial standard “Procedures for Mitigating Impacts on Environmental Values”9. The QEP 
report templates from the Strategic Wildfire Prevention Initiative10 and the Riparian Areas 
Regulation11 also provide good examples. 

The standard reporting structure will help facilitate the EDPA implementation as it removes 
some of the ambiguity and discretion that can come with non-standard reporting processes. It 
will simplify communications between Staff and QEPs by creating a shared understanding of the 
required information. It will also ensure that, whenever a peer-review by another QEP is 
produced, the two reports are easily comparable. 

Implementation 
Update the EDPA guidelines to refer to Terms of Reference providing a standard QEP report 
template that must be filled out as part of the development process. The template should have 
sections headings and written expectations of what is required from the QEP. These sections 
should provide provincial standards and BMPs to follow including the “Develop with Care 2014” 
guidelines and “Procedures for Mitigating Impacts on Environmental Values.” QEPs should 
follow the mitigation process and template for mitigation plan when discussing development in 
and around ESAs. 

  

 Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

11 Define classes for habitat condition that will guide QEPs to define and 
categorise ESAs and required restoration efforts.  

Guidelines Short  

Rationale 
Urban natural areas are commonly degraded for a variety of reasons. Land clearing and 
development, pollution, noise, establishment of invasive plants, and other disturbances can 
affect habitat condition. Pristine habitat does not typically exist in urban areas; however, that 
does not mean that these areas do not have value. As such, the provincial Sensitive Ecosystem 
Inventory (SEI) is a useful flagging tool, but should not be relied upon as the primary assessment 
tool for the condition of ESAs on the ground. The SEI was intended as an inventory tool to map 
semi-natural and natural areas, particularly those facing development pressure. It was not 

9 BC Ministry of Environment, 2014. Procedures for Mitigating Impacts on Environmental Values 
(Environmental Mitigation Procedures) – Version 1.0. 
www.env.gov.bc.ca/emop/docs/EM_Procedures_May27_2014.pdf  
10 Union of BC Municipalities, 2017. 2017 SWPI Program.  
www.ubcm.ca/EN/main/funding/lgps/strategic-wildfire-prevention/2017-swpi-program.html 
11 Government of British Columbia, n.d. Riparian Areas Regulations. 
www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/environment/plants-animals-ecosystems/fish/riparian-areas-regulation 
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intended to provide management direction. Sensitive ecosystems were identified using older air 
photos with some ground-truthing. The resulting mapped areas were typically large (>0.5 
hectares) and had no relationship to lot boundaries. Simply put, the SEI is based primarily on 
occurrence and does not provide an assessment of value, although it does improve the 
understanding of restoration potential and disturbance history of a site.  

The QEP should consult other sources of information such as the Conservation Data Centre and 
areas identified as ecologically sensitive by local governments when assessing ESAs. A condition 
ranking of ESAs should be developed by the District of Saanich and included in the QEP reporting 
standards. Categories would provide a ranking of habitat condition (Low, Moderate, High, Very 
High) than can be used to direct protection and restoration. The Regional District of Central 
Okanagan uses a similar scale for assessment, although the QEP is responsible for defining the 
assessment methods.  

Implementation 
Amend the EDPA guidelines to include a table that defines ESA condition classes. These would 
rate ESAs from low to high and be linked to expectations for restoration and compensation if 
impacted.  

 

6.8 Leading by Example 

Local governments can lead by example by meeting or exceeding the development standards 
that they ask private landowners to follow, demonstrating environmental stewardship on public 
land and by supporting landowner stewardship on private land. Local governments frequently 
undertake development activities on public land. Capital projects are opportunities to 
demonstrate environmental best practices. In some cases, local governments require their own 
projects go through an EDPA process. Other local governments exempt themselves, but may 
have other equivalent standards in place.  

Public land often safeguards the largest and most valuable Environmentally Significant Areas 
(ESAs). Local governments can demonstrate good stewardship through programs such as 
treatment of invasive species, native plant restoration, tree planting and stream restoration.  

Public programs that support landowner stewardship on private land also demonstrate 
leadership and increase capacity within the community to protect environmental values. 

