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Introduction 

On 14 April 2018, approximately forty-five Sidney Island property owners met at the Shoal 

Centre in Sidney, BC for a facilitated dialogue about the issue of fallow deer on their island.  

The central question explored was: “Will Sidney Island will be better off with or without fallow 

deer?” 

There were 2 anticipated outcomes of the session:  

1) Increased understanding among owners about differing perspectives, and,  

2) Identification of further questions to be explored after this session ends. 

This report captures main themes arising from this session, and concludes with a list of questions 

written by individual owners. 

 

Guiding Principles and Ground Rules for Session 

We agreed on these principles for engagement: 

 Curiosity, not convincement. 

 Dialogue, not debate. 

 A prime Sidney Island asset is its people. 

 Differences among owners abound. 

 How we manage differences has a profound impact on our quality of life. 

 “I understand” does not equal “I agree”. 

 New insights will be our biggest gains today. 

Ground rules were reviewed, with special attention to achieving agreement about whether and 

how information arising from the session will be shared with other owners. 

 Be civil. 

 If you feel like being uncivil, take three deep breaths. 

 If that doesn’t work, step outside for a moment, then come back! 

 Listen to learn.  

 Judge ideas, not people. 

 Accept differences. 

 Notice opportunities for common ground. 

 Speak about “my” experience. Begin sentences with “I …” (not “you …”). 

 Explore assumptions, clarify perspectives. 
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 Bearing in mind the spirit and intention of healing, not harming, neighbour relationships, 

it will be acceptable for today’s participants to share content of this dialogue with other 

owners. Facilitators will maintain strict confidentiality about what they hear during the 

session. 

 

Logistics: Dialogue Preparations 

A brief description of preparatory activities was shared: Earlier this year council retained 

external facilitators, who interviewed a sample of owners to become acquainted with breadth and 

depth of fallow deer issue and then designed a process for this session. Strict independence and 

impartiality of facilitators has been maintained. 

 

Anticipated Post-dialogue Activities 

 Strata Council elections May 2018  

 Decision about percentage of votes (“threshold”) required to determine outcome re: 

proposed eradication 

 Follow-up owners’ engagement session 

 Owners vote on Parks Canada proposal in autumn 2018 

 

Developing the Questions 

To begin the session each person was invited to write down at least one question they have about 

this topic. These questions are listed at the end of this report. (Some wrote two or more; all 

questions have been included.) 

Based on the number of questions generated from this step, it is clear that owners need and want 

more information to make a fully-informed decision about how best to address the fallow deer 

issue. A few questions were addressed and satisfactorily concluded, but most will require further 

exploration. Clearly, the fallow deer issue is complex and linked to other Sidney Island matters. 

 

Exploring the Questions: Summary of Insights 

Next, participants were invited to explore a few of these questions, randomly selected by the 

facilitator, for dialogue by self-selected participants who came and went from a table in the 

circles’ centre. 
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Significant information, differing views, opinions and thoughts were shared in response to the 

questions. As a result, here are overarching themes that began to emerge from the dialogue. 

 The natural beauty and uniqueness of Sidney Island is well-recognized. Indeed, many 

people have a deep and abiding connection to the island. 

 

 The protection, restoration and maintenance of the overall ecological health of the island 

(as it pertains to birds, forests, flowers, deer, etc.) is a shared priority. 

 

 Distinctions between how to manage fallow deer and how to manage black tail deer 

require further clarification. For example, in what ways should they be treated similarly 

or differently? What are potential implications of eradicating fallow deer, on the black 

tails? No one is proposing to eradicate the black tail deer, but implications of having only 

one species on the island require further investigation. 

 

 Not all owners are hunters, but most owners acknowledge and accept the distinguished 

tradition and long term practices of hunting on the island. Hunters have played a valuable 

role in reducing the fallow deer population. Ironically, some current opposition to hunters 

may be because hunting, as it was done previously, was not always sufficient to control 

the fallow deer population, which rises exponentially in the absence of concerted culls 

and kills.  

 

 Although safety has always been a priority for island hunters, there is a willingness to 

review and adjust hunting rules in an effort to institute further improvements. 

