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Abstract 

Many urban forests across North America are experiencing a rapid decline in canopy cover due 

to development, disease and climate change. Municipalities are developing management 

strategies to protect and grow existing canopy cover through tree planting and climate adaptation 

strategies which require public involvement to be successful. A case study of residents’ value for 

urban forests and their willingness to volunteer was conducted in New Westminster, Canada to 

understand how to engage the residents on stewardship programs. Data were collected through 

an online survey, interviews and secondary data sources. A mixed-methods analysis found that 

environmental, social, cultural, and health benefits were highly valued by residents while 

economic benefits were less important. Females, 30 to 44-year old’s, renters, and residents of 

multi-family buildings valued urban forest benefits the most and are willing to volunteer on 

flexible organized stewardship activities when values align, and social and personal needs are 

addressed.   
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This is all that is left. 

One last slither, condo free cut. 

A gateway into the past, into how it was. 

A signpost to the future, to a time, when, if we are to live 

we must learn how to care, restore, nurture our nature 

curb, control our greed, our enjoyment of the kill. 

Of What We Must Keep Hold (Hill, 2019) 

Words written about Glenbrook Ravine by New Westminster’s Poet Laureate Alan Hill.  
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Introduction  

Over 81% of the Canadian population currently live in urban centers of 1,000 people or 

more (Tree Canada, 2018, p. 4) and, are increasingly moving from single-family homes to multi-

family buildings in large urban centers (Statistics Canada, 2017b). Densification and population 

growth come at the expense of the urban forest as they reduce canopy cover, constrain above and 

below-ground growth, and subject the trees to stresses from climate change, extreme weather 

events, invasive pests and species, and disease (Hotte et al, 2015, p. 2; Nowak & Greenfield, 

2018, p. 32; Tree Canada, 2018, p. 7). Diminished and weakened urban forests provide fewer 

environmental, economic and social benefits to a community (Nowak & Greenfield, 2018, p. 37). 

Pro-active measures are needed to plan and manage for an urban forest’s long-term health and 

vitality (Tree Canada, 2018, p. 8). With the support from the Canada Urban Forest Network and 

their strategic goal for all Canadian communities to develop an urban forest strategy, many 

municipalities across Canada have developed urban forest management strategies to increase tree 

numbers and reverse this trend (Tree Canada, 2018, pp. 9-10).  

Municipalities are moving toward adopting a values-based approach to developing urban 

forest management plans by designing strategies to balance municipal goals, the ecological needs 

of the urban forest, and the values and desires of residents (Dwyer et al., 2003, p. 51; Ordóñez 

Barona, 2015, p. 216). The success of these strategies is dependent on support from residents and 

landowners since urban forests occupy both public and private lands and municipal funds are 

limited (Dwyer et al, 2003, p. 51; Greene et al., 2011, p. 30). Environmental stewardship 

programs designed to engage residents and landowners are a core component of these strategies 

to improve program outcomes (Greene et al., 2011, p. 37). However, environmental programs are 

routinely under-supported by community volunteers, even when knowledge of the programs is 
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high (Greene et al., 2011, p. 30). Greene et al. (2011) found that socio-demographic 

characteristics played a significant role in the level of participation in environmental 

stewardships programs (p. 37). Jones et al. (2012) found that an understanding of the “attitudes, 

values and beliefs” of a population may help gauge how particular policies and programs will be 

accepted and supported (p. 655). Each community is a unique combination of residents with their 

varied attitudes and beliefs, urban development needs, and environmental conditions that define 

the views and behaviours of municipal leaders and individual residents. Understanding how 

individual residents’ value urban forests and their willingness to volunteer, can provide urban 

forestry managers with a deeper understanding of their community and how residents may 

support and participate in environmental stewardship programs.  

Objectives and Research Questions 

The objective of my research was to increase our understanding of why people volunteer 

on urban forestry programs by examining the relationship between volunteer motivations and the 

value they place on urban forests. To investigate this relationship, I completed a case study of the 

City of New Westminster’s urban forest, using a concurrent mixed-method approach, to 

determine: What environmental, economic and social values do residents of the City of New 

Westminster hold for their urban forest (both positive and negative)? How knowledgeable about 

and involved are residents in their natural environment? How do these values differ across 

socioeconomic groups and neighbourhoods in the City of New Westminster? How willing are 

residents to volunteer? What motivates residents to volunteer? How do socioeconomic factors 

correlate with expressed urban forest values and a willingness to volunteer? How might urban 

forest managers design urban forestry stewardship programs to incorporate the residents’ values 

and willingness to volunteer? 
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Thesis Organization 

 My thesis is organized into five chapters. Following the introduction is a review of 

current literature into urban forest benefits and motivations for volunteering. The third chapter 

details the methods selected for designing this case study, and the collection and analysis of data. 

The fourth chapter details the results of the survey and my qualitative findings from the 

interviews, open-ended survey questions and secondary data. The final chapter details my 

conclusions and suggested recommendations to municipal urban forest practitioners.  

Literature Review 

This chapter reviews the scholarly literature in the following areas: the history and 

definition of urban forests and forestry, urban forest management and environmental stewardship 

programs; environmental, economic and social values held for urban forests; and factors 

affecting volunteerism in environmental stewardship programs. As urban trees are an essential 

component of urban natural areas, green spaces, as well as open spaces, and directly contribute to 

the benefits people receive from using them, I included the social benefits of those urban features 

in my literature review. Researchers use a variety of terms to describe parks, open spaces and 

urban nature and I focused my review on literature that directly referenced urban forests, urban 

forestry, and green spaces (where relevant).  

Urban Forests 

During the mid-twentieth Century the Dutch Elm disease devastated urban forests across 

Canada, with major Eastern and Central Canadian cities losing up to 90% of their trees (Tree 

Canada, 2015, p. 5). With the loss of such a vast number of shade trees, communities began to 

realize the importance of this major natural urban feature and the need to manage their trees for 

long-term ecological and human benefit (Tree Canada, 2015, p. 5). It’s from these roots that 
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emerged the concept of urban forestry in the 1960’s, led by Professor Erik Jorgensen at the 

University of Toronto. This urban forestry concept focused on “the cultivation and management 

of trees for their present and potential contribution to the physiological, sociological and 

economic well-being of urban society” (Forest History Society of Ontario, 2010, p. 4). Many 

definitions of urban forests have evolved, but fundamentally urban forests include all trees within 

the boundaries of an urban center, regardless of ownership, including trees in parks, natural 

areas, empty land, backyards, and along roadways (Duinker, et al., 2015, p. 7382; Konijnendijk 

et al., 2006, pp. 95-96). However, an urban forest is more than just trees and includes essential 

components for growing and maintaining healthy trees such as “related abiotic, biotic and 

cultural components” (Tree Canada, 2015, p. 5), or, as the City of New Westminster defines it, 

“plants, water, soil, micro-organisms, and wildlife” (Diamond Head Consulting, 2016, p. 4). 

The extent of an urban forest is often calculated as a percentage of canopy cover, which 

is the surface area covered by the crown and leaves of a tree when viewed from above (Metro 

Vancouver, 2019b, p. 6) or it can be described as the foliage that would intercept rainfall (Leff, 

2016, p. 12). The canopy cover in Metro Vancouver’s Urban Containment Boundary was 32% in 

2014 (Metro Vancouver, 2019b, p. 12), while the North American average has been found to be 

27% in urban areas (Nowak & Dwyer, 2007, p. 26). Establishing a canopy cover target requires 

the consideration of factors such as the local climate, geography and land cover combined with 

existing land uses and densities (Metro Vancouver, 2019b, p. 14). Optimal canopy cover is 

achieved when the canopy cover is at 75-100% of the amount desired for that location (Leff, 

2016, p. 50).  
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Benefits of Urban Forests 

Urban forests provide a wide range of environmental benefits of great importance to 

municipalities, including water management, erosion protection, temperature regulation (from 

tree shade), wind speed reduction, and improved air quality (through carbon sequestration), 

(Duinker et al., 2015, pp. 7383-7386; Jones et al., 2012, pp. 653-654; Nowak & Dwyer, 2007, 

pp. 25-35). Trees—and the soils they grow in—play a significant role in managing hydrological 

processes in an urban environment by slowing the flow of storm-water thereby reducing 

potential for flooding and water quality issues that can be costly for municipalities (Duinker et 

al., 2015, p. 7385; Nowak & Dwyer, 2007, p. 33; Tyrväinen et al., 2005, pp. 97-98). Tree, shrub 

and grass roots help to stabilize slopes so they can better withstand significant rainfall events and 

minimize loss of topsoil and prevent the siltation of local waterways (Dixon & Wolf, 2007, p. 4). 

Urban trees also play a major role in regulating urban air temperatures by intercepting incoming 

solar radiation, transpiration cooling, altering wind speeds, and shading paved surfaces.  Taken 

together, these beneficial contributions help reduce the urban heat island effect that can increase 

air temperatures in a city by 5°C to 8°C (Dixon & Wolf, 2007, pp. 4-5; Nowak & Dwyer, 2007, 

pp. 27-28). Urban trees capture and store carbon emissions generated by vehicles and 

infrastructure in our cities (Dixon & Wolf, 2007, p. 4) and, absorb pollutants such as “ground-

level ozone, sulphur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and carbon monoxide” (Duinker et al., 2015, pp. 

7383-7385). Further air quality benefits may be realized when communities have their own 

forested areas, as less fuel is used to transport people to natural spaces for recreation (Dwyer et 

al., 1992, p. 230). 

In turn, these environmental benefits produce direct economic savings for municipalities 

and their inhabitants through reduced energy consumption, improved air quality, reduced health 
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care costs, and improved water management, which in turn reduces expenditures on emergency 

measures (Duinker et al., 2015, pp. 7383-7386; Millward & Sabir, 2011; Roy et al., 2012, p. 

359). Portland, Oregon has realized a benefit cost ratio of 12:1 for its urban forest where care and 

maintenance costs are greatly outweighed by the benefits (Donovan & Butry, 2010, p. 81). A TD 

Special Report (2014) found that urban forests in Toronto, Montreal, Halifax and Vancouver 

provided a combined benefit of $330 million per year to the local communities through 

stormwater management, air quality improvements, energy savings, carbon sequestration and 

energy emission abatement (p. 4). Businesses also receive economic returns when they are 

located in treed areas as they see an increase in tourism and business activities as well as savings 

from heating and cooling cost reductions (Dixon & Wolf, 2007, p. 6; Roy et al., 2012, p. 359). 

Homeowners may also see an increase in property value when the property is nicely planted with 

trees and shrubs (Dwyer et al., 1992, p. 230), their property is located within one kilometer of 

large treed areas or green spaces (Kim et al., 2016, p. 12; Tyrväinen & Miettinen, 2000, pp. 216-

218), and when street trees are located within 30 meters of the property (Donovan & Butry, 

2010, p. 82). Another study found that fragmented or irregularly shaped landscape patterns had a 

negative effect on the property value of single-family homes (Kim et al., 2016, p. 12). Increased 

property values (both residential and commercial) provide municipalities with additional tax 

revenue (Nowak & Dwyer, 2007, p. 40). The economic benefits of urban forests help to offset 

municipalities’ and landowners’ expenditures associated with planting and maintaining trees 

(Nowak & Dwyer, Understanding the benefits and costs of urban forest ecosystems, 2007, p. 40). 

Urban forests, including open and green spaces, provide urban dwellers with a variety of 

different pathways to health. Urban dwellers who live in close proximity to and use these spaces 

experience better physical and mental health through increased opportunities for physical activity 
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(Tyrväinen et al., 2005, p. 86), improved air quality, greater social connection and stress 

reduction (Hartig et al., 2014, p. 212; Hochstetler, 2013). One study found that living in an area 

with more street trees resulted in a higher overall perception of health and “fewer cardio-

metabolic conditions” (Kardan et al., 2015, p. 8), while another found that people experienced 

faster hospital recovery times and required fewer medications when viewing trees during 

recovery (Ulrich, 1984, p. 421). Peckham (2010) found that people placed the most value on 

spaces that enabled users to engage in the greatest number of activities, such as large forested 

areas near sporting fields (p. 75), while, Sugiyama et al. (2008) found a positive relationship 

between neighbourhood greenness and the perception of better mental and physical health, 

though the quality of greenness affected the relationship (pp. 4-5).   