 

What we saw in best practices and other local governments 

About half of the local governments we reviewed require themselves to get a development 
permit. For example, in Kelowna all departments are required to get a DP unless the type of 
work is specifically exempted. About half of the local governments we reviewed exempt 
themselves from Development Permits for capital projects, though most follow their own, 
inhouse procedures to protect the environment. In Campbell River, while the City is not required 
to get a DP, they expect their departments to follow the same environmental standards as those 
applying for a DP. 
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Figure 16. The use of development permits for municipal capital projects among the local governments 
reviewed (see Appendix B for a full list of the local governments). 

 

What we heard from stakeholders 

Through the engagement process we heard that stakeholders generally seem to agree that the 
District of Saanich could do more to lead by example when it comes to working in and around 
Environmentally Significant Areas; and to encourage environmental stewardship. Many felt that 
requiring restoration on private land was difficult for many residents to accept when nearby 
parkland was not receiving similar standards of care. Many respondents called for better 
management and preservation of existing ESAs on public land, and more restoration of 
degraded public areas. They felt Saanich should lead on removal of invasive species and the 
planting of native species in park land.  

People seem to disagree about whether or not the District follows a process equivalent to the 
EDPA for public works projects. 

What we found from the survey  

The majority of respondents were in favour of removing the District Exemption from EDPA. 
Many comments suggest that survey respondents do not trust that public land in Saanich is 
currently being held to the same standards as private land.  

Table 9 – Survey Results on capital projects in and around ESAs 

Answer Options # of 
Respondents 

% Response 

A. Maintain status quo: The District of Saanich is exempt from the 
EDPA. 

15 6% 

B. Maintain District Exemption from the EDPA but Require an 
Equivalent Internal Policy: Update the EDPA to refer to a District 
policy that outlines procedures to be followed when undertaking 
municipal works and services, such as an “Environmental 
Management Strategy” for Municipal Operations. 

62 23% 
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Answer Options # of 
Respondents 

% Response 

C. Remove District Exemption from the EDPA: Remove Exemption 2 
so that the District must apply for a development permit for 
municipal works and services within the EDPA. 

190 71% 

 

 Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

12 Remove the District Exemption from the EDPA. The District will be 
required to apply for a Development Permit for non-exempt activities 
within an ESA.  

Exemptions Short  

Rationale 
Leading by example can improve community support for the EDPA and other initiatives aimed at 
protecting the environment. The District can show that it values ESAs and is following the same 
rules, standards, and best practices as private land owners. Although the application process 
may add some time and cost to municipal led projects, it will ensure that important values are 
being considered and managed appropriately. Active engagement in the development approval 
process from both sides may also provide opportunities for self-assessment, which may lead to 
improvements and stream-lining of process that may benefit all applicants.  

Implementation 
Remove Exemption 2 (Construction, maintenance or operation of municipal works and services 
undertaken or authorized by the District of Saanich or the Capital Region District). Add text to 
confirm that the District is required to apply for a Development Permit for non-exempt activities 
within an ESA. If this significantly increases the staff time required for processing applications, 
additional support staff may be required. 

 

6.9 Landowner and Development Incentives 

Providing incentives for environmental protection during development creates opportunities for 
cooperation with landowners through the EDPA process. Zoning Bylaws can allow clustering or 
include conditions for amenity density bonuses, which allow a development to exceed the 
allowable Floor Area Ratio in exchange for amenities needed by the community. Density 
bonuses are voluntary and involve an exchange between the local government and land 
developers. For example, if a land developer is subdividing a large parcel, they could cluster their 
development on a portion of the property to avoid a sensitive ecosystem. They receive this 
density bonus in return for placing a conservation covenant on the remaining property, creating 
parkland, or restoring degraded ecosystems. Other forms of flexibility can also be built into the 
Zoning Bylaw, such as provisions for varying setbacks. Providing this flexibility is one of the 
primary ways that impacts to property value can be offset.  