 

 The community has come together before (to build the breakwater, for example). The 

issue of Parks’ proposed eradication of fallow deer has exposed deep divisions of 

opinions about, and orientation to, the natural environment of Sidney Island. Many 

participants shared their hope that this issue will not divide the community, but instead, a 

constructive collaboration will result from activities such as this session. 

 

 There is a timing concern: the Parks Canada offer to pay for eradication is viewed by 

many as a unique one-time opportunity and there is a feeling that the window on 

accepting this opportunity is closing. This dynamic has created pressure to render a 

decision this autumn because it’s accompanied by a (false?) sense of urgency. 

 

 There is concern about incomplete and/or conflicting information regarding the exact 

number of fallow deer currently living on the island. Also, if proposed eradication is 
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turned down, the “proper” number of fallow deer that should exist on the island is open to 

interpretation and conjecture. 

 

 Legacy and long term consequences: no matter which decision is taken, there is a concern 

about what kind of legacy will be created as a result. Because this decision has multiple 

“ripples” throughout the entire island system, current owners have a unique opportunity 

to create a legacy for future generations. Considerations include stewardship for 

ecological wellness, financial concerns (costs borne now by Parks vs. costs of hunting 

and culling programs in perpetuity), human “casualties” depending on which way the 

decision goes, and shared quality of life within the community of owners. 

 

 Representation: who else should be involved in the current decision-making process and 

what role they should take? How can we ensure all owners have their say? 

 

 There is a concern over consequences: many people are worried about the lifestyle 

changes created plus the impacts on them and their property depending on which of the 

proposed courses of action are taken.  

 

 Owners have yet to determine the number of votes required to accept or reject the offer 

from Parks Canada. 

 

 Near the end of the session, as few participants discussed the feasibility of forming a new 

Working Group to generate a wider range of options for hunting. 

 

 Significantly, as the afternoon dialogue progressed, several owners noted their preference 

for seeking a collaborative solution rather than viewing this issue as a “black & white” 

“win/lose” matter. Accordingly, preliminary and tentative explorations in this direction 

have now begun. 
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Conclusion and Suggested Ways Forward 

Having affirmed the necessity for respectful dialogue from the beginning of the owners’ 

engagement session, we were heartened by the depth, quality, and passion of the ensuing 

dialogue. It is abundantly clear that owners are deeply invested in the outcome of their 

deliberations and want to do the ‘right’ thing for themselves, their families and their shared 

island community, the ecological health of their island home, as well as for future generations. 

There were a number of technical questions raised throughout the session and it is recommended 

that to assist in a fair and fully informed decision-making process, the land owners should 

consider implementing a new information sharing system to ensure that everyone has equal 

access to the same information, freely available to all owners as soon as possible and, at 

minimum, until the current Parks proposal is concluded. 

Related to the last point, further outside research conducted by an impartial and neutral third 

party may be required to help supply some of the missing information noted earlier. 

Building on the spirit of collaboration that emerged near the end of the session as expressed in 

the desire to consider possible alternatives to voting on the Parks’ proposal, we recommend that 

landowners may wish hold at least one more facilitated dialogue. This session would offer an 

opportunity to share information updates, and co-create options for moving forward together. 

This current report could serve as a natural starting point for turning the current discourse in a 

more satisfying direction by shifting exclusive focus from learning about one another’s 

perspectives, to beginning to address shared challenges, and testing options for reconciliation. 

 

  



Page 7 of 9 
 

 

 

List of Participant Questions 

Note: these questions are listed in random order. They were written at the beginning of the 

meeting, so some of them were addressed, or partially answered, during the session. 

 

1. If we choose not to eradicate, are we confident we can sustain a sufficient hunting 

presence over the next 20 years as our current crop of owner-hunters retires from the 

field? (Succession Planning!)  

2. Why would we, as current owners, create a legacy for the future that includes a highly 

destructive invasive species (fallow deer) that may or may not be reduced to a level that 

will allow a healthy ecosystem to thrive? 

3. I understand that some new owners bought, in part, because of the hunting opportunities. 

Do they believe that they have a “right” to hunt?  

