
 
 
 

 
INTERIM TREE BYLAW  
WORKING GROUP MEETING NOTES 
December 12, 2017 5:00-6:30 p.m. 
Main Floor Conference Room - North 
 
ATTENDEES:  
 
WG Members: Andrew Gitt, William Cafferata, Mary Gamel,  Lisa Morris, Ernie Bodie, Don 

Harrison & Ian Ferguson  
 
Council Liaison: Councillor Mary Ann Booth 
 
Staff: Erika Syvokas, Planning Research Assistant 
 
Regrets: Chris Bishop, Manager of Neighbourhood and Development Policy,                 

Nic Tsangarakis, Craig Bench & Debbie Parhar Bevan 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1) WELCOME  

 
Ernie (as Andy was running late) opened the meeting at 5:08 p.m., welcoming everyone. 
  

 
2) APPROVAL OF DECEMBER 12, 2017 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) ES to set up a Doodle Poll to find the best date/time during the third week in December 

for a workshop. COMPLETED 
2) Staff to obtain a legal opinion on tree height/view protection covenants and liability. 

STAFF CONFIRMED THAT THERE IS NO LEGAL ENTITLEMENT TO A VIEW AND 
MUNICIPAL REGULATIONS TRUMP ANY COVENANTS ON TITLE.  IF THE 
COVENANT DOES NOT CONTRAVENE MUNICIPAL REGULATIONS THEN THEY 
CAN BOTH STAND.  HOWEVER IF THEY ARE IN CONFLICT OUR MUNICIPAL 
REGULATIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE. THE LEGAL OPINION IS PRIVILEGED 
(CAN’T BE SHARED). ACTION: STAFF WILL PREPARE A SUMMARY OF THE 
LEGAL OPINION AND FORWARD TO THE WG.   

3) Staff to provide example of other reports from Working Groups (such as the Upper 
Lands). COMPLETED 
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4) STAFF LIAISON AND COUNCIL UPDATE 

Council Update: 
Councillor Booth commented that the presentation was very well done and thanked those 
that attended.  Feels that Council and the community have a lot of confidence in this 
committee. 
 
Staff Liaison Update: N/A 
 

 
5) UPDATE ON DEC 11 WORKING GROUP PRESENTATION TO MAYOR AND 

COUNCIL 

 
Discussion regarding how the presentation to Council went: 
• Short and sweet - 8 min long 
• Did a good job of explaining where we are at 
• Explained that analysis of survey responses is underway 
• Only a couple of questions from Councillors around: 

o What is the timeline for a bylaw coming forward following recommendations in 
March? 
 Presumes the WG will be recommending a bylaw.  Too early to say, 

however staff can work quickly to prepare a bylaw pending direction from 
Council. 

o Will it be similar to the District of North Vancouver’s regulations? 
 Too premature to say what the recommendations will be 

 
- Suggestion to Councillor Booth from a resident that a hydrology study be conducted. 
 
Andy arrived and took over as Chair at 5:17 p.m. 
 

 
6) UPDATE ON EDUCATION AND BYLAW SUBGROUP ACTIVITIES 

 
Education Subgroup Update 
 
1. Additional stakeholder engagement: 

• At our previous meeting, we agreed to do additional targeted outreach to key 
stakeholders — give them an update on what we heard, see if they have additional 
input/ideas, and discuss our recommended approach. 

• Chris provided the list of stakeholders he engaged in 2016. Questions for the group: 
Who is willing to lead the meeting on behalf of the ITBWG? 

o Nic and Ernie have agreed to lead one each; Don agreed to update the Design 
Review Committee at its January 18th meeting 

1. The Education subgroup asked for contacts for the stakeholder groups: 
o DRC: 

 Contact: Don has contact info. 
o Lower Caufeild Advisory Committee – mandate to consider Heritage Alteration 

Permits: 
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 Contact: Peter Lambur has been assigned as Council Liaison.  James Allan 
staff Liaison – either should be able to provide contact info. 

o West Van Home Builders Association:  
 Contact: Paul Butler.  Mary Ann to send contact info. 

o Altamont Neighbourhood Group:  
 Contact: Don Vaughan very involved and would know how to contact. Mary 
Ann to send contact info. 

o Western Resident’s Association:  
 Contact: Mary Bayes.  Mary Ann to send contact. 

o Ambleside Dundarave Rate Payers: 
 Contact: Scenery and Melinda Slater.  Mary Ann to send contact. 

