
MANAGING OUR URBAN FOREST

PLANNING PROCESS and PROJECT TIMELINE

stakeholder interviews

policy review

tree canopy assessment

gap analysis

understanding our current condi  on

INVENTORY + ANALYSIS

technical working sessions

vision, principles, goals + targets

de ning our priori  es and cri  cal path

PLANNING + DESIGN

TECHNICAL
WORKSHOP #1

October 1, 2014

OPEN HOUSE #1
October 8, 2014

OPEN HOUSE #2
December 9, 2014

URBAN FOREST 
MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

implemen  ng a strategic plan

MANAGEMENT

management plan

recommenda� ons

FIELD OPS

organi�a� onal framework

monitoring framework

�mplementa� on
TECHNICAL

WORKSHOP #2
November 26, 2014

WELCOME and WHY WE’RE HERE

INTRODUCTION and ORIENTATION

The City of New Westminster is developing 
an Urban Forest Management Strategy for the City.

Work with us to co-create the vision, goals, objec  ves and urban forest “target” 
for New Westminster; help guide the management of the City’s urban forest.

Tonight’s second Public Open House provides a review of what we’ve 
heard thus far, and presents: a dra   vision for urban forest management; 

management scenarios and targets... and a framework for ac  on. 
Please  ll out a survey before you go... and thank you for your contribu  on!
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Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw No. 7799, 2016 
Please provide your comments on the contemplated amendments 
to the bylaw to help guide the management of the City’s urban forest.

Tonight’s Presentation and Public Open House provides an overview of 
the Urban Forest Managment Strategy goals and objectives, the tree 
bylaw.... and the contemplated amendments to the bylaw.

OPEN HOUSE #1
October 8, 2014

OPEN HOUSE #2
December 9, 2014

ADOPTION OF THE URBAN 
FOREST MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

January 11, 2016** ** SUMMARIZE ALL 
FEEDBACK

Sept/ October 2017
*ADOPTION OF THE TREE PROTECTION 

AND REGULATION BYLAW
January 13, 2016

PRESENT BYLAW AMENDMENTS 
TO COUNCIL FOR CONSIDERATION

Oct/ November 2017

OPEN HOUSE #3
September 14, 2017*WE ARE HERE*
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TERMINOLOGY: what is the URBAN FOREST?

DEFINING THE SYSTEMS

PARKS / PUBLIC REALM RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBOURHOODS / PRIVATE REALM STREETS / PUBLIC REALM COMMERCIAL + INSTITUTIONAL AREAS  / PRIVATE + PUBLIC REALM

park trees and forests front-yard, back-yard and side-yard trees boulevards and street trees planters, plazas and parking lot trees

Urban forests are defined as “ecosystems composed of trees and 
other vegetation that provide cities and municipalities with environmental, 
economic and social benefits. They include street and yard trees, vegetation 
within parks and along public rights of way, water systems, fish and wildlife.” 
(www.americanforests.org)

Urban forestry is defined as “a planned and programmatic approach of the development and 
maintenance of the urban forest, including all elements of green infrastructure within the community, 
in an effort to optimize the resulting benefits in social, environmental, public health, economic, and 
aesthetic terms, especially when resulting from a community visioning and goal-setting process.” 
(Schwab, James C.: “Planning the Urban Forest: Ecology, Economy and Community Development”)
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UNDERSTANDING BENEFITS of the URBAN FOREST

Take a moment to consider how many 
benefits are provided by the urban forest. 
From cherry blossoms and fall colour... 
to summer shade and fresh air... to flood 
protection and carbon storage... trees are 
a remarkably singular and simple solution 
for many challenges associated with the 
sustainable management of our cities and 
neighbourhoods. The following illustrations 
show the many benefits of the urban forest 
canopy across a range of spaces found 
throughout New Westminster.

...the presence of mature, healthy trees are often the most visible 
indicator of overall quality of life and community well-being.

WHAT DOES THE URBAN FOREST DO FOR ME?
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root network 
improves water 

quality for 
aquatic habitat

rainfall interception 
and evapo-transpiration

habitat for wildlife, 
including structure, 
refuge and food 

a diversity of species, 
microclimate (moisture 
and temperature) and 
microhabitat

soil storage and 
root uptake mitigate 
stormwater runoff 
generated by 
impervious surfaces

air filtration,  
pollutant removal and  
C02 sequestration

root network mitigates 
erosion through soil 
stabilization

shade reduces  
heat island effectreduced glare and  

improved street safety
improved pedestrian/street 
experience (shade, interest)

“softening,” definition of 
spaces and screening 

reduced energy use 
(heating and cooling costs)

increased property values

reduction of stormwater 
infrastructure costs

filtration of pollutants from runoff

improved air quality  
and human health

carbon sequestration and 
climate change adaptation

moderates local climate 
(wind, rain, uv, etc.)

increased shopping  
and retail expenditure

filtration of particulates  
and airborne pollutants

improved recreational values 
encourage active living

root network improves 
soil health and water 
quality for aquatic habitat
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HUMAN HEATH + WELLNESS

habitat + biodiversity

climate change adaptation

moderated microclimates

air, soil + water quality

recreational experience

psychological wellness

amenity + property value

heritage + character

flood management

stormwater management

energy efficiency

alternative transportation

ECONOMIC 
INDICATORS

ENVIRONMENTAL 
INDICATORS

SOCIAL 
INDICATORS
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CASE STUDIES: examples of urban forest management

NEIGHBOURS and LEADERS IN URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT

Compared to our neighbours - at a local scale - New 
Westminster’s urban forest is relatively intact. Relative to 
the North American average (27% forest canopy) and the 
recommended “best practice” (40% forest canopy), New 
Westminster has room for improvement. 