 

105



What we saw in best practices and other local governments 

All local governments we reviewed will consider development variances or bonus options such 
as density or height in exchange for the protection of ESAs. In Kelowna, the City will work with 
developers to relax zoning, increase density and provide bonuses where possible. In Campbell 
River, development clusters are encouraged and density increases may be permitted. Some local 
governments, such as Surrey, also permit flex provisions for their setbacks. Flexing allows for a 
reduction in an ESA setback provided there is an equivalent increase elsewhere on the property, 
resulting in no-net loss. The amount of flex permitted depends on the value, but typically is a 
maximum of five metres.  
 

 
Figure 17. The availability of the use of development variances among the local governments reviewed 
(see Appendix B for a full list of the local governments). 

 

What we heard from stakeholders 

Through the engagement process we heard that stakeholders generally seem to agree that it 
would be beneficial to have more flexibility to provide incentives for environmental protection 
during development. However, this process is complicated and many stakeholders found it 
difficult to understand. Also, there have not been many examples of this type of negotiation to 
demonstrate its effectiveness. People seem to disagree about how much flexibility exists for 
landowners in the current EDPA process.  

What we found from the survey  

The majority of respondents agreed that landowner incentives need to be improved, but 
disagreed on what this would entail. There was a roughly 50/50 split on selecting B or C. This 
suggests that most respondents feel that clustering and density bonuses should be encouraged, 
but disagree on whether this should be done through updating the EDPA or integrating the 
EDPA into the zoning bylaw. Additional landowner incentives were suggested, including free 
native plants, tax credits, stewardship opportunities, educational campaigns, and that staff 
should work with landowners to help offset the costs of restoration. While some were wary of 
the use of the term “density”, others were excited by the opportunity this could provide for 
housing affordability. 
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Table 10 – Survey Results on incentives to protect ESAs 

Answer Options # of 
Respondents 

% Response 

A. Maintain status quo: Maintain the status quo whereby density 
could be transferred in exchange for parkland. This has occurred 
infrequently in the past. 

22 10% 

B. Update the EDPA to encourage clustering development and 
options for applying density bonuses in the EDPA process: 
Encourage clustering development in the EDPA guidelines and 
increase options for density bonuses in exchange for restoration of 
historically degraded ESAs, conservation covenants or creating 
parkland. 

95 42% 

C. Integrate the EDPA into the zoning bylaw to define setbacks (and 
provisions for varying them), and conditions for density bonuses: 
Remove part or all of the EDPA from the OCP and place it in the 
Zoning Bylaw, which will define setbacks from ESAs, provisions for 
varying them and set out the conditions for density bonuses. 

110 48% 

 

 Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

13 Encourage development incentives and flexibility when planning 
development projects within the EDPA in exchange for protection or 
restoration of ESAs. 

Guidelines Med 

Rationale 
Increasing flexibility in development options while also improving environmental stewardship 
will provide landowners with greater incentive to support the EDPA. This is particularly true on 
smaller, constrained lots where there are fewer opportunities to protect areas. Permitting 
increased height, density, and other incentives (e.g., clustering) can potentially meet the goals of 
the developer and the EDPA.  

Implementation 
Amend EDPA guidelines to encourage the protection of ESAs by allowing variances in density 
and setbacks. Amend zoning bylaw to identify opportunities to permit this development 
flexibility in all zones covered under the EDPA. 

 Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

14 Investigate programs that would enable the creation of a 
conservation fund and/or provide allowances for reductions in 
property taxes to promote protection of environmentally significant 
areas protected by a covenant.  

N/A Med 
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Rationale 
Restoration efforts and long-term stewardship can be encouraged by providing land owners 
with property tax reductions. The Islands Trust, for example, has a Natural Area Tax Exemption 
Program under which a tax exemption is applied to a proportion of the assessed value of the 
property that is covered by a conservation covenant12. It should be noted that this specific tax 
exemption program is allowed for properties in the Island Trust Area under the Island Trust Act 
and not under the Local Government Act13. This tax exemption could provide a strong incentive 
for voluntary restoration and maintenance. QEP standards would also need to be developed to 
verify the condition class that is required to qualify for the tax reduction.  

The District could also consider the creation of a Conservation Fund to provide budget dedicated 
towards protection and restoration of Environmentally Significant Areas14. Levying a tax on all 
properties in the District of Saanich for that purpose could provide opportunities to equalize the 
impacts of protecting ESAs and support stewardship on both private and public land. 

