Keith’s early comments on DHC review of Saanich EDPA July 2017
Engagement Strategy”

1.1 questionable in claiming OCP is “community supported vision”. Uses buzzword. Assumes “sensitive” or “at risk”. (Does it recognize that what the bureacracy claims is “natural” was created by humans centuries ago?).

1.2 Saanich ...leaders is presumptive, and self-serving. 

2 Who are “stakeholders”? Measures of success are wrong.

In 5., dates shown as tentative have passed. This is indeed a Draft but is not labelled as such which is not a professional level of performance.
Comparing with other fiefdoms is a weak approach, what matters is what is right (ground-truthing for example). The comparison may contradict 6.4 as to which fiefdoms “ground truth” – is the requirement for a QEP report ground-truthing at a late stage? The wrong point in time of course, as the damage to individual finances is huge – such as aging owners who suddenly need their nest egg to pay for a care residence. Is the claim on page 21 that Saanich has done partial “terrestrial ground truthing” correct? (What does “terrestrial” mean in contrast to “ground”.) The rationalization on page 23 of the main report about cost of ground-truthing in advance is not morally acceptable as it absolves bureaucrats of being competent and dumps the burden on individual landowners.)
Restoration “regardless” is bad idea, especially given tribal farming centuries ago. Restore to what?. If the state before tribal alteration of land cover that’s very costly and takes time – plant many Garry Oak trees, for example, and wait decades while hoping Douglas Fir does not take over. (Report does not that “natural areas are often in a dynamic state and can change over time”.
Main Report:
Report does recommend requiring Saanich to be subject to the bylaw, that’s a very good catch.

By definition DHC’s review is not independent, since it was constrained by Saanich including limiting questions and of limited scope which was written with a conflict of interest, and DHC are biased judging by statements on their web site. That is so misleading as to indicate that DHC is not competent. 
Report does not make it clear that it is not the full picture – it does not clearly note that it is within limits defined by Saanich, nor does it note the fundamental challenges to the basis of the EDPA (it does in some places list elimination of something as an option).
3. Are humans not part of nature? “...generally considered” is not meaningful. Who determined what is “best practice”? That’s buzz-speak. Definition of at-risk and such is dishonest. “There is support” is vague, I suggest the qualifier “some” is needed for accuracy – and point out that the survey used self-selecting respondents thus is scientifically invalid. How did “Biodiversity Conservation Strategy” get into this? There is ample bio-diversity in Saanch, the EDPA does not exist to ensure it and indeed it cannot. 
6.2 What is “ecological integrity? It’s a buzz-word without meaning. (Page 15 correctly says there is disagreement about “Environmentally Significant”, I suggest it is in the mind of the wisher – some eco-activists exaggerate and don’t even know where certain ecosystems they want to protect are. Page 18 does recognize disagreement on what the EDPA should apply to.) There are small recommendations that would help, such as encroachment with tradeoff on a single property. 
Lack of a buffer around eagle nests doesn’t seem to bother a pair of eagles in Oak Bay who nest close to a building, though they might like to have a buffer against crows. Why aren’t ospreys and turkey vultures mentioned, as they exist on southern Vancouver Island and the lower mainland of B.C. Why aren’t they and herons listed on page 24?
Page 24, I’m struggling to imagine where there is a marine foreshore, unless you mean lakes too. (In contrast and several other local fiefdoms have ocean frontage.)
I’m wary of removing maps of “sensitive ecosystems’ and such from the EDPA atlas, as I don’t understand what the alternative process would be – if Saanich staff have to evaluate each case note they’ve been accused of being very slow to look at properties, if they tend to automatically demand a specialist report that could be an even worse cost burden.
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