Discussion ensued regarding the intent of contacting these stakeholder groups and what 
will be asked of them.  Comments: 

- Will be tough to get any feedback that is representative and meaningful at this late 
stage.  

- All of these groups/people have had a chance to get involved in the survey etc.  
- Suggestion to send out a request to the stakeholder groups for a written statement 

outlining any specific concerns by a certain date. 
- Input from these groups could be useful at the implementation stage, especially 

from landscapers etc.  Could be helpful in trying to keep costs down.  Are we at the 
right stage to get value out of it?  

- Danger that these groups are only representing a small number of voices, or that 
given the short turnaround time that only the voice of the respondent, not of the 
people they represent. 

- Is there a group that represents the home builders?  ACTION: Chris to provide 
some names of other builder groups.  

- Although the survey was open to Squamish Nation members (and 3 responses 
received) it may be valuable to specifically contact the Squamish Nation and sit 
down with them and discuss the options.  They are a unique member of our 
community, have traditions and culture that might benefit the community, and we 
have a duty to consult them.  
ACTION: Mary Ann will reach out and set something up with Squamish Nation 
Councillor Chris Lewis. 

 
ACTION: 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.   

 
2. Education recommendation (forwarded in an email by Debbie prior to the meeting): 

• Based on the audience, we will define the education recommendation on the following 
topics: 

o Move from interim to permanent bylaw 
 Process, what, why, how, when, where 

o Your responsibilities 
 Species recognition, what is protected, what is acceptable for planting / 

replacement 
 Pruning and maintenance 
 When to call an arborist 

o Value of trees 
 Build on The Nature Conservancy graphic 
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o Good neighbour / conflict resolution process 
 Information: what to do / where to go 

o Alignment with other bylaws / process  
 Information: what to do / where to go 

 Survey response synopsis:  
- Ernie went through and analyzed the comments.  70% of respondents provided 

comments.   
- There were not any big surprises.   
- Ernie used categories from last survey as well as added a few new categories such as 

pruning, climate change (hardly any comments), public lands and hedges. 
- Hedges were commented on a fair bit. 
- Not a lot of comments (13) saying smaller trees should be protected. 
- Safety stood out as a big issue.   
- “Tall” and “height” key words. 
- Ernie will provide more synopsis before next meeting. 
- Graphics are being prepared by Communications by the end of the week. 
- Q6 – numbers were roughly 45% of people said greenery was just right and then 

people divided on either side. 
- 55% of respondents favour tree protection, 25% not in favour, and 20% unsure. 

  
Bylaw Subgroup Update 

 
The Bylaw subgroup met on December 2nd and discussed: 
 
1. Some basic questions regarding definitions and what should be defined in the bylaw 

(e.g. hedges and trees).  Also discussed Ernie’s email – “What are we trying to 
achieve?” Consensus around preserving neighbourhood character.  However survey 
shows most residents consider tree cover “about right” or “too much” so maybe we 
should take a step back and consider our approach. 

2. What is a tree? A list of trees vs. “non-trees” (i.e. Rhododendrons, Laurel etc.) for bylaw 
purposes should be drawn up - recommend arborist provides list.  Minimum sizes to be 
considered for a tree for both existing trees and for replacement trees should be 
decided.  Issue of large Rhododendrons / hedges being removed but not considered 
“trees” so how do you address this in the bylaw? Could be a recommendation for 
landscape plan. 