Perhaps more importantly, New Westminster’s urban forest 
canopy has been declining over the past two decades, highlighting 
the need to better manage the urban forest... and protect the 
valuable functions it provides.

Interestingly, while population growth between 2004 and 2012 slowed 
to ~17% (relative to ~33% population growth between 1994 and 2004), 
canopy loss has increased from ~4% between 1994 and 2004... to ~15% 
between 2004 and 2013. Our Strategy will look at how to best address this 
trend, implement best practices and measure success.

New Westminster’s Urban Forest 
Management Strategy seeks  

to prevent further loss and 
increase urban forest canopy  

...and the associated benefits it 
provides to everyone.

VANCOUVER

NANAIMODUNCAN

VICTORIA

18%

18%

18%

26%

28%

18%

2013

21.2%

2004

22.0%

15% decline since ‘04

1994

NEW WESTMINSTER 

VICTORIA 

VANCOUVER

DUNCAN, BC

NANAIMO, BC

*down from 22.5% canopy cover in 
1995, spurring the adoption an Urban 
Forest Management Strategy in 2012

*no additional data was available 
prior to adoption of the Urban 

Forest Master Planning 2013

*down from 22% canopy cover  in 1994, 
with a steeper decline since 2004...  

* canopy analysis for New Westminster was made 
available using iTree Canopy software; sampling error 
varies according to sample size. Analysis techniques 
and sampling error of case study examples is unknown.
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public realm

private realm
LAND USE STATISTICS - RELATIVE (%) COVERAGE and ABSOLUTE (ha) COVERAGE

28% TOTAL AREA by 
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Single Family | 437.5 ha

Streets + Boulevards | 405.9 ha

Parks | 205.3 ha

Industrial | 196.1 ha

Multi-Family | 147.7 ha

Commercial | 90.4 ha

Utility | 25.0 ha

Mixed Use | 12.4 ha

Natural | 9.6 ha

Farm | 3.2 ha

Multiple Use | 4.7 ha

Land Use Type + Area Tree Cover Shrub, Herb, Grass Building Pavement Other

27% 33% 26% 14%

12% 33% 55%

31% 38% 8% 16% 7%

8% 16% 17% 47% 10%

9% 23% 38% 22% 8%

13% 10% 36% 37% 4%

6% 41% 10% 43%

6% 13% 38% 12% 31%

24% 10% 6% 27% 33%

11% 31% 1% 47% 10%

14% 73% 6% 5% 2%

TEN-YEAR-TREND in URBAN CANOPY COVERAGE (2004 - 2013) 

URBAN
CANOPY
COVER

shrub,
herb,
grass

building pavement other

20041994 2013 2004 2013 2004 2013 2004 2013 2004 2013

21.2%22.0% 17.7% 26.7% 27.1% 14.3% 17.2% 32.0% 32.5% 5.9% 5.4%

- 16.5%
(decrease)

+ 1.9%
(increase)

+ 20.3%
(increase)

- 8.3%
(decrease)

+ 1.6%
(increase)

street
trees

(public)

other
trees

(private)

park
trees

(public)

2.5%
3.0%

2004

PU
BL

IC
 T

RE
ES

PR
IV

AT
E 

TR
EE

S

2013
2004

2013
2004

2013

3.5%
3.5%

15.3%
11.3%

+20.3%
(increase)

0.0%
(no change)

- 26.1%
(decrease)

West End | 111.9 ha

Victory Heights | 108.3 ha

Uptown | 65.5 ha

Sapperton | 120.3 ha

Queen’s Park | 163.8 ha

Queensborough | 74.2 ha

North Arm South | 170.1 ha

North Arm North | 67.6 ha

Kelvin | 65.7 ha

Glenbrooke North | 88.4 ha

Downtown | 116.0 ha

Connaught Heights | 52.5 ha

Brunette Creek | 118.8 ha

Brow of the Hill | 77.8 ha

Glenbrooke South | 126.7 ha

NEIGHBOURHOOD STATISTICS - RELATIVE (%) COVERAGE and ABSOLUTE (ha) COVERAGE
Neighbourhood Tree Cover Tree Canopy SizeShrub, Herb, Grass Building Pavement Other

17% 29% 24% 30%

11% 6% 18% 50% 15%

22% 30% 19% 27% 2%

10% 11% 26% 38% 15%

19% 26% 23% 32%

32% 33% 11% 22% 2%

14% 25% 25% 32% 4%

6% 16% 21% 41% 16%

10% 20% 16% 49% 5%

11% 37% 22% 26% 4%

33% 25% 16% 24%

19% 38% 15% 28%

16% 16% 33% 35%

15% 34% 25% 24% 2%

24% 27% 19% 30% 26.8 ha

16.2 ha

10.5 ha

22.8 ha

54.1 ha

8.2 ha

17.0 ha

4.1 ha

9.2 ha

16.8 ha

11.6 ha

11.5 ha

13.1 ha

13.5 ha

40.2 ha

TOTAL | 1537.7 ha 272 ha 
(17.7%)

417 ha 
(27.1%)

265 ha 
(17.2%)

500 ha 
(32.5%)