Implementation 
Investigate the possibility of developing a conservation fund, and/or a stand-alone policy to 
permit property tax breaks for ESAs on private land protected under a permanent covenant. 

6.10 Implementation of the EDPA 

Local governments communicate their development process in different ways. For example, the 
City of Nanaimo has a development permit process guide that outlines the different steps, 
emphasizes when staff should be contacted during the process, and provides an idea of 
expected timeline for approval. The District of Maple Ridge has a Natural Features Development 
Permit Checklist to assist developers during the application process; it provides very detailed 
information and notification requirements. 

While having a vision supported by clear objectives is important, having a clear, transparent 
process to implement is essential to meeting environmental protection and development goals. 
Understanding the different steps in a development process requires communication and 
engagement throughout. This can help ensure that the right information is collected, issues are 
identified early, and that there is sufficient time and flexibility to identify solutions that can 
achieve that balance between conservation and development.  

While there have not been many development applications within the EDPA to demonstrate the 
intended process, many of the stakeholder concerns regarding the EDPA were associated with 

12 West Coast Environmental Law, 2005. Greening your Title – A Guide to Best Practices for Conservation 
Covenants, Second Edition. www.wcel.org/resources/publication/greening-your-title-guide-best-practices-
conservation-covenant-2nd-edition-0  
13 Curran, D., et al. 2016. Green Bylaws Toolkit for Conserving Sensitive Ecosystems and Green 
Infrastructure. University of Victoria Environmental Law Centre. www.greenbylaws.ca  
14 Curran, D., et al. 2016. Green Bylaws Toolkit for Conserving Sensitive Ecosystems and Green 
Infrastructure. University of Victoria Environmental Law Centre. www.greenbylaws.ca 
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its implementation. Improved education of the intent of the EDPA and how it is meant to be 
used during development may address some of the concerns by stakeholders.  

 

Recommendations for amending the EDPA  

# Recommendation EDPA Section Timeframe 

15 Develop an EDPA development approval checklist. This should define 
roles and expectations for all stages of development from initial 
project planning and environmental assessment through to 
construction and post-construction monitoring. 

N/A Short  

Rationale 
A clearly defined process for development approval can improve communication between the 
District, land owners, and land developers. This can lead to increased efficiency and help 
alleviate current concerns regarding transparency in the process regarding what development is 
and is not being approved, and why. Many local governments we spoke to emphasized the need 
to communicate early on in a development process to ensure the requirements for 
environmental protection are full understood before getting too far ahead. This provides more 
certainty for developers, helps educate the public who may not be entirely aware of the process, 
and provides an opportunity to address project concerns early in the planning process.  

Implementation 
Develop EDPA development approval checklist. Reference this within the EDPA, but provide it as 
a separate document that can be updated without requiring an OCP amendment.  
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7  Appendix A – Engagement Strategy 
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1 Background to the EDPA Review 

1.1 Vision and Challenges for Protecting Natural Heritage  

The Official Community Plan (OCP) (Bylaw 8940, 2008) presents the community supported vision 
for Saanich as a sustainable community where a healthy natural environment is paramount to 
ensure social well-being and economic vibrancy for current and future generations. Saanich has 
a rich natural heritage including marine shorelines, numerous freshwater lakes and 
watercourses, Garry Oak ecosystems, and abundant flora and fauna. Many of these natural 
features have been altered due to development and land use, and are considered sensitive or at 
risk.   

The OCP highlights a number of key challenges facing the natural environment now and in the 
future. These include the need to continuously restore and protect the natural environment, to 
minimize the impacts of the built environment, and to manage the effects of climate change to 
ensure a similar or better quality of life for future generations. To address these challenges, part 
of the OCP’s natural environment policy focus is to: 

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

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

 Preserve “micro-ecosystems” as part of proposed development applications, where 
possible. 

 Encourage the use of native species and climate change resistant plants for landscaping 
on both public and private lands and continue to promote the principles of Naturescape. 