Natural areas have been found to have a strong effect on mental health by providing city 

dwellers with “contrast and relief from the highly built-up and developed city environment”, 

profound spiritual experiences (Dwyer et al., 1991, pp. 277-278), a sense of place and well-being 

(Duinker et al., 2015, p. 7386), as well as “nourishing solitude” (Louv, 2008, p. 51). Urban 

forests have the ability to increase children’s alertness, concentration and creativity “by 

demanding visualization and the full use of the senses” (Louv, 2008, pp. 7, 88-89). Urban forests 

also provide valuable ecological learning opportunities that may otherwise not be available to 

urban dwellers (Duinker et al., 2015, p. 7386), and can create an “ecological consciousness” that 

more deeply connects users with the natural world (Peckham, 2010, p. 76). All of these benefits 

have the ability to reduce stress and depression (Tyrväinen et al., 2005, pp. 86-87), and, 

according to Louv, even “shape the psyche” (Louv, 2008, p. 51). Peckham et al. (2013) found 

that large trees made users more mindful and relaxed (p. 157) which can be a powerful 

counterbalance to the fast paced technologically-driven world we live in.  
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Urban forests also contribute to the culture, connectedness and viability of a community 

by creating aesthetically pleasing areas that attract inhabitants, tourists and businesses (Duinker 

et al., 2015, p. 7385). Attractive urban environments bring people outside on the streets to shop, 

eat, visit and engage in recreational activities such as walking, running and cycling (Duinker et 

al., 2015, pp. 7385-7386; Peckham, 2010, p. 75). Widely spaced trees, shrubs and flowers 

planted in poorer neighbourhoods, can have the added benefit of improving public safety by 

bringing more people outside onto streets, pathways and parks, thereby reducing opportunities 

for criminals to conceal illegal activities (Kuo & Sullivan, 2001, p. 346). Strategically planted 

trees can also reduce traffic speed by making the roadways appear narrower (Dixon & Wolf, 

2007, p. 12). Urban forests may also represent significate historical events, serve as memorials to 

loved ones and provide cultural experiences (Peckham et al., 2013, p. 160) that draw people 

outside and connect them to their community. Community members interacting in outdoor 

spaces increases social cohesion and the feeling of being part of a larger group (Sugiyama et al., 

2008, p. 1; Tyrväinen et al., 2005, p. 87). One study found that urban forests created a sense of 

stability, a connection with their natural environment and “bioregional identity” (Peckham et al., 

2013, p. 157). The TD Green Sights Report (2017) found that users of green spaces had a “full 

sensory experience” while using public green spaces that connected them with each other in a 

way that was not found in other locations (p. 4). Urban forests play a vital role in creating and 

maintaining a vibrant connected community. 

Negative Impacts of Urban Forests 

For some, urban forests increase concerns or fears about health impacts and personal 

safety making natural spaces and urban forests seem unfriendly or inconvenient. Many people 

suffer from seasonal allergies that negatively impact their relationship with trees and vegetation 
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(Duinker et al., 2015, p. 7387), with one study ranking allergies as the top problem created by 

trees (Lohr et al., 2004, p. 30). A general fear also exists of criminal elements who may cause 

physical harm if encountered operating in obstructed shadowy vegetation (Dwyer et al., 1991, p. 

281; Kuo & Sullivan, 2001, p. 345), though evidence shows that being the victim of physical 

harm in wooded areas is low (Tyrväinen et al., 2005, p. 86). These fears are often formed from a 

lack of knowledge about the environment, negative childhood experiences, or from an 

increasingly urban lifestyle with limited engagement with nature (Tyrväinen et al., 2007, p. 15; 

van den Bosch & Nieuwenhuijsen, 2017, p. 347). Regardless of the origin, these fears and 

concerns may also serve to keep some people indoors or cause them to avoid planting more trees, 

exploring and learning about nature, or participating in urban forestry stewardship programs 

(Dwyer et al., 1991, p. 281). 

Poorly implemented landscape design and management create unappealing problematic 

vegetation and generate negative emotions in residents who see the areas as neglected 

(Tyrväinen et al., 2007, p. 11). Overgrown vegetation can block business’ and signage and 

detract from neighbourhood aesthetics (Nowak & Dwyer, 2007, p. 38). Trees and shrubs can also 

obstruct sightlines on roadways and increase the severity of traffic accidents if struck (Dixon & 

Wolf, 2007, p. 8). Even when trees are properly maintained they can be annoying to some 

individuals as they leave debris on the streets and sidewalks in the fall, cause property damage 

from root growth and falling branches, and house problematic wild animals and insects 

(Schroeder et al., 2006, p. 241; Sinclair et al., 2014, p. 926). One study found that the proximity 

of trees to a property or building increased the annoyance felt by homeowners (Schroeder et al., 

2006, pp. 243-244). Residents dislike of trees could be overemphasised as people who have a 
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deep dislike towards trees or their impacts are more likely to lodge a formal complaint than 

others who are less annoyed (Schroeder et al., 2006, p. 237). 

Landowners may also view trees as an inconvenience. Trees require regular care and 

maintenance—expenditures that landowners may not be willing to take on (Duinker et al., 2015, 

pp. 7386-7387). Yard maintenance is also seen to create more air pollution through the use of gas 

powered maintenance equipment and vehicles (Nowak & Dwyer, 2007, p. 32). Tree shade may 

lead to higher heating costs in winter and impact growth of other vegetation (Nowak & Dwyer, 

2007, pp. 33,41). Water consumption in arid or drought-prone communities is also of particular 

concern to landowners and municipalities who pay for their water (Dwyer et al., 1992, p. 229). 

Despite one survey of the general public finding that residents did not consider the potential 

problems incurred by urban forests to be a suitable reason to not plant trees (Lohr et al., 2004, p. 

30), some landowners remove all or nearly all vegetation (including some trees) from their yards 

and put down rock or concrete, unofficially called ‘zeroscaping’.  

Solutions abound to mitigate the impacts and challenges that trees pose to urban residents 

and infrastructure (van den Bosch & Nieuwenhuijsen, 2017, p. 347). In drier climates many 

landowners are xeriscaping their yards by planting drought resistant or low-water-use plants to 

reduce water needs, maintenance requirements and costs (Woywood, 1999, p. 11). Careful 

landscaping can strategically place roadside plantings at suitable distances from the road to not 

obscure posted speed limits and other signage, while still providing the shade and ascetics that 

drivers desire (Dixon & Wolf, 2007, pp. 10-11). Overall, urban residents have positive feelings 

about the urban forest and feel that any annoyances are outweighed by the multitude of benefits 

that trees provide (Schroeder et al., 2006, p. 236). 
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Values Held for Urban Forests 

Pro-environmental behaviour is dependent on people’s values formed by their feelings, 

beliefs and attitudes (Gatersleben et al., 2014, pp. 378-379). The value placed on urban forests 

and green spaces is found to be dependent “on personal environmental images and preferences 

and a person’s way of life” (Tyrväinen et al., 2007, p. 15). If people regularly interact with 

nature, participate in outdoor recreational activities and observe the natural environment through 

day-to-day activities, they attribute even greater value to urban forests (Kline, 2006, p. 646). 

These experiences can evoke deep emotional responses from individuals and physiological 

connections with the natural world around them (Peckham, 2010, p. 92). One study found that 

negative attitudes towards trees were partially influenced by one’s proximity to them, while 

positive attitudes were not related to the proximity (Olivero-Lora et al., 2020, p. 12). Scarcity too 

can be a factor in how much people value their urban forest. If little green space is available in an 

area and urban development encroaches upon it, residents value the limited green space more 

highly than if they were otherwise surrounded by it (Kline, 2006, p. 647). However, Olive et al. 

(2013) found that areas with more parks and expenditures on parks had an increased willingness 

to plant trees (p. 326). People continually have new experiences and as such their feelings and 

attitudes towards urban forests are dynamic and changing (Olivero-Lora et al, 2020, p. 15). 

In addition, the demographic composition of a community may influence residents’ 

values and attitudes towards tree protection (Jones et al., 2012, p. 656; Solecki et al., 2004, p. 

636) and may change with socioeconomic situations (Kline, 2006, p. 646). Factors such as 

gender, education, heritage/ethnicity, and income, among other variables, influence support for 

urban forest initiatives (Greene et al., 2011, p. 34; Ordóñez et al., 2016, p. 52). Cultural 

backgrounds in particular were found to greatly influence people’s responses to trees and 
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vegetation (Fraser & Kenney, 2000, p. 111). Interestingly, renters were found to hold slightly 

stronger opinions towards urban forest management issues than landowners (Baur et al., 2016, p. 

48), while landowners are predominantly motivated to plants trees due to their own self-interests 

like improving aesthetics, landscaping a new/empty yard, creating privacy, and creating shade 

(Conway, 2016, p. 27; Olive et al., 2013, p. 319) or trying to raise property value (Baur et al., 

2016, p. 46). Building a broader understanding of residents’ attitudes toward their urban forest 

by learning how they are valued by underrepresented groups such as renters (Baur et al., 2016, p. 

43), “women, the disabled, the elderly, and the unemployed” (Peckham et al., 2013, p. 161), as 

well as understanding underlying “social-physiological factors” in your community is necessary 

to build support for environmental stewardship initiatives (Jones et al., 2012, p. 666). 

Several studies have found residents to value non-material benefits generated by an urban 

forest, such as experiences interacting with nature, recreation opportunities, reduced stress, 

aesthetics, sense of history, and peacefulness, over environmental or economic benefits  

(Ordóñez et al., 2016, pp. 52-53; Ordóñez et al., 2017, p. 80; Peckham et al., 2013, p. 161; 

Tyrväinen et al., 2007, p. 9). Residents value the diversity of natural areas, with their many 

different compositional variations, as they offer a contrast to the structured built environment, as 

well as the variety of benefits and uses natural areas provide (Peckham, 2010, p. 74; Sinclair et 

al., 2014, pp. 928-929). Values—formed from personnel experiences and socioeconomic 

circumstances—can greatly affect the outcomes of environmental stewardship programs, 

including securing funding and attracting volunteers (Zhang et al., 2007, p. 798). Jones et al. 

(2012) found there to be a deficit of research on linkages between social-psychological and 

demographic variables as they relate to urban forests (p. 652). Additional research into residents’ 

feelings, beliefs and attitudes will assist planners in gauging residents’ behaviour towards the 
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urban forest (Olive et al., 2013, p. 314). Developing an understanding of a community’s 

socioeconomic and demographic composition is an important step in crafting an urban forest 

management strategy that residents will support (Jones et al., 2012, p. 652). 

Urban Forest Management 

Municipalities across Canada are developing urban forest management plans—strategic 

guidance documents with long-term goals—to address the causes of tree loss and to reforest their 

public and private spaces (Steenberg et al., 2013, p. 136). Modern urban forestry planning efforts 

focus on increasing canopy cover and mitigating against future losses, which serves to maximize 

the benefits and services the urban forest provides the (Steenberg et al., 2013, p. 136). It has been 

shown that long-term tree care is critical to the success of these management plans (Moskell & 

Allred, 2013, p. 85) as a variety of biological, social and urban design factors affect the survival 

rate of young trees, particularly within the first six years after planting (Lu et al., 2010, p. 8). 

However, management plans using only community-level spatial scales may overlook unique 

features found at lower levels, such as neighbourhoods, street intersections, and corridors 

(Steenberg et al., 2013, p. 136). As well, Konijnendijk et al. (2006) argue that by only taking an 

operational approach to managing the urban forest, such as tree planting, care and maintenance, 

municipalities will overlook important factors of the urban forest and not fully realize all the 

benefits it can offer (p. 99). Urban forest management plans should be designed to achieve a 

broad set of benefits to the community using “philosophical, administrative and technical 

approaches” (Ordóñez & Duinker, 2013, p. 37) that strive to balance ecological and social 

processes (Steenberg et al., 2013, p. 136).  

Interdepartmental coordination at the municipal level is important to the success of urban 

forest management efforts as it reduces conflict between competing goals and improves 
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communication of planned municipal works timing and details to the urban forestry department 

(Yung, 2018, pp. 31-32). Enshrining the importance of the urban forest in the official community 

plan reinforces the need to consider the urban forest across all planning activities and gives 

residents additional opportunities for input (Yung, 2018, pp. 29-30). For example, the planning 

of transportation corridors should incorporate urban forestry goals to ensure all possible planting 

locations are maximized (Dixon & Wolf, 2007, p. 13). This may prevent the urban forest from 

effectively being managed by other departments with their own goals that do not necessarily 

align with the overall urban forest strategy (Nowak & Dwyer, 2007, p. 41). Enabling civil 

servants to work across departments and administrations where their specific education and skill 

sets are required will facilitate interdepartmental communication (van der Jagt & Lawrence, 

2018, p. 62). 