4. Would the island ecology that existed pre-fallow deer be preferred to what exists today, 

to be enjoyed by all and left as a legacy for future generations?  

5. Why are we not just following the advice of experts on invasive species?  

6. How can the island’s sustainability (plants, trees, birds) be maintained if fallow deer are 

not eradicated?  

7. What is the prime advantage of fallow deer eradication on Sidney Island?  

8. If owners choose not to eradicate fallow deer on the strata property but they are 

eradicated in the National Park, will any funder become available for later?  

9. Can we still enjoy the growth of the flora (i.e. wild flowers + growth of trees) by 

managing the deer populations? This small island is beautiful with the Fallow Deer – 

unique, in my view what attracted me. 

10. How will Parks Canada control deer (blacktail or blacktail/fallow) in the future? How did 

they do it in the past? What is the best way to maintain trust when voting?  

11. Will those who want to hunt and source their own food (i.e. deer) be willing to only hunt 

blacktail deer?  

12. Is there any likelihood that hunting could keep the fallow deer numbers under control?  

13. How well can we know: a) if some low level of fallow deer population is consistent with 

ecosystem recovery? B) if island hunting pressure can assure such low population? 
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14. I’m interested in possibilities that are other than the status quo, and other than full 

eradication. For example, have government help fund constructing very substantial areas 

void of deer. (very large exclusion zones where the natural flora and fauna can establish) 

15. Could (or should) we postpone the question of eradication for a few years, and in the 

meantime determine whether we can manage fallow deer satisfactorily.  

16. How will you ensure the immediate and complete removal of each and every deer carcass 

from all public and private land on the island?  

17. What will the process be of eradication (i.e. how will it be done? How long will it take?)  

18. How many people have attended one of the (Parks) info sessions? 

19. Food security is a global issue. Are we prepared to eliminate a food source and contribute 

to the problems of commercial agriculture production?  

20. Why is a continued culling program not enough of a control?  

21. Why do we need to eradicate the fallow deer?  

22. How many individuals feel that hunting is the concern and not fallow deer?  

23. If this was feral goats or rats stripping the flora, what would this conversation be about? 

Or would we be even having one? How would we urge council to handle it?  

24. Only 20 owners attended Parks and Coast Conservations presentations. How do we 

ensure the other 62 owners understand what this $1 million gift entails?  

25. For the pro-eradication supporters: Do you feel it is respectful of hunters who value the 

fallow deer, to partner with a non-community member to remove this asset from our 

island?  

26. Although supportive on many levels of removal of the cougar, my reactions to the news 

of this demise was profound. Does anyone else, although possibly appreciative of some 

of the benefits of eradication, struggle with the moral issue?  

27. If the fallow deer are gone, how sure are we that blacktail will be controlled?  

28. How do you reconcile the short-term decision to not eradicate the fallow deer with the 

long term burden we place on future owners?  

29. How will the island manage the blacktail deer if fallow deer are eradicated?  

30. I am curious about why hunting fallow deer is valued more than hunting blacktail deer 

and if there are options that would meet those same goals or values? 
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31. Isn’t hunting blacktail a satisfactory substitution for hunting fallow, given that it would 

resolve this contentious issue?  

32. How will the non-Parks point of view be represented in a structured, funded way?  

33. How will I be compensated for loss of a resource I purchased into? 

34. How will eradication of fallow deer avoid impacting blacktail population?  

35. What tools will we have for husbandry post-eradication?  

36. Why are we fighting the status quo? 

37.  Why are hunters so fanatical or enthusiastic about their past time?  

38. If there is no eradication: How will we maintain the maximum # of deer/year?  

39. What if we don’t succeed in maintaining that critical #?  

40. Are islanders concerned about the capacity/requirements of volunteerism needed on 

Sidney for all its community initiatives in future years with new and younger 

generation’s owners? Say next 5-10 years?  

41. How do fallow deer benefit the island?  

42. How will eradication impact road/driving safety? – with reduced visibility, reduced 

speeds, pruning costs, etc. 

43. What is driving the issue? I.e. who benefits?  

44. If you have an opinion re: fallow deer eradication what information or facts would 

change that opinion?  


