
 
 
 

INTERIM TREE BYLAW  
WORKING GROUP MEETING NOTES 
January 9, 2018, 4:30-6:30 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 & Debbie Parhar Bevan 
 
Council Liaison: Councillor Mary Ann Booth 
 
Staff: Chris Bishop, Manager of Neighbourhood and Development Policy & Erika 

Syvokas, Planning Research Assistant 
 
Regrets: Ernie Bodie 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1) WELCOME  

 
Nic opened the meeting at 4:36 p.m., welcoming everyone. 
  

 
2) APPROVAL OF JANUARY 9, 2018 MEETING AGENDA 

 
The Agenda was approved as circulated.   
 

 
3) APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING NOTES AND REVIEW ACTIONS 
  

Action items were reviewed. The following items were outstanding: 
1) Staff will prepare a summary of the legal opinion on tree height/view protection 

covenants and liability and forward to the WG.  COMPLETED 
2) Is there a group that represents the home builders?  Chris to provide some names of 

other builder groups that could be contacted.  COMPLETED 
3) Mary Ann will reach out and set something up with Squamish Nation Councillor Chris 

Lewis. INITIAL CONTACT COMPLETED.  ACTION: NIC WILL FOLLOW UP TO SET 
UP MEETING. 

4) A letter and summary of the survey findings will be sent out in the next few days to the 
stakeholder groups identified with a request for response by January 5th.  
COMPLETED. 3 RESPONSES RECEIVED TO DATE: WESTERN RESIDENTS 
ASSOCIATION, ALTAMONT WEST VANCOUVER RESIDENCE ASSOCIATION AND 
WEST VANCOUVER HOUSING ASSOCIATION.  
ACTIONS:  

1) CHRIS TO FOLLOW UP WITH COMMUNICATIONS DEPARTMENT 
REGARDING WHICH EMAIL ADDRESS WAS USED FOR AMBLESIDE 
DUNDARAVE RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION (ADRA) AS A RESPONSE HAS 
NOT BEEN RECEIVED FROM THEM TO DATE.  

2) MARY, ANDY AND BILL TO MEET WITH ALTAMONT COMMUNITY 
ASSOCIATION. 
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5) Staff to provide examples of guidelines / regulations set for Rodgers Creek, multifamily 
developments and communities of Courtenay, BC and Carmel, California.  
COMPLETED 

6) Ernie will summarize themes from the 3 public meetings. COMPLETED 
7) ES to make changes to the decision-making process / criteria and recirculate to the 

ITBWG. COMPLETED 
8) Comments regarding strengths and concerns of the current bylaw – Chris to provide 

summary from staff to be circulated to the WG in advance of the December 19th 
meeting.  COMPLETED 

 
 
4) STAFF LIAISON AND COUNCIL UPDATE 

Council Update: 
 
Councillor Booth reported out on the WG’s timeline and progress at the January 8th 
Council Meeting and confirmed that the WG’s recommendations will be included in a 
Report to Council which will be considered at the March 5th Council Meeting. 

 
Staff Liaison Update:  
 
Staff emphasized the lead time required to get a report on the council agenda. 

 
Project timeline: 
• ITBWG meetings: 

o January 9 & 23 
o February 13 & 27 

• Report needs to be ready by February 23 
• Council presentation: March 5 
 
Staff will assist with the report format but the WG will be writing the decisions and 
recommendations.  The recommendations can be within the staff report or attached as a 
separate WG report to a light staff report (this is the recommended approach). 
 
Proposed report structure: 
- Executive summary 
- Process followed 
- Analysis 
- Recommendations 
- Appendix 

 
 

5) CONTINUATION OF DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

Objective: In order to meet the proposed project timeline a decision on the recommended 
option needs to be made. 
 
WG members were asked to keep in mind the importance of listening and balancing 
advocacy with inquiry.   
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The WG reviewed the 3 options: 
 
Option 1 
If a resident needs to cut down a tree, the person would not be able to if the tree is over a 
certain number of centimeters, e.g. 30 cm 
A permit will be granted under these conditions: 
• Safety 
• Maintain an existing view 
If a permit is provided to cut down the tree, the resident is required to: 
• Replace the tree (from a list of recommended species which cannot grow over a certain 

height); or pay cash-in-lieu. This money goes into a designated fund which is used to 
plant trees on public lands / boulevards 

• Provide a security deposit 
• Understand that the district might do an inspection to ensure that the tree has been 

replaced 
 

Option 2 
If a resident needs to cut down a tree, the person would not be able to if they do not have 
a required number of trees on their lot. The requirement is based on lot size, e.g. 5 trees 
required on a 10,000 sq. ft. lot 
A permit will be granted under these conditions: 
• Safety 
• Maintain an existing view 
If a permit is provided to cut down the tree, the resident is required to: 
• Replace the tree (from a list of recommended species which cannot grow over a certain 

height); or pay cash-in-lieu. This money goes into a designated fund which is used to 
plant trees on public lands / boulevards 