Funding for developing and managing tree care and maintenance programs primarily 

comes from a municipality’s strained annual budget (Greene et al., 2011, p. 30) limiting their 

ability to achieve desired policy goals (Baur et al., 2014, p. 28). Involving residents in designing 

and implementing the management goals will help to reduce the costs of the programs and create 

more community support (Baur et al., 2014, p. 28). Residents support can come from 

partnerships with local businesses, community organizations, neighbourhood and environmental 

groups, as well as individual residents and landowners. One study found that tree mortality 

dropped by 24% when “tree stewards”, supported by rescue crews, were introduced to a 

neighbourhood (Boyce, 2010, p. 7). The creation of partnerships can help offset the costs of 

urban forest management by providing funds for planting and maintenance, and volunteer labour 

from local community groups (Baur et al., 2014, p. 28) may provide in-kind contributions and 

support funding applications (van der Jagt & Lawrence, 2018, p. 61). Working with organized 
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citizen groups is often preferred by municipalities as the groups are organized and have 

experience achieving goals (Molin & Konijnendijk van den Bosch, 2014, p. 557). This approach 

is not without its challenges as engaging residents and community groups in urban forest 

management can be resource intensive (van der Jagt & Lawrence, 2018, p. 61).  

Volunteering in Environmental Stewardship Programs 

Volunteering in urban forest stewardship programs—such as tree planting and care 

activities—has been found to be motivated by social and personal benefits (Johnson et al., 2018, 

p. 60) as well as personal values (Greenleaf & Ries, 2020, p. 5; Papadakis et al., 2004). Social 

benefits include activities that enhance the community such as maintaining the character or 

history of the community (Kline, 2006, p. 647), building community cohesion (Olive et al., 2013, 

p. 315) or just generally improving the community function (Johnson et al., 2018, p. 68). 

Participants also commonly site personal benefits as a reason to volunteer (Johnson et al., 2018, 

p. 68) including learning about the environment (Bruyere & Rappe, 2007, pp. 513-514), and 

conserving natural areas for their own enjoyment (Kline, 2006, p. 647). This is supported by the 

Summit and Sommer (1998) study which found “that personal advantage” was a stronger 

indicator of behaviour than concern for the environment (p. 3). Molin and Konijnendijk van den 

Bosch (2014) also found that citizen groups often engaged in activities in their local areas that 

provide them with a direct benefit such as maintaining street trees, maintaining a playground, 

and trimming boundary/privacy hedges (p. 557). Moskell et al. (2010) found that tree planting 

volunteers were motivated because of environmental benefits (including need for more trees), 

community service, benefits to youth, enjoyment, and group involvement (p. 10). Landowners 

were found to be motivated to plant trees for personal benefits such as increased aesthetics, 

privacy, creating shade and emotional connections (Conway, 2016, p. 27). Though awareness of 
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environmental benefits does not necessarily indicate that residents will be interested in 

volunteering (Balram & Dragićević, 2005, p. 158), and Zhang et al. (2007) found that working 

for the benefit of all did not provide an incentive for individuals to participate in urban forestry 

programs or activities (p. 798). It is clear that motivations for volunteering in environmental 

stewardship programs vary greatly among participants and type of volunteer activity (Moskell et 

al., 2010, p. 8). 

Trees take a long time to establish a strong root system capable of surviving extreme 

weather conditions and require maintenance throughout their lives. Urban forest managers need a 

sustained commitment from volunteers as having returning volunteers reduces recruiting effort, 

training, and cost (Ryan et al., 2001, p. 630). Motivations for volunteer commitment include the 

development of social interactions, helping the environment and gaining new knowledge (Ryan 

et al., 2001, pp. 630-631). However, values do not always motivate residents to care for trees 

regularly once they have been planted (Dwyer et al., 1991, p. 282). Asah and Blahna (2013) 

found that a volunteer’s social and personal benefits need to be met before they are motivated to 

make a long-term volunteer commitment to an environmental cause (p. 872). Project 

organization was also found to be a significant factor in volunteer commitment as a well-run 

organization or project was enjoyable to work in and made the volunteers feel needed (Ryan et 

al., 2001, p. 639). Ryan et al. (2001) also found that volunteer commitment was more closely 

related to the frequency a person volunteers than the duration, and they recommend that 

volunteer coordinators focus on conducting programs where volunteers can participate frequently 

without the intent for them to be actively involved over a long period of time (p. 636).  

Effectively connecting with residents is one of the most significant factors affecting 

urban forestry volunteer participation (Moskell et al., 2010, p. 18). Additional research is 
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recommended to understand values and attitudes towards urban forests to facilitate more 

comprehensive management planning (Olivero-Lora et al., 2020, p. 15) and increase the 

effectiveness of environmental stewardship programs (Steenberg et al., 2013, p. 142). 

Municipalities should incorporate their residents’ values and expectations into the design of 

environmental stewardship programs (Duinker et al., 2015, p. 7388), the community’s unique 

social variables (Gobster & Westphal, 2004, p. 162) as well as residents’ motivations for 

participating to be effective (Jones et al., 2012, p. 653; Ryan et al., 2001, p. 630). It is critical for 

urban forest managers to avoid generalizing social values held by residents as broad community 

level views are not necessarily held by the individual (Greene et al., 2011, p. 36) and community 

values and attitudes are not necessarily consistent with professional urban forestry management 

goals (Baur et al., 2014, p. 29). This can partially be achieved by involving residents in the 

development of urban forest management plans and other urban planning processes (Dixon & 

Wolf, 2007, p. 13; Steenberg et al., 2013, p. 136). Successfully executed environmental 

stewardship programs have the ability to enhance community cohesion and empower community 

members to engage in improvement projects (Elmendorf, 2008, p. 153). 

 

Research Methodology 

Methods  

Yin (1994) established that “how” and “why” questions about contemporary events are 

best answered through the use of a case study, particularly when the researcher cannot control 

events (p. 9). As I wanted to look at how people value their urban forest and why they volunteer 

in environmental stewardship programs, I selected a single instrumental case study through 

which to conduct my research (Creswell et al., 2007, p. 246). This approach allows for a 

bounded in-depth investigation into how residents can be engaged to volunteer in environmental 
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stewardship programs (Creswell et al., 2007, p. 246). A specific location, the City of New 

Westminster, was chosen to bound the study to a specific urban area. A concurrent mixed-

methods approach was used to collect both qualitative and quantitative data from multiple data 

sources allowing for a side-by-side analysis of the qualitative and quantitative data to reinforce 

the results and reduce bias (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, pp. 219-220; Yin, 1994, p. 13).  

Case Study Design 

Yin (1994) noted that one of the strengths of a case study is the ability to include data 

from a variety of sources including “documents, artifacts, interviews, and observations” (p. 8). 

This case study followed that logic and was designed to gather background and primary data 

from multiple data sources including documents (i.e., management plans, reports, municipal 

meeting minutes, census data, social media posts, blogs, newspaper articles), an online survey, 

in-depth semi-structured interviews and field notes (Baxter & Jack, 2008, pp. 554-555; Tellis, 

1997, p. 8). The study was strengthened by the use of a survey which allowed for the collection 

of qualitative and quantitative data on the participants by asking both open and closed-ended 

questions (Creswell, 2009, p. 4). The online survey questions and format were developed at the 

same time as I was planning and conducting the initial interviews. Information obtained in early 

interviews influenced who I contacted for later interviews and the types of questions asked, 

however the interviews did not affect the survey design. 

Case Study Selection 

The City of New Westminster was selected as the study location due to its medium size, 

residential development demands, mixed demographics, and declining urban forest canopy all of 

which are similar to other suburban cities in Canada. The City of New Westminster also has 

progressive municipal government addressing environmental and climate change issues and had 
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released an Urban Forestry Management Strategy in 2016 and was about to embark on 

developing environmental stewardship programs requiring public involvement.  

The City of New Westminster is a medium sized city with a population of 70,996 (in 

2016), and is growing at a rate higher than the national average of 5.0% (Statistics Canada, 

2019b). The city occupies 15.63 square kilometres and has a population density of 4,543.4 

people per square kilometre (Statistics Canada, 2019b) making it the fifth most dense city in 

Canada (Statistics Canada, 2017a). The City includes residents of diverse backgrounds with 

60.3% of European descent, 24.3% of east and southeast Asian descent, and 8.1% of south Asian 

descent (Statistics Canada, 2019a). The majority of residents are between the ages of 15 and 64 

(72.3%) which is slightly above the British Columbia average of 66.9% (Statistics Canada, 

2019a). The City is undergoing a revitalization with an influx of new businesses and restaurants, 

and major residential densification projects under construction in the downtown area and other 

community hubs with a near doubling of the population expected by 2041 (Diamond Head 

Consulting, 2016, p. 2) which will further alter the demographic composition of the City. 

The City of New Westminster is located in a temperate rainforest with a mild wet climate 

dominated by hemlock, Douglas fir and western red cedar trees (Diamond Head Consulting Ltd., 

2017, pp. 7-8). The City boasts a number of significant green and natural spaces including the 75 

acre Queen’s Park established in 1887, the 23.78 acre Moody Park established in 1863, and the 

13.38 acre Glenbrook Ravine natural area (City of New Westminster, 2020), plus many historic 

streets lined with large old shade trees and a riverside esplanade. The City of New Westminster 

saw their canopy cover decline from 21% to 18% between 2004 and 2013, a total loss of 15%, 

(Figure 1) with that trend expecting to continue if measures are not taken to mitigate tree loss 

from development (Diamond Head Consulting, 2016, p. 13). A Metro Vancouver (2019b) report 
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found that the canopy cover in New Westminster to be at only 16% in 2014 (p. 13). New 

Westminster’s urban forest losses are mostly seen on private property as a result of development 

and the lack of bylaws managing the removal and replacement of trees (Diamond Head 

Consulting, 2016, p. 2).  

Figure 1. Urban Forest Canopy Cover by Area in New Westminster (Diamond Head Consulting, 
2016, p. 10). 
 

The City of New Westminster’s solution to their rapidly declining urban forest was two-

fold. The City developed an Urban Forest Management Strategy in 2016 with a goal to increase 

canopy cover to 27% by 2035 by planting 3300 trees on private land and 8500 trees on public 
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land (Diamond Head Consulting, 2016, p. 20). This strategy is supported by the creation of Tree 

Protection Bylaw in 2016 designed to protect trees on public and private property, provide 

oversight when tree removal is warranted, and ensure appropriate tree replacement is completed 

(City of New Westminster, 2016c). The Urban Forest Management Strategy has a “community-

supported vision” for long-term management of the urban forest (Diamond Head Consulting, 

2016, p. 2) with a goal to create an Urban Forest Stewardship Program “to build community 

ownership” (Diamond Head Consulting, 2016, p. 18). The City of New Westminster has 

developed management objectives to increase to optimal levels of 1) community action from a 

few active groups with occasional activities, 2) community cooperation, which currently has 

limited knowledge or support for strategic goals, and 3) general awareness of trees as a 

community resource (Diamond Head Consulting, 2016, pp. 19,28).  

The City of New Westminster hopes to achieve these goals by developing relationships 

with different community groups, increasing knowledge about the urban forest through publicly 

available literature, and creating citizen organizations to increase residents’ involvement in urban 

forestry stewardship programs (Diamond Head Consulting, 2016, p. 28). Gaining a deeper 

understanding of residents’ values for the urban forest and their willingness to volunteer will 

provide valuable baseline information for the development of these strategic goals and 

objectives. The City of New Westminster is part of Metro Vancouver which is a federation of 

municipalities, unincorporated lands (Electoral Area A) and the Tsawwassen First Nation, that 

works collaboratively on regional matters such as air quality, water quality, solid waste 

management, urban growth, and regional parks (Metro Vancouver, 2019a). Metro Vancouver is 

working towards improving canopy cover within its geographical area as a means to mitigate the 

impacts of climate change and adapt the urban forest to a changing climate to maximise its 
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benefits (Diamond Head Consulting Ltd., 2017, p. 6). New Westminster’s Urban Forest 

Management Strategy is a component of the regional climate change adaptation initiatives 

(Diamond Head Consulting Ltd., 2017, p. 9).  