83 ha 
(5.4%)

TOTAL | 1537.7 ha 272 ha 
(17.7%)

417 ha 
(27.1%)

265 ha 
(17.2%)

500 ha 
(32.5%)

83 ha 
(5.4%)

Tree Canopy Size

0.5 ha

0.5 ha

2.3 ha

0.7 ha

1.5 ha

15.7 ha

63.6 ha

48.7 ha

118.1 ha

11.7 ha

13.3 ha

  

 

 

 

Single Family | 437.5 ha

Streets + Boulevards | 405.9 ha

Parks | 205.3 ha

Industrial | 196.1 ha

Multi-Family | 147.7 ha

Commercial | 90.4 ha

Utility | 25.0 ha

Mixed Use | 12.4 ha

Natural | 9.6 ha

Farm | 3.2 ha

Multiple Use | 4.7 ha

0.5 ha

0.5 ha

2.3 ha

0.7 ha

1.5 ha

15.7 ha

63.6 ha

48.7 ha

118.1 ha

11.7 ha

13.3 ha

West End | 111.9 ha

Victory Heights | 108.3 ha

Uptown | 65.5 ha

Sapperton | 120.3 ha

Queen’s Park | 163.8 ha

Queensborough | 74.2 ha

North Arm South | 170.1 ha

North Arm North | 67.6 ha

Kelvin | 65.7 ha

Glenbrooke North | 88.4 ha

Downtown | 116.0 ha

Connaught Heights | 52.5 ha

Brunette Creek | 118.8 ha

Brow of the Hill | 77.8 ha

Glenbrooke South | 126.7 ha

26.8 ha

16.2 ha

10.5 ha

22.8 ha

54.1 ha

8.2 ha

17.0 ha

4.1 ha

9.2 ha

16.8 ha

11.6 ha

11.5 ha

13.1 ha

13.5 ha

40.2 ha

West End

24%

Victory Heights

15%

Uptown

16%

Sapperton

19%

Queen’s Park

33%

Queensborough

11%

North Arm South

10%

North Arm North

6%

Kelvin

14%

Glenbrooke North

19%

Downtown

10%
Connaught Heights

22%

Brunette Creek

11%

Glenbrooke South

32%

Brow of the Hill

17%

TOTAL ANNUAL 
BENEFITS*

$1,152,100.00

Carbon Storage | $981k/yr

Avoided Runoff | $83k/yr

Carbon Sequestration | $56k/yr

Pollution Removal | $32k/yr

note: some neighbourhoods with a higher relative canopy cover 
do not necessarily contribute more in terms of absolute canopy.

URBAN CANOPY ANALYSIS: neighbourhoods by the numbers

public realm

private realm
LAND USE STATISTICS - RELATIVE (%) COVERAGE and ABSOLUTE (ha) COVERAGE
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24%

Victory Heights

15%

Uptown

16%

Sapperton

19%

Queen’s Park

33%

Queensborough

11%

North Arm South

10%

North Arm North

6%

Kelvin

14%

Glenbrooke North

19%
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10%
Connaught Heights

22%

Brunette Creek

11%
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17%

TOTAL ANNUAL 
BENEFITS*

$1,152,100.00

Carbon Storage | $981k/yr

Avoided Runoff | $83k/yr

Carbon Sequestration | $56k/yr

Pollution Removal | $32k/yr

COMMUNITY CONTEXT
Beyond the variability of urban forest canopy as related to 
regulated land uses within the City, individual neighbourhoods 
— often including a more diversified mix of land uses within an 
area — also demonstrate a wide range of canopy cover.

The map below reveals urban forest canopy cover 
(percentage) by neighbourhood and the 
associated table details* land cover “mix”  
(tree cover, shrub, herb, grass, building, 
paved surfaces and other) and  
absolute canopy size (in hectares).
* canopy analysis made available using  
iTree Canopy software;  sampling error  
varies according to sample size.

ACTIVITY: find your 
neighbourhood on the map 

...and put a pin in it.

consider how these measures of 
land cover correspond with your 

neighbourhood experience...



MANAGING OUR URBAN FOREST

UNDERSTANDING OUR COMMUNITY PRIORITIES

Input from the  rst Public Open House and online survey will assist in 
tailoring the dra   urban forest management strategy to the priori  es 
of New Westminster. Par  cipants and survey respondents included the 
following neighbourhoods:

West End

Victory Heights

Uptown

Sapperton

Queen’s Park

Queensborough

North Arm South

North Arm North

Kelvin

Glenbrooke North

Downtown

Connaught Heights

Brow of the Hill

Glenbrooke South

Other

45 TOTAL RESPONDENTS
22 
Online Survey

23
Open House 

The following themes and “ecosystem services” provided by the urban forest were 
evaluated according to their rela  ve* importance to survey respondents.

Biodiversity, naturalness and environmental quality objec  ves were rated as most 
important, followed by more human-centric quali  es of aesthe  cs and well-being.

ECONOMIC increasing property values

SENSE OF PLACE making New Westminster more welcoming

RECREATIONAL providing spaces for people to play

CLIMATE capturing and storing carbon

GEOTECHNICAL stabilizing slopes

FOOD SECURITY producing food

AESTHETIC beau fying the City

ENERGY cooling streets and buildings

SOCIAL providing spaces for people to interact
CULTURAL contribu ng to history/culture of the City

COMFORT providing shade

HABITAThabitat for na ve plants and animals

STORMWATER reducing storm water run-o

AIR QUALITY reducing air pollu on

WHAT MATTERS MOST?