1.2 Implementation of Environmental Development Permit Areas in Saanich 

Under the “Local Government Act”, the District is authorized to designate Development Permit 
Areas (DPA) to protect the natural environment, its ecosystems, and biological diversity. 
Development Permit Area (Design) Guidelines focus on new development within specified areas 
of the community. Where the DPA applies, a property owner must obtain a development permit 
or exemption before subdividing land or constructing, adding to, or altering a building or land. 
The DPA guidelines reflect the policies of the OCP and assist Council and staff in evaluating 
development proposals and in communicating and negotiating environmental protection with 
landowners throughout the development process. 

Saanich and its residents are recognized as leaders in the region in preserving and protecting the 
natural environment. In 2006, Saanich introduced the Streamside DPA to protect watercourses 
and riparian areas from new development and restore fish and wildlife habitat. Saanich has 
actually had wide ranging Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) guidelines to protect 
environmental features in different parts of the community since 1994. Consistent with its past 
environmental leadership and the policy priorities outlined in the OCP, Saanich consolidated and 
expanded the District-wide EDPA coverage into the current guidelines and atlas that were 
adopted by Council in the “Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008, Amendment Bylaw, 2012, No. 
9164”.  
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The 2012 EDPA guidelines consolidated and built on numerous existing DPAs to protect and 
restore rare ecosystems and vital habitat contained in Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAs) 
across Saanich. The EDPA complemented and enhanced protections provided by existing DPAs 
and bylaws that already covered features like Streamside Protection and Enhancement Areas 
(SPEAs), floodplains and trees in Saanich. The features currently included in the EDPA are Bald 
Eagle and Great Blue Heron nests, sensitive ecosystems, isolated wetlands and watercourses, 
marine backshore and the habitat of rare and endangered plants, animals and ecosystems. The 
objectives of the EDPA are to: 

1. Protect biodiversity. 
2. Mitigate damage during development. 
3. Restore degraded ecosystems. 

1.3 Review of the Environmental Development Permit Area  

Since the EDPA was adopted in 2012, approximately 8 EDPA permit applications have been 
processed each year. The majority of requests from property owners to undertake some form of 
work/development in the EDPA were handled by staff through the exemption process built into 
the original EDPA Bylaw.  In 2015, as part of the standard housekeeping/review process for 
Saanich bylaws, staff recommended amendments to the EDPA Guidelines in 2015 to provide 
greater clarity of language used in the guidelines and to ensure staff were meeting Council’s 
intent/objectives with the EDPA. Staff prepared a report on amendment options for the 
Environmental and Natural Areas Advisory Committee (ENA) feedback. Some residents raised 
concerns about the EDPA and the ENA recommended a public process be initiated, after which 
Council supported a public process for feedback on the EDPA. The public process consisted of 
two open houses and two Town Hall meetings held between June 2015 and February 2016. 
Feedback was collected from 550 people who attended two Open Houses, individual 
consultation with 250 landowners, the 300 feedback forms received and 100 speakers at two 
Town Hall meetings. Feedback indicated that there is support in the community for protecting 
the natural environment using the EDPA, but that improvement in the Bylaw is required. 

Following on from the public engagement process, staff presented Council with a report 
outlining three process options for moving forward: 

Option 1: Repeal the entire EDPA Bylaw; or, 
Option 2: Revise the existing EDPA Bylaw; or, 
Option 3: Maintain the existing EDPA Bylaw.  

Council supported Option 2, which included a recommendation that additional resources be 
contracted to undertake a thoughtful review of the ideas and options for revising the EDPA 
Bylaw. Through a competitive process, Diamond Head Consulting Ltd. (DHC) was selected to 
undertake a third-party review of the EDPA. The consultants will review District policy relevant 
to the EDPA and assess options relative to best practices applied throughout the region. A third 
party economic impact assessment was also undertaken by GP Rollo & Associates as further 
data to inform the review. Ongoing engagement and communication with stakeholders and the 
public is required to inform the review process and provide input on suitable options for 
amending the EDPA Bylaw. 
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2 Engagement goals and objectives 

There are three primary goals of the communications and engagement strategy: 

1. Consult Public - To obtain public feedback on analysis and alternatives. 
2. Involve Stakeholders and Staff – To work directly with stakeholders and staff throughout 

the process to ensure that their concerns and aspirations are consistently understood 
and considered.  