New Westminster is going through a period of rapid growth and development, and as 

such, the City of New Westminster is revising and developing new planning documents to adapt 

to the changing population and land use needs, as well as to support the City’s commitment to 

the Blue Dot Movement which recognizes our rights to a healthy environment (City of New 

Westminster, 2017, p. 75). High-level planning documents that set the priorities and vision for 

the City include the Envision 2032 – Sustainability Framework (2013), and Our City 2041: New 

Westminster Official Community Plan (2017). These documents weave the importance of the 

natural environment and a commitment to a healthy community throughout their policies and 

goals. In the Envision 2032 – Sustainability Framework (2013), the benefits of an urban forest 

are incorporated into different core policy areas with a specific policy goal focused on improving 

ecosystem function and biodiversity (p. 16). In addition, one of this framework’s measurements 

of success is achieving “a rich tree canopy throughout the City that provides for attractive streets, 

growing food and a range of environmental services” (City of New Westminster, 2013, p. 16). 

The Our City 2041: New Westminster Official Community Plan (2017) aims to create a 

“healthy, inclusive and thriving community” that “showcases a spectacular natural environment” 

(p. 27). This is to be achieved by protecting and enhancing the natural areas in the city, and 

increasing community stewardship initiatives (City of New Westminster, 2017, p. 76). These 

strategic planning documents set the framework for the development of more specific plans and 

processes like the Environmental Strategy and Action Plan (2018), 2020 Climate Action 
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Budgeting Framework and Seven Bold Steps (2019), and the Urban Forest Management Strategy 

(2016) that collectively work to protect and enhance the City’s natural environment. 

Data Collection  

Secondary data collection.  

A desktop exercise was completed between April 2017 and January 2018 to collect 

publicly available information on residents’ values for the urban forest in New Westminster, 

their motivations for volunteering in environmental stewardship programs, and municipal 

socioeconomic data from between the years of 2015 and 2018. The primary source of publicly 

available secondary data was the City of New Westminster’s website where I looked for all 

documents referencing the urban forest such as: the Urban Forest Management Strategy and 

public consultation information, Official Community Plan updates and public consultation 

information, council meeting minutes, Environmental Advisory Committee meeting minutes, 

tree-related bylaws, New Westminster Open Data, official city maps, and 2016 census data. A 

request was submitted to the City of New Westminster in 2017 for additional data regarding the 

Urban Forest Management Strategy implementation and I was informed that no other data were 

available. However, the City’s analysis of socio-economic data from the 2016 census was 

provided.  

I also reviewed community blogs, the New Westminster Record (newspaper), social 

media posts, online community boards, and resident advisory committee posts for information 

related to the urban forest. Data were also provided to me by concerned citizens I met in my 

building and at a Residents Association meeting. They provided documentation about their 

concerns and efforts to urge the City of New Westminster to plant more trees in their 

neighbourhoods. 
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As my thesis was placed on hold for two years following the collection of primary data, a 

second search was conducted in early 2020 to identify additional documents posted or created 

since early 2018. As limited public information was posted between 2015 and 2018 regarding the 

implementation of the Urban Forest Management Strategy, the search was extended into 2020 to 

gather additional data. An additional request was also made to the City of New Westminster in 

March 2020 to learn how the development and implementation of the environmental stewardship 

programs was progressing. All secondary data collected (publicly or through request) were 

recorded in a tracking table detailing the document name, date and source. 

Primary data collection. 

Primary data collection occurred in three forms: in-depth interviews, an anonymous 

online survey, and observations at community meetings. Ethics approval was granted from the 

Royal Roads University Research Ethics Board on March 31, 2017 for research involving 

humans. 

Expert Interviews. 

The intent of my interviews was to learn about the challenges facing organizations and 

municipalities when recruiting volunteers to participate in environmental stewardship programs, 

and how they have tried to address those challenges. Interviewees were selected for their 

experience working in urban forestry management, on environmental stewardship programs or in 

municipal planning. The initial list of interviewees was adjusted or expanded as new people were 

identified or found to not to be available. Interviews were conducted between April 2017 and 

January 2018, with urban forestry experts from the City of New Westminster, adjacent 

communities (i.e., City of Coquitlam, City of Surrey), Tree Canada, the Canadian Urban Forest 

Network, Evergreen, and Diamond Head Consulting, as well as with environmental volunteers 
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and engaged citizens. I used a semi-structured interview format which included five or six 

predetermined open-ended questions customized to each interviewee to provide the conversation 

some structure while allowing it to flow naturally and capture the participants views (Creswell, 

2009, p. 8). Due to the fluid nature of the interviews, not all questions were answered in each 

conversation. Draft versions of the questions were provided to the interviewees in their consent 

form prior to conducting the interview, with final versions presented at the start of the interview. 

Signed consent forms were retained for each interviewee and kept confidential, as were records 

detailing the person’s name, their organization, their role, date interviewed, location, and length 

of interview and other pertinent information. The invitation to participate, interview consent 

form, interview schedule and final interview questions are included in Appendix A through D 

respectively.  

The interviews were conducted with nine people either in person or by telephone, 

depending on the interviewees schedule. The interviews were recorded for future analysis using 

TapeACall Pro on my iPhone for telephone interviews, Record+ for in person interviews, and 

notes were taken of the conversations, however, the recording device turned off during one 

interview and I was only able to use notes from that interview for my research. The recordings 

were transcribed following a transcription format and were reviewed by me for accuracy and 

completeness.  

Survey. 

Survey design. 

The survey was designed to gather residents’ opinions on four key topics: Urban Forest 

Experience and Values, Volunteer Experience and Motivation, Environmental Stewardship 

Involvement, and Demographic Information (Appendix E). The Urban Forest Experience and 
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Values section contained five questions—three gauging participants’ level of involvement in 

their local natural spaces, and two questions designed to identify values and concerns 

participants held for their urban forest. To gauge participants’ feelings towards the benefits that 

urban forests provide, they were given a select list of Environmental, Economic, Social and 

Cultural, and Health and Safety benefits based on research by (Duinker et al., 2015; Dwyer et al., 

1991; Peckham et al., 2013; Tyrväinen et al., 2005). These benefits were presented at random so 

that they did not appear grouped into categories. Knowing that some participants would not have 

positive feelings towards the urban forest, they were also provided with a select list of negative 

impacts that urban forests can cause or appear to cause. Participants were able to review both of 

these lists and score them on a Likert scale of importance—Unimportant (1), Somewhat 

Important (2), Moderately Important (3), Important (4) and Very Important (5)—to understand 

the order of importance respondents place on urban forest benefits and negative urban forest 

impacts. A space was available after each question for respondents to provide additional benefits 

or negative impacts that they identified but were not in the lists. 

The Volunteer Experience and Motivation section contained five questions, three gauging 

participants’ volunteer history and two questions on volunteer motivations designed to gauge 

participants’ willingness to volunteer. I used the Volunteer Functions Inventory’s six functions—

Protective, Values, Career, Social, Understanding, and Enhancement—as a foundation for my 

question on reasons people volunteer (Clary, et al., 1998, p. 1). To shorten the survey length, I 

reduced the number of statements for each function of from five to three by removing statements 

that were too similar to one another. I then added three questions related to Civil Responsibility 

and Debt or Obligation based on the Hochstetler (2013) thesis (pp. 42-44). Information on 

socialization were combined from three sources to create three general statements about 
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socialization (Bruyere & Rappe, 2007, p. 509; Hochstetler, 2013, pp. 28-29; Ryan et al., 2001, p. 

637). I also included information on project coordination from two sources which I combined to 

create three statements (Bruyere & Rappe, 2007, p. 509; Ryan et al., p. 637). Participants were 

able to review this list and score them on a Likert scale of importance—Unimportant (1), 

Somewhat Important (2), Moderately Important (3), Important (4) and Very Important (5)—to 

understand the order of importance respondents place on volunteer motivations. The second 

question in this section was designed to better understand the needs of potential volunteers and 

the barriers that prevent people from volunteering. The question contained a list of reasons that 

participants might come out to or be able to volunteer based on Esmond and Dunlop’s (2003) 

Volunteer Motivation Inventory (p. 62), with six overlapping statements removed and one added 

regarding childcare. To identify additional barriers, a space was available to provide additional 

responses. Participants were able to review this list and score mark Yes (3), Maybe (2), No (1) or 

Not Applicable for each statement to understand the needs and barriers facing potential 

volunteers.  

Realizing that unique motivations may drive participation in environmental stewardship 

programs, I created a separate question to better understand motivations for this specific activity.  

The question was organized into four categories—Helping the Environment, User, Learning, and 

Reflection—based on the research of Bruyere (2006) and Ryan (2000). Each category contained 

three to five statements outlining reasons someone would volunteer in environmental 

stewardship programs (Bruyere & Rappe, 2007, p. 509; Ryan et al., 2001, p. 637). Participants 

were able to review the list and score them on a Likert scale of importance—Unimportant (1), 

Somewhat Important (2), Moderately Important (3), Important (4) and Very Important (5)—to 

understand the order of importance respondents place on environmental stewardship volunteer 



URBAN FOREST VALUES AND WILLINGNESS TO VOLUNTEER 39 

motivations. Two open-ended questions were provided that asked participants to describe 

reasons they do or would volunteer, and reasons they do not or would not volunteer, to gain 

additional insight into motivations and barriers to volunteering.  

Demographic information was collected from participants to gain an understanding of 

how socioeconomic factors correspond to urban forest values and volunteer motivations. 

Demographic questions were related to age, education, housing, language, location, and 

household income—with the household income question being optional should the respondent 

feel uncomfortable answering. The age and location (postal code) questions were mandatory to 

ensure that all data used in my research was collected from participants 18 years of age and over 

who lived in New Westminster. The survey questions received approval prior to distribution 

from the Royal Roads ethical review board in May 2017 for research involving humans. 

An online platform, SurveyMonkey, was used to collect survey responses. The question 

and line randomization features were used to help reduce participant bias by alternating the order 

that the four sections appeared before each participant. The majority of questions in each section 

were randomized, and the statements within the ranked responses for each participant. Names 

and IP addresses of individual survey participants were not collected, keeping survey input 

anonymous. Paper copies of the survey were available upon request for participants who did not 

have access to the internet. 

Participant selection and engagement. 

Self-selected convenience sampling was used to collect primary data from residents. I 

directly invited friends, neighbours and contacts (see Limitations and Biases section for a 

discussion of the potential bias of this method). Once these participants completed the survey 

they were provided with a link to my website (https://urbanforestrysurvey.wordpress.com/) and a 
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message to share the survey with other people in their local network. I also shared the link to my 

survey by emailing select community groups, such as the Residents Associations and local 

volunteer groups that represented different interests, demographics and areas of the City. In 

addition, I invited residents to complete the survey through advertisements on social media, by 

putting up posters in local businesses and senior centers (Appendix F), and by engaging with 

people at select events around the city. Posters and cards were printed by Royal Printers in New 

Westminster on Sugar SheetTM paper which is derived from sugar cane residue fibre to ensure 

minimal trees were harmed in the completion of my study. 

My original plan to personally hand out posters and survey cards at selected locations 

around the city was not feasible due to having very young children and limited childcare options. 

However, I was able to attend several evening meetings and events with local community groups 

between April 2017 and January 2018 to provide more exposure to my online survey and to 

engage with local residents. Records were maintained detailing the location, date and time of the 

engagement and other pertinent information.  

The online survey was open for eight months, from May 10, 2017 to January 13, 2018. 

The majority of the survey responses were collected between May and July 2017, with additional 

responses coming in periodically during the summer and fall as I left the survey open to capture 

a greater number of responses. A total of 161 participants started the survey, 30 respondents did 

not complete it, resulting in a completion rate of 81%. An additional four surveys were 

disqualified as they did not meet the criteria that respondents had to be over the age of 18 and 

living in New Westminster, leaving a total of 127 qualified survey responses for analysis. The 

length and complexity of the survey and the time of year (summer) may have deterred people 
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from participating in or completing the survey. This limitation is discussed below in the 

Limitations and Biases section. 

Community engagement. 