FEEDBACK: RESULTS FROM THE FIRST PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE and ONLINE SURVEY
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Beyond the inventory and analysis of forest a� ributes 
and a technical understanding of best management 
prac� ces, the Urban Forest Management Strategy 
will be guided by a community vision. 

The following dra�  vision was developed from 
feedback provided at the  rst Public Open House, 
results of the online survey, and  collabora� on with 
municipal staff  and Council’s  Environment Advisory 
and Parks and Recrea� on Commi� ees. Addi� onal 
informa� on boards are provided to demonstrate how 
this vision guides the Urban Forest Management 
Strategy’s goals, objec� ves and priority ac� ons.

A VISION for our URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

MORE THAN THE SUM OF THE PARTS

VISION

IMPLEMENTATION + MONITORING

GOALS
+ OBJECTIVES

INVENTORY + 
ANALYSIS

STRATEGIES

New Westminster’s urban forest is a beau� ful and beloved 
public resource, providing refuge, educa� on and recrea� on 
within the City. 

Urban trees have been carefully planted, protected and 
maintained to clean the air, enhance habitat, capture 
carbon, manage stormwater and maximise bene ts to our 
City’s environmental health and quality of life.

Great planning and management has created a renowned 
urban experience of diverse, colourful and comfortable, 
well-treed streets and boulevards that connect with 
neighbourhood parks and natural areas.

The City’s management policies include measurable 
objec� ves, priority ac� ons and regulatory mechanisms, 
ensuring strategic, effi  cient and eff ec� ve coordina� on 
between public and private partners.

Homeowners and developers play an increasingly 
signi cant role in urban forest enhancement with 
protec� on and plan� ng on private lands.

Community members of all walks of life care for the urban 
forest as a shared priority and de ning feature of what 
makes New Westminster such a great place to live.

>>> OUR DRAFT VISION <<<
PROTECT New Westminster’s urban forest 
and its bene ts to our community

ENHANCE all aspects of urban forest 
management within New Westminster

ENGAGE all community stakeholders with 
respect to issues of urban forest management

>>> DRAFT GOALS of the UFMS <<<

APPRECIATION
INTENTION ACTION

visioning workshop input
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10% canopy increase 
for single family 

neighbourhoods

+++ canopy increase 
for single family

neighbourhoods

19% canopy increase 
for public streets 

and boulevards

+++ canopy increase 
for public streets

and boulevards

7% canopy increase 
for public parks

+++ canopy increase 
for public parksr

+++ canopy increase
as a result of land use 

and/or physical design 
ini� a� ves to capture 

urban forest values

0%       no net loss 
for single family 

neighbourhoods

19% canopy increase 
for public streets 

and boulevards

7% canopy increase 
for public parks

-7%  canopy decline 
for single family 

neighbourhoods

2% canopy increase 
for public streets 

and boulevards

0%       no net loss 
for public parks

18%

9%

27%
18%

6%-2%

24%16%

SCENARIO 2
public leadership

no net loss on 
private lands

6% canopy increase
over the next 20 years

SCENARIO 3
shared priority
private - public 

partnership 
9% canopy increase 

over the next 20 years

SCENARIO 4
structural change
planning beyond 

“plantable spots”
40% target: the North 
American Benchmark

SCENARIO 1
status quo

con  nuing the  
trend of decline

2% canopy loss
over the next 20 years

urban forest management scenarios + canopy targets

Four poten  al scenarios represent urban forest management 
approaches ranging from: status quo, represen  ng a 
con  nued decline in City-wide canopy; to structural change, 
re ec  ng a more comprehensive considera  on of urban 
forest goals and objec  ves within the City’s planning and 
urban design strategies.

Ul  mately, the City’s Urban Forest Management Plan seeks a 
canopy target that is at once aspira  onal and achievable.

TRANSLATING THE MATH
The scenarios at right illustrate land-use-speci c canopy 
changes/targets (refer to informa� on board � tled “land 
use and plantable spots� for addi� onal detail and ra� onale) 
and demonstrate the extent to which collabora  on 
between public and private stakeholders is key to success.

City-wide canopy change is summarized below in the pie 
charts, with:

exis  ng canopy coverage (18%) in light green

overall canopy change in dark green

resul  ng/target coverage in bold blue

BY THE NUMBERS: CANOPY SCENARIOS

40%
18%

SETTING A TARGET: a goal for urban forest management



MANAGING OUR URBAN FOREST

MANAGEMENT and CONTEXT: understanding our strategy

Understanding the an� cipated impact and 
eff ec� veness of individual forest management 
strategies plays an important role in determining 
the most effi  cient and eff ec� ve course of ac� on. 

As shown in the graph at right, the UFMS 
explores a strategic focus on speci c land use 
designa� ons given their rela� ve signi cance 
according to land area, exis� ng canopy resource 
and jurisdic� on (with respect to public lands).

Public lands  - including street rights of ways, 
boulevards, and parks  - form a central focus of 
the strategy: the targets illustrated at right are 
calculated based on an inventory of exis  ng 
“plantable spots” available within public lands.

Single family residen  al neighbourhoods 
also play a cri� cal role given their rela� ve size 
within the City: with tree plan� ng on public 
lands maximised according to the preliminary 
plantable spots inventory, incen� ves for tree 
plan� ng on private lands will prove a key 
strategy for urban forest management within 
New Westminster.