3. Collaborate with Council – To partner with Council in the development of alternatives 
and the identification of the preferred solution. 

These goals are supported by measurable objectives, which will be monitored to provide 
feedback on the engagement process.  

 

Figure 1. Engagement goals, objectives and measures of success 
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3 Key Stakeholders 

Several key stakeholder groups have been identified for initial contact but the list is not 
exhaustive and additional stakeholders may be identified for consultation through the process:  

 Public - homeowners 

 External stakeholders 
o SAFE – Saanich Action for the Environment 
o SCRES – Saanich Citizens for a Responsible EDPA 
o SCAN – Saanich Community Association Network 
o Other Neighbourhood Associations 
o Local media/bloggers 
o BC Assessment Authority 
o MOE 
o GOERT 
o Local consultants 

 Decision-maker 
o District Council 

 Internal stakeholders 
o Environment and Natural Areas Advisory Committee 
o District Planning 
o District Administration 
o District Legislative Services 
o District Parks and Recreation 
o District Engineering 
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4 Engagement/communication timeline 

Engagement for the EDPA bylaw review will take place from February to June, 2017 (specific 
dates may be subject to change). 

 

Figure 2. Engagement timeline 

5 Engagement approach 

The engagement proposed for this project will be building on the significant engagement 
conducted since 2015 by the District of Saanich. All of stakeholder groups that have been 
identified in Section 3 will be contacted for interviews by phone or in-person, and the broader 
public will provide feedback at the open house and through the feedback survey.  

 

Figure 3. Stakeholder groups consulted at each step of the engagement process 
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5.1 Stakeholder, Council and Staff Interviews 

Purpose: The objective of the interviews is to understand the concerns and aspirations of 
stakeholders, Council and staff to inform the objectives for the EDPA revisions and develop a 
preliminary list of alternatives. Stakeholders and staff will first be interviewed, followed by 
Council. A questionnaire will be distributed to Council ahead of their interview, as described 
below. 

5.1.1 Stakeholder + Staff interview 

Date: February 16th (day and evening) and ongoing by phone 

Stakeholders to interview (phone or individual meeting): SCRES, SAFE, SCAN, other 
Neighbourhood Associations, consultants who submitted correspondence to Council and Staff, 
GOERT, MOE, BC Assessment Authority  

Staff for interview (groups): CAO (Paul Thorkelsson), Planning (Sharon Hvozdanski, Adriane 
Pollard, Jarret Matanowitsch,), Legislative Services (Richard Butler), Parks and Recreation 
(Suzanne Samborski), and Engineering (Harley Machielse) 

Stakeholder and staff interviews would broadly focus on identifying: 

- Which parts of the EDPA policy and process are not supported or are sources of 
confusion 

- Which parts of the EDPA are supported 

- What environmental, social, cultural and/or economic objectives the EDPA should be 
achieving: 

o Environmental (e.g., protection of specific values, restoration of specific values 
etc.) 

o Social (e.g., public acceptance, public awareness etc.) 

o Cultural (e.g., environmental leadership, fairness, private property rights etc.) 

o Economic (e.g., impact on property values, costs to homeowners, costs to 
District, provision of ecosystem services etc.) 

- Options for amending the Bylaw that the review should consider 
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5.1.2 Council Questionnaire 

Purpose: The objective of the Council questionnaire is to understand the concerns and 
aspirations of Council members to inform the objectives for the EDPA revisions develop a 
preliminary list of alternatives and inform the interview materials developed for Council. The 
questionnaire will provide a better understanding of individual concerns of councillors ahead of 
the interview. 

Date: February 16th – February 28th 

Format: online 

The questionnaire will provide an early opportunity for councillors to provide individual input 
ahead of the interview with council. Specifically, the questionnaire will include a short 
introductory statement and contain questions such as the ones provided in the example below: 

In general, DPA guidelines for protecting the natural environment are intended as a tool for 
staff and Council to communicate, negotiate and ultimately require, through the 
development permit process, environmental protections on private lands with features 
worthy of protection or restoration. The Saanich EDPA and associated atlas presently 
defines these features as Bald Eagle and Great Blue Heron nests, sensitive ecosystems, 
isolated wetlands and watercourses, marine backshore and rare and endangered 
plants/animals/ecosystems. 