I attended seven meetings and events put on by local community groups (i.e., Residents 

Associations, farmers market, environmental groups, community volunteering event) to engage 

with residents about the urban forest and learn about local community organizations and their 

interests. Field notes were recorded during community meetings and events noting my feelings 

or observations and the topics of conversation. Additional notes were taken while completing my 

document review and first-level coding to record observations and thoughts about my data and 

research questions that were used to further inform the second-stage coding process (Saldaña, 

2009, p. 33).  

Data Analysis 

A thematic content analysis approach was selected to analyze qualitative data for themes 

and to correlate the results of the quantitative survey questions (Elliott, 2018, p. 2851). The 

analysis process involved data management, first- and second-level coding of qualitative data, 

statistical analysis of quantitative data, summarizing of results in tabular or graphical formats and 

conducting a side-by-side comparison of results (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 157). 

Data management. 

My choice of mixed-methods research generated several types of data documents 

including survey responses, interviews and secondary data (e.g., blog posts, personal 

correspondence, presentations, conversations, newspaper articles, social media posts, images, 

audiovisual files). All primary data were organized in a filing system by data source (interviews, 

newspaper articles, images) including digitized handwritten notes and scanned documents, and 
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catalogued in a tracking table (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 193). The survey responses were 

reviewed for completeness and incomplete or disqualified responses (underage or out of study 

area participants) were excluded from the dataset. The survey dataset was exported into an Excel 

file from SurveyMonkey and underwent review to correct errors, as well as to assign unique 

identifiers to each survey response. The dataset was then formatted for qualitative analysis in 

NVivo 12 Mac (NVivo) and statistical analysis in IBM SPSS Statistics Subscription Base 

Edition (SPSS) as per the respective software programs requirements.  

A computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software (CAQDAS) program, NVivo, was 

selected to assist with data management and analysis due to the complexity of analyzing a large 

volume of qualitative data and numerous file types. NVivo allowed me to import data in a 

variety of formats including Excel datasheets, text files, Word documents, social media files, 

reference files such as OneNote, as well as pdf, jpeg and audiovisual files. NVivo provides a 

platform to easily search, review and organize data; apply overlapping and sub-coding; easily 

review and recode; write memos; and assign demographic attributes (Saldaña, 2009, p. 24). 

NVivo also provides powerful search functions to filter and link data to identify patterns and 

relationships (Saldaña, 2009, p. 26).  

The statistical analysis software package SPSS was selected to conduct statistical analysis 

of my dataset which included both ordinal and categorial information. The Excel output from 

SurveyMonkey was formatted for upload into SPSS as per the software requirements and open-

ended responses were removed. The quantitative analysis focused on statistical analysis of 

frequency (mean and standard deviation) and ranking response data by means for the urban 

forest benefits, negative urban forest impacts, and volunteer motivations, and to compare the 

survey questions against participants’ demographics.  
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Qualitative analysis.  

First-level coding. 

The purpose of first-level coding is to provide a map or overview of the data in relation to 

my research questions by applying descriptive labels (codes) to the concepts identified in the 

data (Elliott, 2018, pp. 2851-2852; Gatersleben, Murtagh, & Abrahamse, 2014). The applied 

codes are intended to reduce or condense the data to core elements or summarize underlying 

meanings or emotions for further analysis during second-level coding (Saldaña, 2009, p. 4). The 

development of my survey questions provided me with a comprehensive list of terms and 

categories related to urban forest benefits and impacts, volunteer motivations and needs, and 

environmental stewardship motivations. These terms were used to develop a draft coding 

framework (Appendix H, Table H1) to use as a guide during first-level coding (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018, pp. 196-197).  

This process began by carefully reviewing each document or data file one or more times 

for initial impressions, and then to query myself about the data to identify preliminary codes and 

potential themes or patterns (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 193; Saldaña, 2009, pp. 17-18). 

Notes were recorded during this process to capture my thoughts, reflections, problems with the 

data, emerging themes or patterns that required further analysis (Saldaña, 2009, pp. 32-33). Once 

my document review was complete the file was uploaded into NVivo for analysis. I then 

systematically worked through each coding method described below (i.e., Values, Emotion, 

Magnitude, Descriptive, Attribute) reviewing the document several times to label all segments of 

text, audiovisual files and images with codes either from my draft framework or applying a new 

descriptive or in vivo code (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 193). NVivo tracks all the applied 
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codes in a codebook where a description of its meaning is recorded. The codebook in NVivo was 

reviewed from time to time to combine or rename duplicate or over-lapping codes. 

Values Coding was used to examine general values, attitudes and belief systems towards 

the urban forest and volunteering by identifying perspectives and worldviews using descriptive 

or in vivo codes. This coding process looked closely at thoughts, feelings and actions in the data 

to denote the deeper attitudes and beliefs people hold for the urban forest (Saldaña, 2009, p. 90). 

To investigate the more subjective details of the data I employed Emotion Coding to collect 

underlying emotions such as happiness, joy, indifference, anger, sadness, and frustration towards 

the urban forest (Saldaña, 2009, p. 86). To assess participants environmental knowledge 

qualitative Magnitude codes (advanced, intermediate, basic) were applied to the open-ended 

survey questions (Saldaña, 2009, p. 59). Urban forest management implementation challenges 

were research topics that were less clearly defined so descriptive and in vivo coding was used to 

label the data and identify themes (Saldaña, 2009, p. 70). Similar to Attribute Coding as 

described by Saldaña (2009), cases were developed in NVivo to assign descriptive information 

(attributes) to documents such as location, characteristics, demographics information, and time 

frame (p. 55). These attributes provide links between the data and temporal, spatial and 

demographic characteristics for further analysis.  

Second-level coding. 

Second-level coding is the process of recoding and grouping first-level codes into related 

categories and themes (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 193; Saldaña, 2009, p. 8). Before starting 

this process first-level coded text was reviewed for accuracy, frequency, usefulness and 

redundancy; and recoded where needed (Saldaña, 2009, p. 149). The next step was to review the 

codes to identify common elements and assign a category that describes the major unifying 
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themes, relationships and concepts (Saldaña, 2009, p. 149). Pattern Coding was used to collect 

coded data of a similar nature together in categories and themes (Saldaña, 2009, p. 154). The 

query function in NVivo allowed me to search for, link, and filter information to identify patterns 

and relationships (Saldaña, 2009, p. 26). The final codebook is in Appendix H, Table H2. 

Quantitative analysis.  

Magnitude coding was used to convert the qualitative value on the ranked survey 

questions to a numerical value for each response to reveal the intensity and frequency of the 

responses through statistical analysis (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 157; Saldaña, 2009, p. 59). 

The software program SPSS was used to conduct statistical analysis including frequency (mean 

and standard deviation).  

Limitations and Biases 

The use of a case study approach for my research means that the results are only 

representative of the study location and cannot reliably be applied to other jurisdictions with 

different socioeconomic compositions and/or urban forest circumstances. However, the results 

can be used in conjunction with the body of research available from other studies to provide a 

general understanding of residents’ values and motivations that can be used to support future 

studies.  

A mixed-mode method using online and paper surveys was chosen to reduce the potential 

for participation bias to occur as some people are underrepresented on the internet (De Leeuw, 

2012, p. 72). Paper surveys were offered for anyone stating that they did not have access to the 

internet (e.g., low income, seniors, immigrants), however, only three paper surveys were 

completed and likely had minimal impact in reducing participant bias. In addition, New 

Westminster residents may have had less interest in responding to the survey because they were 
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heavily consulted by the City of New Westminster in the years preceding it (E. Mashig, personal 

communication, February 8, 2017) and because the research was not being conducted on behalf 

of the City of New Westminster, reducing the relevance of the research to participants (T. 

Johnson, personal communication, February 8, 2017). The number of community groups 

interested in my survey were limited. I contacted community groups representing different 

demographics and areas in the City to reduce biases that might arise out of selecting too many 

people from one sector or demographic. However, the most responsive groups were already 

involved or interested in environmental initiatives. Low-income residents, renters, minorities and 

immigrants are underrepresented in my data; therefore, my results are not statistically 

representative of the general population in New Westminster due in part to my self-selected 

convenience sampling and low number of responses (N = 127). I collected data from a variety of 

other sources in an attempt to address participant bias, increase validity, and incorporate other 

perspectives, attitudes and beliefs into the data (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 199). 

The order in which my questions were answered may have also introduced biases to the 

data as early questions may affect the respondents’ thoughts on subsequent ones. I employed the 

SurveyMonkey page randomization feature to minimize the potential for response biases. This 

feature changed the page order for each person answering the survey to reduce the potential for 

some questions to be answered more favourably based on their location in the survey. I was not 

able to replicate this with the paper surveys.  

Social desirability bias can occur when collecting interview and survey data as people 

may over-represent positive emotions towards the urban forest as they know that society overall 

has a positive attitude towards trees (Olivero-Lora et al., 2020, p. 12). Open-ended questions 

were used in the interviews and survey to allow participants to express their feelings and 
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attitudes freely and in detail (Olivero-Lora et al., 2020, p. 12). I used interview questions as a 

guide and allowed interviewees to talk freely, only coming back to interview questions if the 

conversation lagged or if there were specific questions unique to the individual that I felt it was 

important to have addressed. 

My own biases may have affected the meaning and feelings that I extracted from the data. 

I grew up on a dairy farm and spent much of my youth playing freely in the forest surrounding 

my home. All my senses were engaged as I roamed the mossy forest floor, played in the clear 

streams and nibbled on wild berries. Forests are now a place of solace for me, they rejuvenate 

my soul. I place a high value on all trees and natural environments which lend me to expect 

others to express a similar level of regard. To mitigate the introduction of researcher biases in my 

survey I used established lists (e.g., urban forest benefits, Volunteer Functions Inventory, 

Volunteer Motivations Inventory, etc.) to capture all the possible values and motivations that 

respondents might hold. I also included a survey question on the negative impact’s trees have on 

people to remind myself that participants do not necessarily have the same visceral reaction to 

trees as I do and may view them differently. 

Results 

Socioeconomic Background of Respondents  

Respondents were asked ten socioeconomic questions in the survey to gain an 

understanding of personal attributes that may influence their beliefs, attitudes and values towards 

the urban forest. My respondents were predominately female (58%), between the ages of 30 and 

44 (54%), have children at home (60%), hold university degrees (71%), have a household 

income over $100,000 (50%), live in multi-family buildings (53%), own their own home (69%), 

have lived in New Westminster for less than 5 years (43%), live in Downtown (19%) or 
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Glenbrook North (17%), and speak English (96%).  My research underrepresents minorities, 

people under 30-years of age, non-university educated, low income earners, and renters. 

Gender, age and children at home. 

Respondents were asked an optional question to provide their gender. There were 73 

female (58%) and 51 male (41%) respondents for a total of 124 out of 127; three respondents 

chose not to provide their gender (see Appendix I, Table I61). Therefore, my data is slightly 

skewed towards females who compose half of the population in New Westminster (51%).  

The majority of respondents (54%) were between the ages of 30 and 44, even though this 

demographic composes less than a quarter of the New Westminster population (23%) (see 

Appendix I, Table I62). The next largest age group to respond were between the ages of 45 and 

59 (23%), followed by respondents 60 years old and over (19%). These response rates more 

closely align with their percentage of the population at 24% and 22% respectively. The youngest 

age group—18 to 29 years of age—had the lowest response rate (5%), which was well below 

their proportion of the population (17%). Engagement results from the Our Community Plan 

Update consultation sessions showed similar results, with the 36-50 age group being 

overrepresented in two online surveys (City of New Westminster, 2016a, p. 57; City of New 

Westminster, 2016b, p. 38). 

A majority of respondents (60%) have children under the age of 18 at home (see 

Appendix I, Table F66), with the 30 to 44 age range most likely to have children under 18 

(84%), and the 45 to 59 age range having the second most (55%). Children were frequently 

mentioned in the open-ended questions and influence the values people hold for the urban forest, 

which is evidenced in survey statements like, “improve the environment for the community and 
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for the future of my kids and other generations”; “what we do now affects the future that our 

children experience”; and “I have children and want to take care of the world for their sake.” 

Education and household income. 

A majority of respondents (71%) have attained a university education, at either the 

bachelor, graduate or doctorate level, which is much higher than their proportion of the 

population of New Westminster (27%) (see Appendix I, Table I65). The remaining respondents 

with a non-university education (28%) have diplomas or other training, have not yet completed 

post-secondary schooling or have not completed high school, which is lower than their 

proportion of the population of New Westminster (70%).  

