
 
 
 

 
INTERIM TREE BYLAW WORKING GROUP  
NOTES FROM FEBRUARY 2, 2018 WORKSHOP 2:00-5:00 p.m. 
Main Floor Conference Room - North 
 
ATTENDEES:  
 
WG Members: Andrew Gitt, William Cafferata, Mary Gamel,  Lisa Morris, Don Harrison, Ian 

Ferguson, Nic Tsangarakis, Craig Bench, Ernie Bodie & Lisa Morris  
 
Council Liaison: Councillor Mary Ann Booth 
 
Staff: Chris Bishop, Manager of Neighbourhood and Development Policy & Erika 

Syvokas, Planning Research Assistant 
 
Regrets: Debbie Parhar Bevan 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1) WELCOME  

 
Nic opened the meeting at 2:08 p.m., welcoming everyone.  
 
Councillor Nora Gambolini, Chair of the Community Engagement Committee, was in 
attendance.   
  

 
2) REVIEW OF PURPOSE OF THE WORKSHOP 

The Chair reminded the WG members to continue to balance advocacy with inquiry and 
stressed the importance of asking questions and listening to each other’s viewpoints 
throughout the meeting. 
 
Discussion regarding the context for the workshop 
- The 6 to 4 vote on the recommended bylaw approach at the last WG meeting didn’t sit 

well with Councillor Booth given the WG’s Terms of Reference which state that the WG 
should “build toward consensus in formulating alternatives, and in making 
recommendations.  Unanimity is not required, nor is voting”.  She stressed the 
importance of showing the public and Council that the WG is united in its 
recommendations.  There hasn’t been a case with other working groups where 
consensus on the recommended characteristics that the WG agrees on and focussing 
on them.    

- Councillor Booth also commented on how good Nic has been at facilitating the WG and 
said the fact that the majority of WG members haven’t picked his preferred option 
bolsters the fact that he didn’t steer everyone into his preferred decision.  

- Councillor Gambolini expressed her concern about recommending a split decision from 
the WG. It was already clear from the 2016 tree survey that the community’s opinions 
regarding tree regulation were about evenly split.  She emphasized the importance of 
the WG being able to defend the recommendations in the report to Council. 

- Comment that the WG are not as far apart as it might seem. 
- The Education Subgroup meeting focussed on areas that the WG agreed on.  Assumed 

that Option 3 will be the core of the recommendations to Council. 
- Vote is just a step in the process.  
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- The Bylaw Subgroup commented that they found it valuable to sit down and draft 
bylaws as it identifies that there isn’t actually a lot of difference between the options.  A 
lot of the characteristics would apply to all properties. The only significant difference is 
whether certain tree cutting applies to new development or all properties.   
 

Meeting with Squamish First Nation 
- Mary, Andy and Mary Ann met with Squamish First Nation’s Chief Bill Williams. 
- Due to the extreme pressure that the Nation is under they do not have the capacity to 

help / get involved with the WG too much at this time.   
- The DFO site was discussed as private land that the Nation has an interest in.  Chief 

Williams was interested in what the District is doing from that perspective. 
- Unfortunately the meeting was cut short and there was time to discuss how the Nation 

view trees in the long term etc.  However, their time and efforts given all the competing 
demands on the Nation’s time was appreciated. 

 
 
3) CONCERNS AND DESIRED OUTCOMES ROUNDTABLE 

Hopes and fears activity: each WG member had 5 minutes to air concerns and desired 
outcomes for the workshop. 

Fears 

- That we want to make the data fit a desired outcome, and will lose the opportunity to 
truly listen and respond to the community need (Debbie) 

- That a bylaw is recommended that is an administrative burden (Andy) 
- Running out of time to build a thorough report.  Don’t want to miss anything.  Need to 

keep moving forward. (Craig) 
- May not adequately address % of residents that want universal application of 

regulations (Mary) 
- Not lose scientific evidence / benefits (Mary) 
- If we lose canopy, we risk slope stability and drainage issues and loss of the benefits 

from trees (wildlife habitat etc.) (Mary) 
- When the bylaw is adopted it will blow up in the community and press as unworkable 

(Don) 
- The District doesn’t have the manpower to implement because don’t have the 

resources – not practical (Don) 
- Without iTree study don’t have the data to back up recommendations of # of trees per 

lot (Lisa) 
- Time to analyze staff’s input (Ernie) 
- Fear that we have really heard the community and tested them (Ian).  Response should 

be from the people. Larger footprint houses (bulk) are changing the character of the 
community (Ian) 

- That Ernie’s method of analyzing data is accurate (Ernie) 
- We’re perceived to be divided by the Council / community, which will undermine the 

strength of our recommendations / our work (Nic) 
- The WG does not acknowledge that there is no consensus around the key issue of 

regulation of development properties vs. all properties. That “the majority” vote is what 
goes forward except that it does not reflect consensus (Nic). 