- What are your main concerns about the current EDPA policy and process? 

- Are there parts of the current EDPA policy and process that are confusing? 

- What is working well about the current EDPA policy and process? 

- What environmental, social, cultural and/or economic objectives do you think an EDPA 
should be trying to achieve in Saanich? 

o Environmental (e.g., protection of specific values, restoration of specific values 
etc.) 

o Social (e.g., public acceptance, public awareness etc.) 

o Cultural (e.g., environmental leadership, fairness, private property rights etc.) 

o Economic (e.g., impact on property values, provision of ecosystem services etc.) 

- In order to decide between different alternatives for amending the Saanich EDPA, what 
would be the key information you would want to know to make your decision? 
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5.1.3 Council interview 

Date: April 3rd (tentative) 

Building on material collected with the questionnaire the previous month, the interview with 
Council will explore alternatives for amending the EDPA: 

- Presentation of findings from background review and interviews 

- Discussion and consensus on EDPA objectives 

- Presentation and discussion of alternatives and expected impacts 

- Ranking of alternatives relative to how well they meet the defined EDPA objectives 

5.2 Public Open House 

The open house will be an opportunity for people to learn about the EDPA and proposed 
amendments, and to provide feedback on either a draft that has been released, and/or on a 
presentation and boards presented in the open house. 

Date: May 1st (tentative) 

Venue: TBD 

The open house will open with a 15-minute presentation on the EDPA and proposed 
amendments, followed by two hours for participants to consult information boards setup in the 
room and provide feedback on the options presented on participatory boards. 

In preparation for the open house on May 1st, the content for information boards will be 
submitted to Saanich for review. It will likely include approximately (but no more than) twelve 
boards.  

The following list suggests examples of what the boards may cover but content will be refined 
following interviews: 

1. What is a DPA?  
2. What is the Saanich EDPA? 
3. Do other jurisdictions have EDPAs? 
4. Why is the District trying to protect things on private land? 
5. What happens if the EDPA covers my back yard? 
6. Does the EDPA impact the assessed value of my property? 
7. What is proposed for revision in the EDPA? 

a. Multiple boards re: alternatives (participatory) 

5.3 Feedback survey 

Date: May 1st (tentative) 

A survey soliciting feedback on the proposed options for the EDPA amendments (survey 
questions and format to be developed). It will subsequently be hosted on the District’s website 
and be available in paper copies at the Municipal Hall. 

5.4 Presentation to Committee of the Whole 

Present the final report to Council and respond to questions. 

120



8   Appendix B – Municipality Comparison Summary  
 
1. Guiding Policy – What policy is guiding the EDPA? 
 

OCP Only Guiding Environmental Policy 

District of Saanich City of Surrey 

District of North Vancouver Regional District of Central Okanagan 

City of Langford  

District of West Vancouver  

City of Campbell River  

City of Nanaimo  

Cowichan Valley Regional District  

City of Kelowna  

 
2. Defining Objectives for Protection 
 
3. Applying the EDPA – Are EDPA Guidelines different in rural and urban areas? 
 

Apply EDPA Guidelines to All Areas EDPA Guidelines are Different in Urban & 
Rural 

District of Saanich City of Campbell River 

District of North Vancouver  

City of Kelowna  

District of West Vancouver  

City of Nanaimo  

City of Langford  

Regional District of Central Okanagan  

City of Surrey  

Cowichan Valley Regional District  
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4. Mapping – Are EDPAs mapped? 
 

Yes No, word description only 

District of Saanich Cowichan Valley Regional District 

District of North Vancouver  

City of Kelowna  

District of West Vancouver  

City of Nanaimo  

City of Langford  

Regional District of Central Okanagan  

City of Surrey  

City of Campbell River  

 
4. Mapping – What is the base mapping used for terrestrial ecosystems, and is it ground-
truthed? 
 

Existing mapping and inventory data, no 
additional ground-truthing Partial ground-truthing 

City of Surrey District of Saanich 

District of North Vancouver  

City of Kelowna  

District of West Vancouver  

City of Nanaimo  

City of Langford  

Regional District of Central Okanagan  

City of Campbell River  
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4. Mapping – How is mapping used for development applications? 
 