Respondents were asked an optional question to select a household income range. A total 

of 109 respondents (86%) provided their household income, with 18 respondents (14%) choosing 

not to disclose it (see Appendix I, Table I64). Half of the respondents who answered this 

question have a household income of $100,000 or more, which is unsurprising since a majority 

(71%) have a university degree and are between the ages of 30 and 59 (76%). However, 

according to census data, the majority of the New Westminster’s population have a household 

income of less than $100,000 per year (72%) (Statistics Canada, 2019a). My results are skewed 

towards the university educated residents and residents with a higher household income.  

Neighbourhood. 

At the time of the survey in 2017, New Westminster consisted of 11 Residents 

Associations (Figure 2). Residents, for the most part, see these areas as their neighbourhoods and 

part of their regional identity; therefore, these Residents Associations were chosen to categorize 

the responses and will be called neighbourhoods for the purpose of this research. For municipal 

planning purposes, the City of New Westminster uses several different maps that have slightly 
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different boundaries from the Residents Associations, including the boundaries used in the Urban 

Forest Management Strategy.  

Figure 2. Residents Associations Boundaries in 2013, n.d., Retrieved from the 
https://www.newwestcity.ca. 

 

Survey respondents were asked to provide the name of their neighbourhood and their 

postal code in an open-ended question. Survey responses were received from all neighbourhoods 

in the City, with only one respondent preferring not to disclose their location for privacy reasons. 

Eight respondents did not know their neighbourhood name or left the field blank, five 

respondents misidentified which neighbourhood they live in (based on the postal code provided), 

while 15 respondents used unofficial names like ‘Uptown’, ‘Fraserview’ and ‘Port Royal’. A 

review of the postal codes provided with each answer enabled me to correctly assign the 

neighbourhood to each respective respondent. Providing a set list of neighbourhood names 
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would have simplified the choice for respondents, however, the results show that there are more 

localized neighbourhood identities that should be considered when municipalities conduct public 

engagement activities and design stewardship initiatives. 

Survey responses were received from all 11 neighbourhoods in New Westminster (see 

Appendix I, Table I57). Two neighbourhoods were overrepresented in my data—Downtown (24 

responses) and Glenbrook North (21 responses)—and accounted for the majority of the 

responses (35%), however, these neighbourhoods only contain 18% of the population of New 

Westminster. Four neighbourhoods were underrepresented in my data, including Brow of the 

Hill which contains 21% of the population but which provided only 15 survey responses (12%). 

The remaining five neighbourhoods are adequately represented in my data with a response rate 

within 1% of their total percentage of the population. Two online surveys conducted by the City 

of New Westminster for their Official Community Plan update found, in both cases, that 

Glenbrook North was overrepresented, and Brow of the Hill underrepresented.  

Due to the low sample numbers for some neighbourhoods, they were grouped together by 

proximity and similar level of canopy cover to create areas for evaluation. The West Side 

includes Connaught Heights, the West End and Moody Park; the Downtown / Queensborough 

group includes downtown, Quayside and Queensborough; the Central group includes Glenbrook 

North and Queen’s Park; and the East Side group includes Massey Victory Heights and McBride 

Sapperton. Brow of the Hill is a unique area with many older multi-family buildings, a high 

number of renters, limited greenspaces, and a sufficient sample size (N = 15) that it was left in its 

own category. 

The data were inconclusive on whether there was a relationship between the number of 

respondents in a particular neighbourhood and the extent of canopy cover due to the low sample 
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population (N = 127). Areas with low canopy cover, like Downtown, had the highest number of 

respondents with 24 responses (19%), while Queensborough, which has the same amount of 

canopy cover, only provided 5 respondents (4%). The West End and Connaught Heights had 

some of the lowest response rates but have above average canopy cover for the City. Queen’s 

Park and McBride Sapperton are areas with the highest canopy cover, and they had an average 

number of responses at 12 (9%) and 18 (14%) respectively. The decision to conduct self-selected 

convenience sampling likely skewed the data towards areas I was personally better connected to 

like Downtown, where I lived at the time, and Glenbrook North, as I participated in a clean-up 

event at Glenbrook Ravine which had a high number of volunteers from that neighbourhood. 

Broader sampling of the population would be needed to determine if canopy cover was a factor 

in the response rate per neighbourhood. 

Residential tenure. 

New Westminster is an older city by Canadian standards, founded in 1858, with many 

residents spending their entire lives within its boundaries. A Facebook Group called ‘I Grew Up 

In Sapperton’ is filled with posts reminiscing about growing up in the Sapperton area in the 

1950s and 1960s, the streets they lived on, the parks they played in, and the trees they climbed; 

and it’s evident that many contributors still live in New Westminster today. The Official 

Community Plan Update process found that a lot people who participated in their engagement 

sessions were long-time residents; this was made evident in statements like, “born, raised, and 

will die in New Westminster”; “resident for 35 years”; and a “resident since 1956”. With an 

increasing influx of new residents moving in over the past two-decades, the city is now a mix of 

long-time residents and newcomers, each with different values towards the urban forest. The 

number of new residents will increase significantly in the coming years as densification projects 
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around the SkyTrain stations come to completion. My survey respondents include people who 

have lived in New Westminster for less than five-years (43%), between six and ten-years (16%), 

between 11 and 15-years (14%) and over 15-years (28%) (see Appendix I, Table I58). 

Housing type and ownership. 

New Westminster is a mix of single-family homes (some with suites), older multi-family 

buildings, and new condominium towers. Carriage houses and laneway homes are increasingly 

being built on large lots in the older areas of the City. A majority of respondents (53%) live in 

multi-family buildings, with the remaining living in single-family homes or their associated 

basement suites (47%) (see Appendix I, Table I59). A disproportionate number of residents of 

single-family homes responded to my survey as compared to the 2016 census which indicates 

that a majority of the population live in apartments or condominiums (68%) with just 15% of 

residents living in single-family homes (Statistics Canada, 2019a).  

Owners were the predominate respondents (69%) followed by renters (29%) with two 

respondents skipping the question (see Appendix I, Table I60). Of the 88 respondents who own a 

home, 50 own single-family homes, and 38 own units in a multi-family building. A majority of 

renters (75%) live in multi-family buildings, and just under half (46%) have lived in the city for 

less than five-years. Two City-lead Official Community Plan update surveys had an even lower 

turn out of renters (13% and 16%). The 2016 census found that slightly more than half of 

residents own their own home (56%) with the remaining residents renting (44%) (Statistics 

Canada, 2019a). Renters are underrepresented in my survey (by 15%), and in other City-lead 

surveys, which is a consistent problem in urban forestry research (Baur et al., 2016, p. 48).  
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Language. 

As culture can influence people’s attitudes and perceptions of the urban forest, I asked 

respondents about the language they speak at home. I chose to ask this question rather than a 

more direct question about ethnicity or how long they have lived in Canada to avoid asking more 

questions that may be considered personal, which could have deterred respondents from 

answering. The majority of the respondents were English speaking (96%), while the 2016 

Census found that only three quarters of residents (74%) regularly spoke English at home (see 

Appendix I, Table F63) (Statistics Canada, 2019a). Prominent minority groups in New 

Westminster of Filipino, Slavic, Chinese, and South-Asian decent may not be represented in my 

research. A more direct question about ethnicity could possibly have yielded more insight into 

different cultures in New Westminster. However, due to my self-selected method of sampling, it 

would be unlikely that I would have yielded results to reach any significant conclusions about 

how culture affects residents’ values towards the urban forest. A more targeted survey in 

neighbourhoods with more diversity would likely yield more significant results. 

My interviewees did discuss how—in their capacity as urban forest practitioners—they 

encounter conflicting attitudes towards the urban forest that are directly related to residents’ 

culture. One interviewee discussed how cultural beliefs affected the type and placement of trees: 

“I know there’s [sic] issues around placement of trees in front of doorways and certainly some 

beliefs about different species of trees and whether they’re good luck or not and things like that.” 

Other interviewees noted that some residents in their communities feel that their property would 

be more valuable if trees were removed so that the land would be easier to redevelop: “All the 

research shows that trees add value to properties. But there’s the demographic in Surrey that it’s 

the reverse. No trees and the properties are worth more—the south Asian community for the 
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most part.”; and “they just wanted to come all down. Like it is not just one tree [that] is in the 

way of development. They just want to get rid of them all because they think it'll raise their 

property values.” These types of values conflict with municipal tree protection bylaws and can 

create tension between residents and the municipality. 

Urban Forest Benefits 

To understand how residents of New Westminster value their urban forest, respondents 

were asked both closed and open-ended questions. One question asked respondents to score a list 

of Environmental, Economic, Social and Cultural, and Health and Safety benefits between 

unimportant (1) to very important (5) (Table 1). The results show that overall Environmental 

benefits were ranked first, Social and Cultural benefits second, Health and Safety benefits third 

and Economic benefits fourth. The difference between means for the first and second benefit 

categories was very small (MD = 0.03) making these two sets of benefits equally important to 

respondents. Health and Safety benefits were in third place with a notable separation from 

Economic benefits (MD = 0.64). 

Table 1  

Urban Forest Benefits Ranked by Mean Value. 

Answer Choices 
Benefit 
Category 

Rank 
M  

(N = 127) 
SD 

Environmental Benefits 1 4.00 1.16 
Improve air quality 1 4.68 0.73 
Maintain biodiversity and ecological processes 4 4.39 0.97 
Provide wildlife habitat and improve connectivity 5 4.37 0.95 
Flood prevention and erosion control 12 4.00 1.11 
Noise reduction 13 3.94 1.07 
Temperature reduction 15 3.90 1.13 
Wind control 23 3.44 1.21 
Glare and reflection reduction 25 3.24 1.27 
Social and Cultural Benefits 2 3.97 1.14 
Enhance aesthetic beauty and provide a 
welcoming feeling 

Cultural 
Services 

2 4.43 0.77 
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Answer Choices 
Benefit 
Category 

Rank 
M  

(N = 127) 
SD 

Provide nature and sensory experiences 
Education and 
Experiences 

5 4.37 0.87 

Increase community pride, connection and 
attachment 

Community 
Connection 

9 4.15 1.02 

Enhance recreational opportunities 
Cultural 
Services 

10 4.04 1.00 

Provide learning opportunities and increase 
environmental awareness 

Education and 
Experiences 

10 4.04 1.12 

Increase social connections 
Community 
Connection 

14 3.91 1.11 

Provide opportunities for reflection and 
spiritual experiences 

Education and 
Experiences 

19 3.57 1.29 

 Represent cultural and historical time periods 
or events 

Cultural 
Services 

25 3.24 1.32 

Health and Safety Benefits 3 3.78 1.24 
Provide peacefulness, solitude and a sense of 
well-being 

Psychological 2 4.43 0.88 

Provide an escape from our daily routine and 
urban stress 

Psychological 7 4.35 0.95 

Provide opportunities for stress relief and 
relaxation 

Physical 
Health 

8 4.28 0.93 

Provide opportunities for physical fitness 
Physical 
Health 

16 3.86 1.13 

Provide privacy Safety 17 3.65 1.18 
Create a feeling of being sheltered and 
protected 

Safety 20 3.56 1.28 

Decrease feelings of social isolation Psychological 21 3.53 1.27 
Reduce crime Safety 24 3.28 1.25 

Reduce recovery times and medications used 
Physical 
Health 

28 3.05 1.43 

Economic Benefits 4 3.14 1.34 
Reduce energy costs  18 3.61 1.25 
Reduce health care expenditures  22 3.48 1.31 
Enhance tourism  25 3.24 1.26 
Increase property values  29 3.00 1.40 
Provide employment opportunities  30 2.94 1.28 
Increase economic growth  31 2.90 1.33 
Reduce policing expenditures  32 2.81 1.36 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation  3.74 1.26 

Note. Means are based on a scale from 1 (unimportant) to 5 (very important). 
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Environmental benefits. 

The environmental benefits provided by the urban forest are of great interest to 

municipalities and urban forest practitioners, however, it was unknown how residents in New 

Westminster valued those benefits. According to this survey, three of the five highest ranked 

benefits were related to the environment: ‘improve air quality’ (first), ‘maintain biodiversity and 

ecological processes’ (fourth), and ‘provide wildlife habitat and improve connectivity’ (fifth). 