With an overall canopy target of 27% (based on the 
average canopy cover for urban forests in North America) 
individual canopy targets* are shown in the graph below.

BY THE NUMBERS: LAND USE and PLANTABLE SPOTS

*Canopy targets are illustrated rela� ve to current land use and associated coverage.

By iden  fying “plantable spots” 
within public lands, the Urban Forest 
Management Strategy de nes a 
measurable ac  on plan... while 
highligh  ng how strategies to enhance 
the urban forest must be coordinated 
among all stakeholder groups.

 

 

Single Family | 437.5 ha

Streets + Boulevards | 405.9 ha

Parks | 205.3 ha

Industrial | 196.1 ha

Mul Family | 147.7 ha

Commercial | 90.4 ha

Land Use Type + Area Tree Cover Shrub, Herb, Grass Building Pavement Other

27% 33% 26% 14%

12% 33% 55%

31% 38% 8% 16% 7%

8% 16% 17% 47% 10%

9% 23% 38% 22% 8%

13% 10% 36% 37% 444%

on public land

no net loss

no net loss

no net loss

CANOPY TARGET
TREE PLANTING within STREETS and BOULEVARDS

CANOPY TARGET
TREE PLANTING within SINGLE FAMILY LOTS

CANOPY TARGET
TREE PLANTING within PARKS

TOTAL | 1537.7 ha 272 ha 
(17.7%)

417 ha 
(27.1%)

265 ha 
(17.2%)

500 ha 
(32.5%)

83 ha 
(5.4%)

* canopy analysis was made available 
�sing i�ree �anopy so� ware; sampling 

error varies according to sample size

37% canopy target+10%

31% canopy target+19%

38% canopy target+7%

27%
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shared priority
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partnership 
9% canopy increase 

over the next 20 years

SCENARIO 4
structural change
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“plantable spots”
40% target: the North 
American Benchmark
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con  nuing the  
trend of decline

2% canopy loss
over the next 20 years

urban forest management scenarios + canopy targets

Four poten  al scenarios represent urban forest management 
approaches ranging from: status quo, represen  ng a 
con  nued decline in City-wide canopy; to structural change, 
re ec  ng a more comprehensive considera  on of urban 
forest goals and objec  ves within the City’s planning and 
urban design strategies.

Ul  mately, the City’s Urban Forest Management Plan seeks a 
canopy target that is at once aspira  onal and achievable.

TRANSLATING THE MATH
The scenarios at right illustrate land-use-speci c canopy 
changes/targets (refer to informa� on board � tled “land 
use and plantable spots� for addi� onal detail and ra� onale) 
and demonstrate the extent to which collabora  on 
between public and private stakeholders is key to success.

City-wide canopy change is summarized below in the pie 
charts, with:

exis  ng canopy coverage (18%) in light green

overall canopy change in dark green

resul  ng/target coverage in bold blue

BY THE NUMBERS: CANOPY SCENARIOS

40%
18%

SETTING A TARGET: a goal for urban forest management

BYLAW NO. 7799, 2015 NEW WESTMINSTER 
TREE PROTECTION AND REGULATION 

WHAT IS A PROTECTED TREE? 

The bylaw regulates and prohibits the cutting, removal and 
damage of trees on private lands, the setting of fees and 
issuance of permits, and the requirement for replacement trees 
and security for their provision and maintenance.

OVERVIEW: Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw 

ONE OF THE HIGHEST PRIORITY ACTION ITEMS

a “protected tree” means:

 (i)  a tree of any size located on City-owned or occupied land;
 (ii)  a tree of any species, except when planted as a hedge, that has a DBH of 20   
   centimetres or greater, or has a combined DBH of its two largest trunks or   
   stems of 20 centimetres or greater;
 (iii) a retained tree;
 (iv) a replacement tree;
 (v) a specimen tree (tree greater than 60cm DBH);
 (vi) a tree with evidence of nesting or use by a bird or its egg as defined in the   
   Wildlife Act, RSBC 1996, c 488.
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urban forest management scenarios + canopy targets

Four poten  al scenarios represent urban forest management 
approaches ranging from: status quo, represen  ng a 
con  nued decline in City-wide canopy; to structural change, 
re ec  ng a more comprehensive considera  on of urban 
forest goals and objec  ves within the City’s planning and 
urban design strategies.

Ul  mately, the City’s Urban Forest Management Plan seeks a 
canopy target that is at once aspira  onal and achievable.

TRANSLATING THE MATH
The scenarios at right illustrate land-use-speci c canopy 
changes/targets (refer to informa� on board � tled “land 
use and plantable spots� for addi� onal detail and ra� onale) 
and demonstrate the extent to which collabora  on 
between public and private stakeholders is key to success.

City-wide canopy change is summarized below in the pie 
charts, with:

exis  ng canopy coverage (18%) in light green

overall canopy change in dark green

resul  ng/target coverage in bold blue

BY THE NUMBERS: CANOPY SCENARIOS

40%
18%

SETTING A TARGET: a goal for urban forest management

The goal of the Tree Protection Bylaw is to ensure the provision 
of a sustainable, healthy urban tree canopy within the City 
of New Westminster. In order to achieve this goal, the bylaw 
prohibits the unauthorized removal of or damage to protected 
trees on private property. Where removal is deemed necessary, 
the Bylaw ensures that adequate replanting occurs:

OVERVIEW: Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw OVERVIEW: Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw 

ONE OF THE HIGHEST PRIORITY ACTION ITEMS WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE BYLAW?

a) Removal of a hazardous tree, replacement is 1:1

b) Removal of a tree for any other reason,      
 replacement is 2:1

c) Permits are valid for 6 months, replacement     
 trees are to be planted within 6 months 
 from issuance of permit.

d) Securities are collected for replacement 
 trees and retained trees as a requirement 
  of all development and building permits. 