Flag lots with potential ESAs; boundaries may 

not be altered 
Map defines development boundaries; 

unalterable 

District of Saanich*  

District of North Vancouver  

City of Kelowna  

District of West Vancouver  

City of Nanaimo  

City of Langford  

Regional District of Central Okanagan  

City of Campbell River  

City of Surrey  

* The District of Saanich considers the map to represent the boundary, unless otherwise 
demonstrated by a QEP 
 
5. Setbacks and Buffers – Are marine backshore buffers used in other EDPAs? 
 

Defined marine setback/buffer No marine setback/buffer 

District of Saanich  

District of North Vancouver  

District of West Vancouver  

City of Nanaimo  

Cowichan Valley Regional District  

City of Campbell River  

City of Surrey  

Note: 3 of the 9 municipalities compared do not have a marine shoreline 
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5. Setbacks and Buffers – How are buffers or setbacks determined?  
 
Local government identifies setbacks/buffers, 

can be varied based on QEP assessment Setbacks/buffers can not be varied 

District of Saanich  

District of North Vancouver  

City of Kelowna  

District of West Vancouver  

City of Nanaimo  

City of Langford  

Regional District of Central Okanagan  

Cowichan Valley Regional District  

City of Campbell River  

City of Surrey  

 
6. Restoration – When could restoration be required? 
 

Restoration when damage is caused by 
development 

Restoration regardless of when damage 
occurred 

District of West Vancouver City of Surrey 

Cowichan Valley Regional District City of Nanaimo 

City of Kelowna City of Campbell River 

District of North Vancouver District of Saanich 

Regional District of Central Okanagan  

City of Langford  
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6. Restoration – How is the level of restoration determined? 
 

Follow no net loss or net gain provisions Restoration based on ranking of ESAs 

District of Saanich Regional District of Central Okanagan 

District of North Vancouver  

City of Kelowna  

District of West Vancouver  

City of Nanaimo  

City of Langford  

Cowichan Valley Regional District  

City of Campbell River  

City of Surrey  

 
7. QEP Reports – Are QEP reports always required? 
 

QEP reports required QEP reports at staff discretion 

City of Nanaimo District of Saanich 

District of West Vancouver City of Campbell River 

Cowichan Valley Regional District Regional District of Central Okanagan 

City of Surrey City of Langford 

 District of North Vancouver 

 City of Kelowna 

 
7. QEP Reports – Are there specific reporting criteria? 
 

No official criteria Specific guidelines 

District of Saanich Regional District of Central Okanagan 

District of North Vancouver Cowichan Valley Regional District 

City of Kelowna City of Nanaimo 

District of West Vancouver  

City of Surrey  

City of Langford  

City of Campbell River  
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7. QEP Reports – Are QEP reports automatically accepted? 
 
No, local governments can require changes to 

or reject QEP reports Yes 

District of Saanich  

District of North Vancouver  

City of Kelowna  

District of West Vancouver  

City of Nanaimo  

City of Langford  

Regional District of Central Okanagan  

Cowichan Valley Regional District  

City of Campbell River  

City of Surrey  

 
8. Leading by Example – Do other municipalities require themselves to get a Development 
Permit (DP) for capital projects? 
 

Do not require a DP (but follow own 
procedures and guidelines) Requires a DP 

District of Saanich City of Kelowna 

City of Campbell River District of North Vancouver 

Regional District of Central Okanagan Cowichan Valley Regional District 

City of Langford District of West Vancouver 

City of Surrey  

City of Nanaimo  
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9. Landowner Incentives – Do local governments have the option to provide development 
variances? 
 
Yes, they consider development variances or 

bonus options such as density or height No 

District of Saanich  

District of North Vancouver  

City of Kelowna  

District of West Vancouver  

City of Nanaimo  

City of Langford  

Regional District of Central Okanagan  

Cowichan Valley Regional District  

City of Campbell River  

City of Surrey  
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9  Appendix C – Open House Boards 
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10  Appendix D – Open House Survey 
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