During the Official Community Plan update, the most frequently mentioned benefits were 

improved air quality and water management. In comments provided in one the Official 

Community Plan Update consultation, survey respondents indicated that having a robust urban 

forest was the single best way to fight climate-change (in comparison to the other action items 

targeted) and that we need to proactively mitigate our impacts, with one respondent noting, “this 

would be my number one priority. We do not value this, and we don’t even have any natural 

spaces left. So many animals and plants are losing out because of us.”  

Respondent identified environmental benefits. 

Shade. 

Shade was not a specific urban forest benefit listed in the survey, only temperature 

reduction (which was ranked 15th out of 32). However, respondents frequently mentioned shade 

(10 times) when talking about their favourite tree noting that it “creates shade and privacy in the 

summer months”; and “provides shade for walkers”. Shade was also frequently mentioned in the 

Urban Forestry Management Strategy open houses (10 times) when participants were asked what 

three things they value most about the urban forest. Shade is considered valuable as it provides 

respite from the heat as well as a place to relax (Figure 3). Respondents described shade as a 

place to “hang my hammock,” and “the perfect place to sit and relax with my dog or infant son.” 
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Figure 3. Shade Trees in Tipperary Park, New Westminster (Peerless, 2017) 

Naturalness. 

Naturalness was another theme that emerged. Respondents described a desire for natural 

areas to explore, to plant more native flora and pollinator gardens, and for less manicured 

plantings. Respondents used words like ‘diversity’, ‘native’, and ‘variety’ to describe attributes 

of the urban forest that they liked; this was echoed in the Urban Forest Management Strategy 

open houses.  

Social and cultural benefits. 

Respondents were asked to score a list of Social and Cultural benefits related to cultural 

services, education and experiences, and community connection. Four Social and Cultural 

benefits were ranked in the top ten of all benefits: ‘enhance aesthetic beauty and provide a 

welcoming feeling’ (tied for second); ‘provide nature and sensory experiences’ (fifth); ‘increase 

community pride, connection and attachment’ (ninth); while ‘enhance recreational opportunities 

and provide learning opportunities’, and ‘increase environmental awareness’ were tied for tenth. 
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Words describing aesthetics like ‘beautiful’ (22 times), ‘beauty’ (5 times), and ‘lovely’ (3 times) 

received frequent mention in the open-ended survey responses. Respondents to the Urban Forest 

Management Strategy open house also noted that they valued the urban forest for “beauty and 

encouragement of healthy activity such as walking and cycling,” and, “the aesthetic value of 

trees, at any time of the year” (Diamond Head Consulting, 2016, p. 47).  

Figure 4. Glenbrook Ravine, New Westminster (Peerless, 2017) 

Urban forests are valued for providing opportunities for learning through recreation and 

engagement with nature. The parks, bikeways, and greenspaces provide a wide variety of 

recreational opportunities for all ages and interests (Figure 4). My respondents were frequent 
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users of the urban forest, and regularly walk, run, bike, garden, and use playgrounds and dog 

parks, which provides them with numerous opportunities to observe, engage with, and participate 

in nature. Frequent mention was also made in my survey about spending time in nature and 

experiencing what it has to offer: “There is an alcove in the centre of some lovely bushes/trees. 

It's the perfect place to sit and relax with my dog or infant son on a nice day,”; “had family 

pictures there!”; and “feels like a tiny ancient forest. My kids love running around them. They 

look beautiful.” My research found that residents valued the urban forest for being able to 

“educate us about peaceful coexistence with wildlife,” teach us about “biodiversity on the west 

coast,” and teach “kids about the importance of the environment.” I also found that there were 

numerous activities throughout the city that promoted nature learning, including a guided Jane’s 

Walk event with a focus on nature, a solstice event in Glenbrook Ravine, and gardening and 

beekeeping events.  

Respondent identified social benefits. 

Childhood Experiences. 

Respondents saw value in their children being able to play freely in nature, to take risks 

and scrape knees, as well as learn about the importance of trees and wildlife. The words ‘child’ 

(12 times), ‘children’ (16 times), and ‘kids’ (16 times) were mentioned in the open-ended survey 

questions, demonstrating that respondents value this benefit. Experiences playing in parks, 

forests, and trees as children are fondly remembered in old age. The Facebook page ‘I Grew Up 

in Sapperton’ had frequent mention of fruit trees, climbing trees or shade trees that people played 

under as children. Being comfortable with nature and enjoying its benefits imprints during 

childhood and builds environmental connections that shape our adult views and values; and 

deepens connections to a neighbourhood or community. One respondent felt that “it’s in our 
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nature to want to explore the outdoors, and the best way to connect with nature is to do so in the 

same way that we did when we were kids.” 

Health and safety benefits. 

The Health and Safety benefits provided by the urban forest were ranked third, however, 

the difference between means for Environmental (first) and Health and Safety (third) benefits 

categories was small (MD = 0.22). Respondents scored benefits that provide mental and physical 

health benefits the highest, with three in the top ten: ‘providing peacefulness, solitude and a 

sense of well-being’ (tied for second); ‘providing an escape from our daily routine and urban 

stress’ (seventh); and ‘providing opportunities for stress relief and relaxation’ (eighth). 

Respondents reflected in the open-ended questions that trees “bring a very special natural and 

calming quality,” that, “nature recharges us and sustains us,” and, “I value natural spaces with 

trees as places to go to refresh my consciousness and unplug.” Respondents expressed reverence 

for the age, size, variety and uniqueness that trees bring to the urban landscape, with the mention 

of words like ‘ancient’ (2 times), ‘massive’ (2 times), ‘natural’ (21 times), ‘native’ (7 times), 

‘old’ (13 times), and ‘unique’ (3 times). These elements of the urban forest evoked feelings of 

relaxation, enjoyment, magic, peace and a sense of escape, which contribute to the physical and 

mental health benefits valued by respondents. 

Economic benefits. 

Economic benefits were ranked fourth, noticeably lower than the Health and Safety 

benefits (MD = 0.64). Respondents felt the most important Economic benefits provided by the 

urban forest were related to ‘reducing energy costs’ (18th), ‘reducing health-care expenditures’ 

(22nd) and ‘enhancing tourism’ (25th). Economic benefits were rarely referenced by respondents 

in the open-ended survey questions; however, interviewees did reference increasing property 
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values of homeowners as an economic benefit, as well as increased tourism and the return on 

investment for municipalities. The economic benefits are likely more modest for homeowners 

and garner less attention, with businesses and municipalities seeing more economic benefits from 

the urban forest. 

Values themes. 

Qualitative analysis of the open-ended survey questions and secondary data focused on 

looking beyond the specific benefits that the urban forest provides to identify thematic groups. 

Four over-arching value themes were identified: demonstrating that people value the urban forest 

as a core community element, for the contrast it provides to the built environment, and because it 

is known and seen as rare or diminishing.  

Core community element. 

Trees are valued as a core element of the community as they contribute to creating a 

beautiful, healthy, and livable community. A variety of references were made in open-ended 

questions and secondary documents about the important role that the urban forest plays in 

creating a livable and comfortable community: “trees are fundamentally important to the 

livability of our community”; “trees are one of the better ways to improve the wellbeing of a 

community”; and, “protecting the urban nature is important both for keeping the city beautiful 

and . . . provide commection [sic] to nature for us and our children.” One respondent also noted 

that urban forestry projects are really “a community improvement project more than an 

environmental one. I want my community to be safe and beautiful and rich with plant life.” An 

interviewee also noted that “people intuitively connected that . . . the streets with big boulevard 

trees or the parks are places where people feel most comfortable.” Interviewees made frequent 

mention of how the urban forest contributes to the livability of the community and that it could 
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“create again a soul in a community by having precisely that, a car free zones with beautiful 

trees, and green spaces.” Interviewees intrinsically know that the urban forest helps build a 

strong community by “making environments more friendly for the pedestrian environment.” 

The frequent use of the words ‘great’, ‘huge’, ‘large’ and ‘old’ by respondents when 

describing their favourite trees show that they value a mature urban forest. Also, the frequent use 

of the words ‘provides’, ‘beautiful’ and ‘shade’ demonstrates that survey respondents understand 

trees are not a passive landscape feature and are contributing something valuable to the 

community. The open-ended questions revealed that respondents have an understanding that 

environmental benefits are directly connected to the health and wellbeing of individuals and the 

community: “we need them to decrease pollution and maintain soil integrity. Everything is 

connected and we will see improvements in so many aspects by prioritizing nature and trees in 

our communities.”; “I value the environment and how it supports quality of life (air I breath, 

fostering natural habitat for critters, natural sound barrier, visual beauty) for all those who live in 

its surroundings.”; and “trees provide us oxygen & shade ‐ necessary for all of us.”  

Contrast to the urban lifestyle and built environment. 

People also value trees for providing a contrast to busy lifestyles and a built environment 

through their naturalness, variety and magnitude (Figure 5). Respondents put considerable 

weight on benefits that provide emotional and physical contrast to the built environment, benefits 

that reduce stress and provide feelings of peacefulness and calm, which was reflected in the 

open-ended statements: “they bring a very special natural and calming quality”; “nature 

recharges us and sustains us”; and “I value natural spaces with trees as places to go to refresh my 

consciousness and unplug.” One source stated that, “greenspaces that include the wild and 

unkempt help to remind us that, once again, we are a part of a system that has been billions of 
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years in the making. That is why I am convinced of the mandatory need to have and to maintain 

greenspaces in our cities.” While, another source stated that, “when you’re living in any area that 

is defined by a built environment, I think it’s important to be reminded of what had been there 

long before we arrived.” The urban forests remind us that we are part of something much bigger 

and older than ourselves and our civilization, bringing a different dimension to our lives. Urban 

lifestyles, especially ones with young children and full-time jobs, can be very busy and tiring. 

The urban forest offers residents an escape from that busyness by giving us a place to unplug, 

recharge and connect to the natural world around us.  

 

Figure 5. Begbie Square, New Westminster (Peerless, 2017) 
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Value what is known. 

People value what they see and interact with on a regular basis, and this is the same for 

trees. When asked about their favourite tree in New Westminster, survey respondents frequently 

mentioned trees in their yards, on their streets, or along their regular walking routes, providing 

statements describing trees as, “beautiful and next to my daughter’s day care.”; “HUGE and 

beautiful and we’ve built a garden under it.”; and “a native tree that I planted more than 10 years 

ago.” Many respondents knew the type of tree they admired, including less-common species like 

Japanese Snowbells, black hawthorn, monkey puzzle (tail) tree, copper beech, paw paw trees, 

and honey locust; and many guessed or wished they knew a specific tree’s name. This shows that 

tree identification adds another layer of connection to the urban forest. 

Direct interaction with the urban forest builds knowledge, and therefore increases value 

attributed to the urban forest. Experiences playing in parks, forests and trees during childhood 

are the foundation to building a connection and respect for the urban forest. The Facebook page 

‘I Grew Up in Sapperton’ had frequent mention of fruit trees, climbing trees or shade trees that 

people played under as children and helped to endear a specific tree, street or neighbourhood to 

them. Respondents also clearly noted that they volunteer on environmental stewardship activities 

to learn more about the environment and to teach their children which increases their knowledge 

and connection to their local environment.  

Value the rare and diminishing. 

Respondents demonstrated that they place value on something that is rare or diminishing. 

When asked about why a tree was their favourite, respondents frequently referenced the 

uniqueness of their tree whether that was for its age, size, heritage value, unique species, 

formations or shape. For some, this specialness elevates trees to sacred status. This rareness 
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elicits protective feelings towards the urban forest with residents noting, “these trees almost have 

a right to their place.” Many respondents feel protective of the urban forest and made many 

expressions of concern, sadness and dismay towards tree removal occurring in the city, invasive 

species choking out native vegetation, or poorly cared for plantings. There were repeat mentions 

of needing to protect trees and natural areas from removal and caring for trees once planted. For 

many these protective emotions were specifically linked to the health, wellbeing and enjoyment 

for future generations, with an intrinsic understanding that “what we do now affects the future 

that our children experience.” The words ‘future’ (18 times) and ‘children’ (16 times) were 

mentioned frequently in the open-ended survey responses. It is clear that the protective emotions 

towards the urban forest, which is seen as rare or diminishing, are strong in this sample 

population. 

Socioeconomic comparison of urban forest benefits. 

