l *I Fisheries and Oceans Péches et Océans
Canada Canada

32873 London Avenue
Mission, BC V2V 6M7

December 20, 2007

Glen Robertson, Ctfief Administrative Officer
District of Mt
8645 Stave Lake Street

ion, B.C V2V 4L9

Dear Mr. Robertson
Subject: Silverdale Urban Reserve Planning Process

I 'am writing to share my concern regarding the current status of the Silverdale Urban Reserve Planning
Process and the District of Mission’s LAN.48 Policy.

Under the authority of the Federal Fisheries Act, Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) has decision-making
authority for the conservation and protection of fish and fish habitat in Canada. One of DFO’s strategies
for achieving its mandate is to participate in and encourage initiatives that incorporate fish habitat priorities
into land use plans. It is our opinion that the District’s LAN.48 Policy establishes the foundation for an
achievable plan that will provide long term protection of fish and fish habitat within the Silverdale Urban
Reserve Area (SURA). For this reason, DFO supports LAN.48 and the important objectives established
within.

Based on our more recent involvement in the SURA planning process, we are concerned that the LAN.48
Policy objectives are at risk of being compromised, and as well, DFQ’s mandate to protect and conserve
fish habitat. The vision in the LAN.48 Policy is one of identifying environmentally sensitive areas and
establishing them as non-developable, to be protected in perpetuity. The current process, however, appears
to have shifted to one in which environmentally sensitive areas are identified based on priority, with the
assumption that lesser priority areas will be destroyed.  As this creates conflicts with DFO’s habitat
management policy, objectives and legislation, it is unlikely that DFO can enter into agreements with the
District based on the planning deliverables and process thus far. The intent of this letter is to highlight
some of DFO’s concerns and to encourage the District to pursue mutually agreeable objectives through
SURA planning.

According to LAN.48, the Environmental Base Map (EBM) was to be completed prior to initiating the
Neighbourhood Planning Process. At an April 20, 2007 meeting regarding the EBM, DFO provided
preliminary comments regarding watercourse classification, fish sampling methodology and the
importance of non-fish-bearing headwater streams. DFO also expressed concerns regarding false and
inappropriate information presented in Table 1.1. As DFO had not been provided with a copy of the draft
EBM prior to the meeting, comprehensive comments were not provided at that time. DFO advised the
District that a detailed review would be deferred until the revised EBM was submitted.

Upon review of the May draft EBM, DFO determined that the EBM was insufficient to meet the objectives
set forth in the LAN.48 document. DFO expressed concerns that headwater streams had not been
adequately located in the field and identified on the map, and that comments provided by DFO at the April
20, 2007 meeting regarding the watercourse classifications, fish sampling and Table 1.1 appeared to have
been disregarded. However, in response to the District’s request, DFO did not object to the District
proceeding to Neighbourhood Planning under the condition that the District would not approve nor
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