1. Application Fee         $75.00

1. Permit Fee (General)
 Per Tree          $75.00
 If Over Ten Trees       $150.00 per add’l tree to be cut

2. Permit fee for cutting/removal of hazardous trees only   
 Single Tree         $50.00 
 Multiple Trees	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 $50.00	for	the	first	tree,	plus	$25.00	per	add’l	tree

Application Fee 

Permit Fee 

Security or Cash-in-Lieu for Replacement Trees

Securities for Retained Trees

1. Security or Cash-in-Lieu per replacement tree (General)   $500.00
2. Security or Cash-in-Lieu per replacement tree, replacement  $500.00 
 of a hazardous specimen tree       

3. Security of cash-in-lieu per replacement tree, replacement   $10,000.00
 of a non-hazardous specimen tree

1. Security per retained protected tree, other than specimen	 	 $2,500.00

2. Security per retained specimen tree          $10,000.00
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urban forest management scenarios + canopy targets

Four poten  al scenarios represent urban forest management 
approaches ranging from: status quo, represen  ng a 
con  nued decline in City-wide canopy; to structural change, 
re ec  ng a more comprehensive considera  on of urban 
forest goals and objec  ves within the City’s planning and 
urban design strategies.

Ul  mately, the City’s Urban Forest Management Plan seeks a 
canopy target that is at once aspira  onal and achievable.

TRANSLATING THE MATH
The scenarios at right illustrate land-use-speci c canopy 
changes/targets (refer to informa� on board � tled “land 
use and plantable spots� for addi� onal detail and ra� onale) 
and demonstrate the extent to which collabora  on 
between public and private stakeholders is key to success.

City-wide canopy change is summarized below in the pie 
charts, with:

exis  ng canopy coverage (18%) in light green

overall canopy change in dark green

resul  ng/target coverage in bold blue

BY THE NUMBERS: CANOPY SCENARIOS

40%
18%

SETTING A TARGET: a goal for urban forest managementOVERVIEW: Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw 

TREE PERMIT PROCESS

To cut or remove a tree of any species, except when planted as a 
hedge, that has a DBH of 20 cm or greater, or has a combined DBH 
of its two largest trunks or stems of 20 cm or greater for any of the 
following reasons:

 1.  to remove a dead, diseased or hazardous protected tree, or   
 to remove a structural root within the critical root zone of a    
 protected tree.
 
 2.  to remove a protected tree on a property in conjunction with   
 a development proposal on a property under application for    
 building permit, demolition permit, development permit or    
 subdivision.

WHEN IS A PERMIT REQUIRED TO CUT OR REMOVE 
TREES ON PRIVATE PROPERTY? 



OVERVIEW: Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw 

TREE PERMIT PROCESS

(a) a completed application and application fee 

(b) a statement of purpose and rationale for the 
proposed tree cutting or removal;

(c) a site plan of the lot or lots illustrating 
property lines, topography, drainage, watercourses, 
vegetation and tree cover, existing and proposed 
grading, existing and proposed buildings, 
structures, roads and rights of way, and the 
locations, species, size (calliper and canopy) of all 
protected trees proposed to be cut and all retained 
trees, or a tree survey if required.

(d) details of the scale, methods, and timing of the 
proposed cutting or removal of protected trees;

WHAT IS REQUIRED TO APPLY FOR A TREE PERMIT? 
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urban forest management scenarios + canopy targets

Four poten  al scenarios represent urban forest management 
approaches ranging from: status quo, represen  ng a 
con  nued decline in City-wide canopy; to structural change, 
re ec  ng a more comprehensive considera  on of urban 
forest goals and objec  ves within the City’s planning and 
urban design strategies.

Ul  mately, the City’s Urban Forest Management Plan seeks a 
canopy target that is at once aspira  onal and achievable.

TRANSLATING THE MATH
The scenarios at right illustrate land-use-speci c canopy 
changes/targets (refer to informa� on board � tled “land 
use and plantable spots� for addi� onal detail and ra� onale) 
and demonstrate the extent to which collabora  on 
between public and private stakeholders is key to success.

City-wide canopy change is summarized below in the pie 
charts, with:

exis  ng canopy coverage (18%) in light green

overall canopy change in dark green

resul  ng/target coverage in bold blue
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SETTING A TARGET: a goal for urban forest managementOVERVIEW: Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw 

TREE PERMIT PROCESS

e) proposed methods to access the site, control 
erosion, manage runoff, and protect retained trees;

(f) an arborist report certifying that the protected 
tree(s) proposed to be cut or removed meet one or 
more of the conditions set out in the bylaw

(g) a tree replacement plan prepared by an 
arborist or landscape architect in accordance 
with sound arboricultural practice OR statutory 
declaration signed by owner;

(h) where the protected tree is a shared tree, a 
letter from the adjacent landowner consenting to 
the cutting or removal of the shared tree.(k) for those 
properties identified in the City’s OCP as being located in a development 
permit area established for the purpose of protecting development from 
hazardous conditions, a report from an engineer assessing issues relating to 