- Terms of Reference (need for consensus vs democratic) is not being upheld by the WG 
(Nic). 
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Hopes 

- that we use the data to listen, hear, and act with not only regulation, but also guidelines 
and education — and earn community acceptance (Debbie) 

- Differences are not that great.  Hope there is enough data to support position and 
resolve today (Bill) 

- Pilot project – Option 3 plus change in the future (Bill)  
- Bylaw that represents what the residents are looking for in a broad sense (Andy) 
- Document as much as we can so we can take from the meeting and put into the report / 

use meeting to further recommendations (Craig) 
- Recommendation has widespread approval (Mary) (Don) 
- Education – shared responsibility vs. personal asset (Mary) (Ian) 
- Hope in 10 years we can look back and see that vision is a reality (Mary) 
- Residents have balance of protecting trees and feeling safe, have sunlight, views etc. 

(Mary) 
- Through education will have improved pruning practices (Mary) 
- Adoption in good faith by staff who need to implement and enforce it (Don) 
- No wrong answer (Ernie) 
- Want to feel have the time to make proper recommendations and include recent staff 

input / concerns (Ernie) 
- Education and UFM practices have more of a longer term impact (Ernie) i.e. Tree 

management discussions continue. 
- Look at changing demographics of West Vancouver (multi-culture now – changing 

nature of housing) (Ian) 
- Bylaw recommendations are written in such a way to still encourage (clarity in 

language) regular tree maintenance (Lisa) 
- Collaborate to find creative solutions – perhaps not even conceived yet (Nic) 
- We reach consensus, i.e. all of us feel that we find a solution to the key thing that 

separate us, i.e. regulation for development properties vs. all properties, and that this 
solution is one that is generally supported across the WG (Nic) 

- If we cannot reach consensus, that we can compromise, i.e. each give up a little in 
order to make progress (Nic) 

4) DISCUSSION REGARDING POSSIBLE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The WG reviewed what they agreed on and what they still disagreed on and generated 
ideas and solutions to address concerns. 

  
- Agree on how trees should be managed but there is still disagreement as to whether to 

apply regulations to new development properties only or to all properties across the 
District. 

- The WG reviewed the proposed recommendations thus far (draft prepared by Andy). 
 

Ideas and Solutions:  
- Pilot project first (new development only) until we have a canopy goal 

o Less administrative  
- Ability to remove a tree every year or every few years 

  
Emerging directions to help move the WG forward: 
- Phased in approach / re-evaluation  
- Bylaw can be tailored after the fact 
- Courtenay, BC’s program has been legally tested 
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- Concerns about development vs. non-development – when does a developed lot 
become a non-developed lot? What is the period of time that they are protected (i.e. 
until after bond repaid?).  

 
Possible Solution: 
Exempt (non-development) remove X number of trees per X # of years – no permit required 

 
 
5) NEXT STEPS  

Revisited concerns heard earlier in the meeting and brainstorming exercise to find solutions 
to those concerns: 
 
- Clarification from staff needed re: barriers to bylaw implementation 
- Invest in web tools to assist process 
- Administration 
- Must not be too restrictive 
- Allow continued enjoyment of private land 
- Canopy study 
- Minimum diameter of “what is a tree” 
- Don’t concern our decision making with upsetting a small minority of the population 
- Come to the best solution for the greater good of the community, not a small minority 
- New option ideas 
- Regulation on private land – can remove trees, but only so many per year. 
- Apply bylaw to every lot but allow residents to cut 1 tree every 2-3 years without permit 

o Allowing 1 tree to be removed per X years and Urban Forest Management 
will help sell universal regulation. 

- Sell the positives.  Can have views and trees. 
- Impact on housing affordability and size from new development 
- New development - focus on education then expand 
- New development – determine effect on canopy and neighbourhood character 
- Evaluate need of a bylaw 
- Have a follow up survey after a set period and review the bylaw to reflect results 
- Further study required 
- Itree study must be done 
- Wait until the canopy survey is complete before implementing for all properties 
- Need to consider climate and adaptation 
- Get input for scientific benefits of tree size / age, shrub vs. hedge etc. 
- Work with consultant to finalize bylaw 
- Re-evaluate after 2-3 years to determine tree loss on non-development lots 
- Pilot project to determine costs and impact on new development 
- Have we already tested a pilot program with the interim tree bylaw? What has been the 

feedback, negative response? 
- 1 phase approach (application to all lots): 

o protects existing canopy 
o adds certainty  
o adds clarity 
o shows no favouritism 

- 2 phase approach: 
o Phase-in period taking bylaw from new development only to all properties 
o New development, east part of the District (by neighbourhood) 
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Upcoming dates:  

1) Feb 22nd is the deadline for the report.  However, there is a possibility of an addendum 
added after that date. 

2) March 5th – presentation to Council.  It was proposed that the final report to Council be 
“received for information” only in order for the community to review it for a month or so, 
and then it would come back to Council in April for approval / adoption.  This would give 
the community time to consider the report (on website, North Shore news will likely 
cover the topic, a link to the report will be emailed out to interested residents / Council 
email lists etc.).  Then Council would need to direct staff to write the bylaws.   

 
6) GENERAL / HEAR FROM RESIDENTS 

No residents were in attendance. 
 

Next Meeting: 
Tuesday, February 13, 2018, 4:00-6:30 p.m., Main Floor Conference Room - North 

 

 

7) ADJOURNMENT  
Meeting was adjourned at 5:22 p.m. 
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