3. Pruning definitions (topping, windowing, spiral pruning, limbing) not defined in current 
bylaw.  Should be clarified in the bylaw.  Consensus that tree pruning leading to tree 
mortality should be treated the same way as tree removal, in terms of triggering any 
tree replacement requirements. 

4. How to handle new development as a distinct issue from regular tree management.  
Would make sense to apply same criteria as in multi-family developments to single 
family developments?   

o The WG can make recommendations and staff will determine how to implement 
the regulatory framework.  Possibility of strengthening the landscaping plan 
requirements (i.e. a certain number of trees per lot size).  Recommendation by 
subgroup for consideration at the workshop. 

5. Discussion that the number of trees per lot, based on lot size, seems to have the most 
favour as a possible basis for any tree cutting restrictions. 

6. Major direction items:  
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a. Can single family developments be incorporated into the same process as for multi-
family developments? 

b. Do we want to define and recommend distinct regulations for hedges?  
c. If we regulate trees for new developments and hedges is there a need to have a 

tree bylaw or does this sufficiently address concerns as identified by the residents? 
Tree loss concerns mostly focused on development and there seems to be little or 
no indication that tree cover loss outside of development is being identified as a 
concern.  Would need to track canopy changes with regular check-ins.   
ACTION: Staff to provide examples of guidelines/regulations set for Rodgers Creek, 
multifamily developments and communities of Courtenay, BC and Carmel, 
California.   

 
 

7) CONFIRM DECISION-MAKING CRITERIA FOR DEC 19 WORKSHOP 

Discussion around the process: 
- Would be good to summarize the 3 public meetings.   

o Suggestions to start with the notes (which are set up in pros and cons) – 
collating under each option and then eliminating redundancies and using as 
a basis/framework for discussion at the workshop.  

o ACTION: Ernie will summarize themes. 
- Where do features come in?  Can use the criteria for features as well. Look at 

overall option first and then going through the individual features. 
 

Discussion around if all of the criteria apply to all options i.e.: environmentally sound. 
- Environmental aspect has to be considered. 
- Need core approach (option) then build related and complementary features. 
- The group will give consensus on each approach and features.   
- Survey results will inform the options. 
- Objective is to provide a recommendation to Council but could provide other 

alternate options and why that wasn’t recommended. 
 
The group discussed the most recent draft of the decision-making process for the 
December 19th workshop (forwarded with the December 12th meeting agenda) and made 
the following revisions: 
- Eliminated c) and d) 
- Changed wording: 

o b) removed “clear-cutting/development” 
o e) added “easy to interpret” and deleted “allows neighbour conflict resolution” 

and replaced it with “consistent with the Good Neighbour Policy”.   
- Changed weighting for e) to 5 
- Combined f) and g) with “Is it environmentally sensitive  forward-thinking, considering 

things like shading of solar panels, future climate change, increased storm 
frequency/intensity, wildlife habitat, native tree species, species diversity, maintaining 
canopy cover, and storm run-off”.  Changed weighting to 5. 

- Eliminated h)  
- Added a review of the vision and problem statement to the review process. 

 
ACTION: ES to make changes and recirculate decision-making process to the group. 
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ACTION: Comments regarding strengths and concerns of the current bylaw – Chris to 
provide summary from staff to be circulated to the group in advance of the December 19th 
meeting.    
 

8) LOOKING FORWARD / NEXT STEPS 
- December 19 workshop (see below). 
- December 20 CEC meeting. 
- Stakeholder input. 
- Recommendations finalized by March. 

 
 
9) GENERAL 

Next Meetings: 
• December 19, 2017 workshop: 1:00-5:00 p.m., Multipurpose Room 162, Municipal 

Hall South Building 
• January 9, 2018 5:00-6:30 p.m., Main Floor Conference Room - North 

 

 

10) ADJOURNMENT  

Meeting was adjourned at 7:15 p.m. 
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