• Provide a security deposit 
• Understand that the district might do an inspection to ensure that the tree has been 

replaced 
 

Option 3 
For new property development, a minimum number of trees is maintained or planted 
based on the lot size, e.g. 5 trees required on a 10,000 sq. ft. lot 
The developer can therefore choose to cut down trees under these conditions: 
• Safety 
• Maintain an existing view 
As part of the new property development permit process, the developer is required to do 
the following to meet the minimum number of trees requirement: 
• Plant tree (s) (from a list of recommended species which cannot grow over a certain 

height) 
• Provide a security deposit 
• Understand that the district might do an inspection to ensure that the tree has been 

replaced 
 

The WG agreed that safety and maintaining as existing view are examples of cases where 
trees could be removed, there might be other reasons to grant a permit such as species 
type (allowing flexibility). 
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Review of summary of conclusions made by the group at December 19th workshop: 
 
Group 1 (Lead: Don) 
Option 1 – Pros: simple, familiar, known cost.  Cons: doesn’t allow for views, inflexible, 
sunlight.  Fear of large trees. Impacts existing properties more than new development.  
Survey data does not support this option. 
Option 2- Pros: flexible (allows for selecting), maintains tree canopy on a percentage basis, 
works on a scalable basis for large / small properties.  Cons: more complex to administer, 
potential for more neighbour conflicts. 
Option 3 – Pros: non-development sites are unaffected, solves the most pressing problem, 
flexible for developer / new homeowner to choose species and location, low cost to 
administer, most popular on survey.  Cons: does not protect the trees on majority of West 
Vancouver properties, risk of developer getting around bylaw by having previous 
homeowner remove all trees prior to development, and does not protect mature trees. 
 
Group 2 (Lead: Chris) 
Option 1- Pros: easy to understand and administer.  Cons: unintended consequences 
(trees getting cut down by manipulating the bylaw). Protects overly large trees. Canopy 
loss, doesn’t address problem statement, only bylaw experienced in West Vancouver thus 
far and doesn’t seem to have a lot of support. 
Option 2- Pros: easy to understand and administer, sets an aspirational goal (canopy 
target), allows flexibility/autonomy, solve current problem statement, has support thru the 
survey data.  Cons: more administration time, administration cost, additional costs to 
homeowners, and cash in lieu. 
Option 3- Pros: solves the problem statement, outside of development this doesn’t affect 
private property (homeowner rights), status quo has worked for years.  Cons: societal / 
demographic changes could result in impacts to canopy (needs to be monitored), not 
shared responsibility across community, and no aspirational goal. 
 
Discussion: 
–    It comes down to maintenance of certain trees vs. removal of all the trees.  Risk of 

losing “mindful development” if bylaw applies only to redevelopment. 
- Each option is complex.  Difficult to determine which option is best.   
- Option 1 and 2 could have unintended consequences.  Have we considered who is 

being impacted? Option 1 & Option 2 are community-wide vs. Option 3 which is 
directed at redevelopment. 

- Did any other options come out of the public engagement?  A hybrid of options might be 
possible.  Such as different regulations for properties being redeveloped vs. those not 
being redeveloped. 

- Need to consider the broader data that suggests that regulation is supported.  Not let 
personal bias get in the way. Regulation is supported in a balanced, measured way 
where residents have autonomy and flexibility. 

- Recommendation to review bylaw in 3 years 
- Guidelines vs. bylaw.  Education vs. legislation. From the survey comments people are 

concerned with tree maintenance and importance of working things out with your 
neighbour.  People are not really open to major changes. 

- Property rights not identified as a specific criteria on summary. 
- Views, sunlight and safety are the top concerns.   
- How to address problem of view protection when the tree is on someone else’s 

property? Define hedges clearly and put a height restriction on hedges. 
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- Goal to maintain current canopy level.  If regulation is solely aimed at new development 
this will not be achieved - residents do bring down trees and they are not necessarily 
being replaced which reduces the overall tree canopy. 

- Can we achieve the same results with simply guidelines, or does it need to be a 
combination of guidelines and bylaws? Education in terms of species, maximum height 
etc. Guidelines are not enforceable but provide a tool for neighbour resolution. 

- Option 2 requires a canopy target. 
- Option 2 is flexible, gives residents’ autonomy etc. 
- Option 3 – allows homeowner to do whatever they want with trees with the exception of 

say protected species.   However, there would also be guidelines for maintenance, 
hedges etc.   

- At what point does a redevelopment site become an established lot?   
- Can recommend trees that don’t grow too high.   
- Can recommend the foundation of the program and then give elements for Council to 

consider and pick elements from it. 
 

The ITBWG used a criteria-based decision-making table to individually rate each of the 3 
options.  The total results are as follows: 
Option 1 - 96 points 
Option 2- 124 points 
Option 3 -121 points 

 
Decisions made: 

o Option 1 can be taken off the table.   
o Don’t have consensus between Option 2 and 3. 

 
 

6) GENERAL 

 
Next steps: 

o Start identifying the elements that the group has consensus on, organize them 
and decide if they will be applied across the community or only to new 
development. 
 Foundational: 

• # of trees per lot 
• Hedges 
• Guidelines: neighbours, tree booklet, maintenance etc. 
• Characteristics support i.e. security deposit 

o Decisions don’t have to be unanimous 
 

Next Meeting: 
January 23, 2018, 5:00-6:30 p.m., Main Floor Conference Room - North 
 

 

7) ADJOURNMENT  

Meeting was adjourned at 6:40 p.m. 
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