Tree Permit Application

Site Address:

Type, Diameter and Reason for Removal

Name:

Name:

Address of Applicant:

Address of Applicant:

Postal Code:

Postal Code:

Email:

Email:

Preferred method to be contacted:

Phone Number(s):

Phone Number(s):

Application Date:

City of New Westminster
Development Services- Building Division
511 Royal Avenue
New Westminster, BC  V3L 1H9
Tel: 604-521-3711

Registered Owner (please print):

Applicant (this section to be completed only when the applicant is not the registered owner of the lot):

Type/ Species of Tree Diameter (cm) Reason for Removal

Tree #1

Tree #2

Tree #3

 List attached for additional trees

 phone email

Check all application materials submitted:

Required: May Be Required:
 Application Fee

 Proof of Title (within 6 months)

 Site Plan  (2 copies)

 Arborist Plan or Photograph(s) (2 copies) 

 Tree Protection Plan (2 copies) 

 Letter(s) of Authorization  

 Plumber Report
No. of Retained Trees: 

Replacement Trees Required for 
each hazardous tree removed= 1

Replacement Trees Required for each 
tree removed for any other reason= 2

No. of Replacement Trees: 

As registered owner or authorized agent for owner, I am aware of, understand and intend to comply with all regulations and requirements of “City of New 
Westminster Tree Protection Bylaw, 2015, No. 7799” and certify that all information provided with this application is correct and true. . I acknowledge that 
responsibility for ensuring bylaw compliance rests with the owner, the owner’s employees, agents and contractors, and that responsibility for ensuring 
bylaw compliance for each includes responsibility for ensuring all those below him or her comply with the bylaw.

Signed at New Westminster, BC on

See reverse side of this form for complete application requirements 1

Signature of Owner Signature of Authorized Agent for Owner

date
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urban forest management scenarios + canopy targets

Four poten  al scenarios represent urban forest management 
approaches ranging from: status quo, represen  ng a 
con  nued decline in City-wide canopy; to structural change, 
re ec  ng a more comprehensive considera  on of urban 
forest goals and objec  ves within the City’s planning and 
urban design strategies.

Ul  mately, the City’s Urban Forest Management Plan seeks a 
canopy target that is at once aspira  onal and achievable.

TRANSLATING THE MATH
The scenarios at right illustrate land-use-speci c canopy 
changes/targets (refer to informa� on board � tled “land 
use and plantable spots� for addi� onal detail and ra� onale) 
and demonstrate the extent to which collabora  on 
between public and private stakeholders is key to success.

City-wide canopy change is summarized below in the pie 
charts, with:

exis  ng canopy coverage (18%) in light green

overall canopy change in dark green

resul  ng/target coverage in bold blue
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SETTING A TARGET: a goal for urban forest managementOVERVIEW: Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw 

TREE PERMIT PROCESS

WHAT ARE THE CONDITIONS OF A TREE PERMIT? 

(a) each protected tree to be cut or removed shall be clearly 
identified with paint and public notice of a permit must be posted;

(b) a tree protection barrier shall be placed around the critical 
root zone of all retained trees identified in the arborist report, 
for the entire duration of the tree cutting and removal or for the 
duration of any construction or demolition;

(c) all watercourses, waterworks, ditches, drains, sewers, or 
other established drainage facilities shall be kept free of all 
woodwaste from the cutting or removal of a protected tree;

(d) replacement trees shall be planted within 6 months following 
issuance of a permit, unless otherwise specified by the City 
Arborist.

CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER
PERMIT, LICENCE & INSPECTION SERVICES
CITY ARBORIST (PHONE #)

NO. OF TREES REMOVED

LOT NO.

Inspections will not be performed unless this public notice is posted on the property and clearly visible from the street.

NO. OF REPLACEMENT TREES

TREE PERMIT NO.

BUILDING INSPECTION (PHONE #)

A D D R E S S



OVERVIEW: Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw 

TREE PERMIT PROCESS

(a) Replacement trees shall be required for each lot from which 
any protected tree is cut, removed, or damaged. 

(b) For hazardous trees, the number of replacement trees 
required shall be 1:1. In all other cases, the number of 
replacement trees required shall be 2:1.

(c) Upon completion of a tree replacement, the owner must 
provide confirmation.  If a hazardous tree is removed, the 
applicant may submit a photo of the replacement tree at time of 
planting.

(d) If the lot cannot accommodate some or all of the additional 
required replacement trees, the owner shall be required to pay 
cash-in-lieu to the City,  $500/ tree and $10,000/ specimen tree.

WHEN ARE REPLACEMENT TREES REQUIRED? 
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urban forest management scenarios + canopy targets

Four poten  al scenarios represent urban forest management 
approaches ranging from: status quo, represen  ng a 
con  nued decline in City-wide canopy; to structural change, 
re ec  ng a more comprehensive considera  on of urban 
forest goals and objec  ves within the City’s planning and 
urban design strategies.

Ul  mately, the City’s Urban Forest Management Plan seeks a 
canopy target that is at once aspira  onal and achievable.

TRANSLATING THE MATH
The scenarios at right illustrate land-use-speci c canopy 
changes/targets (refer to informa� on board � tled “land 
use and plantable spots� for addi� onal detail and ra� onale) 
and demonstrate the extent to which collabora  on 
between public and private stakeholders is key to success.

City-wide canopy change is summarized below in the pie 
charts, with:

exis  ng canopy coverage (18%) in light green

overall canopy change in dark green

resul  ng/target coverage in bold blue
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REPLACEMENT TREES



MANAGING OUR URBAN FOREST

10% canopy increase 
for single family 

neighbourhoods

+++ canopy increase 
for single family

neighbourhoods

19% canopy increase 
for public streets 

and boulevards

+++ canopy increase 
for public streets

and boulevards

7% canopy increase 
for public parks

+++ canopy increase 
for public parksr

+++ canopy increase
as a result of land use 

and/or physical design 
ini� a� ves to capture 

urban forest values

0%       no net loss 
for single family 

neighbourhoods

19% canopy increase 
for public streets 

and boulevards

7% canopy increase 
for public parks

-7%  canopy decline 
for single family 

neighbourhoods

2% canopy increase 
for public streets 

and boulevards

0%       no net loss 
for public parks

18%

9%

27%
18%

6%-2%

24%16%

SCENARIO 2
public leadership

no net loss on 
private lands

6% canopy increase
over the next 20 years

SCENARIO 3
shared priority
private - public 

partnership 
9% canopy increase 

over the next 20 years

SCENARIO 4
structural change
planning beyond 

“plantable spots”
40% target: the North 
American Benchmark

SCENARIO 1
status quo

con  nuing the  
trend of decline

2% canopy loss
over the next 20 years

urban forest management scenarios + canopy targets
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TREE PROTECTION

WHAT ARE THE REQUIREMENTS FOR TREE PROTECTION? 

(a) Where the drip line of a protected tree is within 4 metres from of any 
excavation, demolition, construction or engineering works.

(b) No demolition permit or building permit shall be issued before the tree 
protection barrier has been installed and approved by an arborist.

(c) A tree protection barrier must remain in place throughout the entire 
period of any construction or demolition activity.

(d) Any proposed work within a tree protection zone must be approved by 
the arborist.

CRITICAL ROOT ZONE
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SETTING A TARGET: a goal for urban forest managementOVERVIEW: Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw 

AMENDMENTS TO TREE PROTECTION + SECURITIES

WHAT ARE THE CONTEMPLATED AMENDMENTS 
TO TREE PROTECTION? 

WHAT ARE THE CONTEMPLATED AMENDMENTS 
TO SECURITIES? 

(a) City to provide more detailed specifications around tree 
protection barriers.

(b)  Include provisions to prohibit pruning of trees on City-
owned lands by unauthorized sources.

(a) Cap aggregate amount of required securities for retained 
protected trees:

 

(b) Introduce incentives to retain protected trees.

Single Family lots 
  • $10,000 max. for standard protected trees
  • $10,000 max. for specimen trees

All other properties
  • $100,000 max. 



WHAT ARE THE CONTEMPLATED AMENDMENTS 
TO TREE REMOVALS AND CONDITIONS? 

WHAT ARE THE CONTEMPLATED AMENDMENTS 
TO TREE REPLACEMENT? 
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SETTING A TARGET: a goal for urban forest managementOVERVIEW: Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw 

AMENDMENTS TO TREE REMOVAL + CONDITIONS AND REPLACEMENT TREES

(a) Set permit fee for removal of hazardous trees to $0.

(b) Cap on aggregate of removal permit fess for single family 
lots, or reduce rate for rem ovals beyond 10 trees.

(c) Introduce incentives to encourage modification of 
building plans such that protected trees that are eligible for 
removal are otherwise retained.

(d) Expand scope of site plan to include those site features 
and structures that stand to impact the health and viability of 
trees.

(a) Exempt hazardous tree replacement requirement on 
single family lots where property is already heavily treed and 
impractical to install an on -site tree.

(b) Cap on aggregate of replacement security for single family 
lots.

(c) Phase the release of tree replacement security (after tree 
planting and at end of maintenance period).

(d) Add provision that all replacement trees must have a 
minimum trunk diameter of 5 cm.
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use and plantable spots� for addi� onal detail and ra� onale) 
and demonstrate the extent to which collabora  on 
between public and private stakeholders is key to success.
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SETTING A TARGET: a goal for urban forest managementNEXT STEPS: Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw 

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

OPEN HOUSE #1
October 8, 2014

OPEN HOUSE #2
December 9, 2014

ADOPTION OF THE URBAN 
FOREST MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

January 11, 2016** ** SUMMARIZE ALL 
FEEDBACK

Sept/ October 2017
*ADOPTION OF THE TREE PROTECTION 

AND REGULATION BYLAW
January 13, 2016

PRESENT BYLAW AMENDMENTS 
TO COUNCIL FOR CONSIDERATION

Oct/ November 2017

OPEN HOUSE #3
September 14, 2017*WE ARE HERE*

Thank you for attending tonight’s open house.  All materials will 
remain available on the City’s website for two weeks from today.

and encourage others to get involved. Please let us know if there are any 
other changes or additions to the Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw 
that the City should consider to help create an efficient and effective 
coordination effort with private landowners to grow the urban forest for 
the future. 
 

Feedback:  Please include your comments on the form provided, 
your input is valuable to this process and we appreciate your 
contribution! 

...after Open House #3
Staff will analyze and summarize the feedback from 
tonight’s Open House with particular consideration 
given to the contemplated amendments to the 
bylaw.  Staff will present the contemplated 
amendments to City Council for consideration in 
late October/ early November 2017.

Please visit our website at: www.newwestcity.ca/urbanforest 