To understand if the values attributed to urban forest benefits differ by socioeconomic 

factors, the data were ranked by gender, age, presence of children at home, education, household 

income, neighbourhood, home ownership, housing type, and residential tenure in New 

Westminster. The data show that the top benefits people value are Environmental, Social and 

Cultural. Females, 18 to 44-year-olds, parents with children at home, households with annual 

income less than $50,000 and between $100,000 and 149,000, those who have residential tenure 

of less than ten years, and those living in the West and East Sides ranked Social and Cultural 

benefits the first. Whereas, males, people 45 years old and over, people with no children at 

home, households that make between $50,000 and $99,999 and over $150,000, who have a 

residential tenure 11 years and over, and live in Brow of the Hill, Central and 

Downtown/Queensborough ranked Environmental benefits first. All education levels, housing 
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types and ownership types ranked Environmental benefits first. My sample population was small 

and therefore it is difficult to draw generalizable conclusions for socioeconomic factors with 

multiple variables. 

Gender. 

A mean comparison of urban forest benefits found that females valued them more than 

males (MD = 0.29) (Appendix I, Table I5). Social and Cultural benefits was ranked first by 

females and second by males (MD = 0.36), Environmental benefits were ranked second by 

females and first by males; however, females still placed more value on these benefits than males 

(MD = 0.24). Health and Safety benefits was ranked third for both females and males (MD = 

0.35), with Economic benefits fourth (MD = 0.21). Females scored ‘improve air quality’ first, 

‘maintain biodiversity and ecological processes’ second, and ‘provide wildlife habitat and 

improve connectivity’ third. Whereas, males scored ‘improve air quality’ first, ‘provide 

peacefulness, solitude and a sense of well-being’ second; and ‘enhance aesthetic beauty and 

provide a welcoming feeling’ third. Female respondents scored 28 of the 32 benefits higher than 

males except for four: ‘increasing property values’ (MD = -0.43), ‘enhancing tourism’ (MD = -

0.07), and ‘providing privacy’ (MD = -0.07); and that males valued ‘increasing economic growth 

(by attracting new businesses)’ the same as females. The greatest difference between means was 

found with ‘reducing policing expenditures’ (MD = 0.77), ‘decreasing feelings of social 

isolation’ (M = 0.76) and ‘reducing crime’ (MD = 0.59). Gender does appear to affect a person’s 

values for the urban forest with females placing more value on nearly all benefits than males. 

Age. 

Urban forest benefits were found to have a similar overall rank across the different age 

groups with the 45 – 59 age group recording the lowest score (Appendix I, Table I6). Social and 
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Cultural benefits were ranked first for both the 18 – 29 and 30 – 44 age groups, with 

Environmental benefits ranked first for the 45 to 59 and 60 and over age groups. The 18 – 29 age 

group ranked Health and Safety benefits second and Environmental benefits third, while the 30 – 

44 age group ranked Environmental benefits second and Health and Safety benefits third. All age 

groups ranked Economic benefits fourth. Environmental benefits were scored the highest by 

respondents 60 and over; Social and Cultural benefits were scored the highest by respondents 

between the ages of 18 and 29 as were Health and Safety benefits; and Economic benefits were 

scored the highest by respondents between the ages of 30 and 44. 

Children at home. 

Urban forest benefits were scored slightly higher by respondents with children at home 

than respondents with no children at home (MD = 0.10) (Appendix I, Table I7). Social and 

Cultural benefits were ranked first for respondents with children at home, whereas respondents 

with no children at home ranked Environmental benefits first. Respondents with children at 

home ranked ‘improve air quality’ first; ‘provide peacefulness, solitude and a sense of well-

being’ second; and ‘enhance aesthetic beauty’ third. Respondents with no children at home 

ranked ‘improve air quality’ as first; ‘provide wildlife habitat and improve connectivity’ second; 

and ‘enhance beauty’ and ‘provide nature and sensory experiences’ were tied for third. The 

greatest difference between means was found for ‘increasing economic growth’ (MD = 0.81) and 

‘providing employment opportunities’ (MD = 0.51). 

Overall, having children at home appears to have only a small impact on respondents’ 

values for the urban forest. However, the difference could be greater if researchers were to 

compare people who have children (of any age) and those who don’t have any. My current data 
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do not account for grandparents whose views could have been influenced by their children who 

no longer live at home.  

Education and household income. 

Urban forest benefits were scored slightly higher by respondents with a non-university 

education than respondents with a university degree (MD = 0.13) (Appendix I, Table I8). Non-

university educated respondents had the highest score for all benefit categories. Both education 

groups scored Environmental benefits first, Social and Cultural benefits second, Health and 

Safety benefits third, and Economic benefits fourth. The greatest difference between means was 

for ‘providing employment opportunities’ (MD = 0.44) and ‘wind control’ (MD = 0.42). 

Urban forest benefits were scored slightly higher by lower income households than 

higher income households (Appendix I, Table I9). Respondents with household incomes below 

$49,999 scored urban forest benefits the highest, households making $100,000 - $149,000 scored 

second, households making between $50,000 and $99,999 scored third with households making 

$150,000 scoring the lowest. Economic benefits were valued more by households making 

between $50,000 and $99,999 than both the lower and higher household income groups. 

Neighbourhood and residential tenure. 

Urban forest benefits were scored the highest by Brow of the Hill (first), followed by the 

East Side (second), and Downtown / Queensborough (third) (Appendix I, Table I10). 

Environmental, Social and Cultural, and Health and Safety benefits were ranked highest in Brow 

of the Hill; while the East Side scored Economic benefits the highest of all the neighbourhood 

groups. Brow of the Hill, Central, and Downtown /Queensborough all ranked Environmental 

benefits first, followed by Social and Cultural benefits. The West Side and the East Side both 



URBAN FOREST VALUES AND WILLINGNESS TO VOLUNTEER 70 

ranked Social and Cultural benefits first, followed by Environmental benefits. Health and Safety 

benefits were third, and Economic benefits fourth for all neighbourhoods. 

Urban forest benefits were scored the highest by respondents who have lived in New 

Westminster between six and ten years, followed by the zero to five-year group, then the over 

15-year group, and lastly the 11 to 15-year group (Appendix I, Table I11). Social and Cultural 

benefits were ranked first for the six to ten-year group and the zero to five-year group, and 

Environmental benefits were ranked first for the 11 to 15-year group and the over 15-year group. 

For all tenure groups, Health and Safety was ranked third, and Economic benefits ranked fourth. 

Housing type and home ownership. 

Urban forest benefits were scored higher by residents of multi-family buildings than 

residents of single-family homes (MD = 0.18) (Appendix I, I12). Respondents who live in multi-

family buildings scored Environmental, Social and Cultural, and Health and Safety benefits 

slightly more than residents of single-family homes. Whereas, residents of multi-family 

buildings scored Economic benefits nearly the same with residents of single-family homes. 

Benefits with the most notable mean difference were ‘noise reduction’ (MD = 0.48), 

‘temperature reduction’ (MD = 0.41) and ‘providing opportunities for reflection and spiritual 

experiences’ (MD = 0.41). 

Urban forest benefits were scored lower by owners than renters for all benefit categories 

except Economic (M = -0.20) (Appendix I, I13). Renters ranked Environmental benefits first, 

Social and Cultural benefits second, whereas owners ranked Environmental and Social and 

Cultural benefits the same. Renters recorded the highest scores for 26 of the 32 urban forest 

benefits. Most notably renters scored the benefits providing opportunities for ‘reflection and 

spiritual experience’ (M = -0.71) and ‘representing cultural and historical time periods or events’ 
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(MD = -0.55) higher. While owners placed more value on ‘increasing property values’ (MD = 

1.07) than did renters. 

Negative Urban Forest Impacts 

Respondents were asked to score a list of negative urban forest impacts from unimportant 

(1) to very important (5). One of the respondents appeared to answer the questions incorrectly 

and their response was removed from the analysis so as not to skew the results. Respondents 

found that overall the potential negative impacts to be of low concern (Table 2). The three 

highest ranked negative impacts were all related to personal safety, with respondents concerned 

about ‘trees blocking signage on roads and buildings’ (first), ‘safety hazards from falling trees 

and branches’ (second), and ‘reduced sightlines on roads’ (third). The least concerning negative 

impacts were ‘wild animal bites’ (14th) and ‘fear of people hiding behind trees’ (15th). Overall, 

negative impacts were found to be not be very concerning to respondents, and as noted by one 

respondent, “most of these impacts seem to be unlikely and easily managed if they are a 

concern.” 

Table 2 

Survey Results for Question 6: How important are the following urban tree impacts to you? 

Urban Forest Impacts Rank 
M 

(N = 126) 
SD 

Block signage on roads and buildings 1 2.76 1.25 
Safety hazards from falling trees and branches 2 2.60 1.33 
Reduces line of sight on roads 3 2.56 1.30 
Create places to illegally dump garbage 4 2.48 1.32 
Cause damage to infrastructure 5 2.44 1.23 
Impact the growth of other vegetation 6 2.39 1.24 
Roots growing into adjacent yards 7 2.10 1.16 
Create unwanted debris and clean-up costs 8 2.07 1.25 
Increase winter heating costs 9 2.02 1.24 
Attract undesirable wildlife and insects 10 1.98 1.18 
Decreased aesthetics / views 10 1.98 1.33 
Cause illness 12 1.88 1.10 
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Urban Forest Impacts Rank 
M 

(N = 126) 
SD 

Cause allergic reactions 13 1.85 1.03 
Wild animal bites and rabies 14 1.78 1.09 
Fear of people hiding behind trees 15 1.61 0.97 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 2.17 1.14 

Note. Means are based on a scale from 1 (unimportant) to 5 (very important). 

Negative impacts generated only a few comments about maintenance and causing too 

much shade in the survey’s open-ended questions. Review of secondary documents found more 

mention of the tree protection bylaw that was introduction in 2016, and the struggle owners had 

with navigating the permitting process and the associated fees. There was a sense of frustration 

towards municipal tree regulations and processes which was called a ‘heated topic’ in one City 

committee report. An owner of a single-family home also noted that they felt they were, “losing 

my rights as a property owner to have as many or as little trees I want on land that I own and pay 

taxes for.” Though there is widespread support for the tree bylaw, it has created conflicts that 

negatively affect some owners of single-family homes.  

Socioeconomic comparison of negative urban forest impacts. 

To understand if socioeconomic factors affect respondent’s perception of negative 

impacts, the data were ranked by gender, age, presence of children at home, education, 

household income, neighbourhood, home ownership, housing type, and residential tenure in New 

Westminster. The data show that respondents were moderately concerned about ‘vegetation 

blocking signage and sight lines’, and ‘potential safety hazards caused by falling trees and 

branches’. Males, respondents between 45 and 59-years-old, respondents who have children at 

home, households with incomes over $150,000, respondents who live in the West Side, 

respondents who live in single-family homes, respondents who own their own home, and 
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respondents who have a tenure of over 15-years were most concerned about negative impacts. 

Education levels had a negligible effect on feelings towards negative impacts. 

Gender, age and children at home. 

Males scored negative impacts slightly higher than females (MD = 0.17) (Appendix I, 

Table I15). Males also commented on negative impacts more in the survey (8 times) than 

females (5 times). ‘Blocking signage on roads and buildings’ was ranked first—the most 

concerning negative urban forest impact—for both males and females, while ‘reducing lines of 

sight on roads’ was ranked second for males and fifth for females. Females felt that the second 

most concerning impact was ‘safety hazards from falling trees and branches’, while males scored 

this negative impact third. The greatest difference between means was for ‘decrease aesthetics / 

views’ (MD = 0.51). Overall, males are slightly more concerned about negative impacts caused 

by the urban forest than females. 

Negative impacts were scored the highest by 45 to 59-year-olds, followed by 30 to 44-

year-olds, then 60 years and over, and lastly 18 and 29-year-olds. Respondents 60 and over 

commented on negative impacts the most (9 times), as compared to 2 times for each of the other 

age groups. Respondents between 45 and 59-years-old ranked all but three negative impacts the 

highest (Appendix I, Table I16).  

Negative impacts were scored higher by respondents with children at home than 

respondents with no children at home (MD = 0.19) (Appendix I, Table I17). Respondents with 

children at home commented on negative impacts 14 times as compared to one comment by 

respondents with no children at home. Respondents with children at home recorded the highest 

score for all but one negative impact—'fear of people hiding behind trees’ (15th)—which was 

tied with respondents with no children at home. Overall, respondents with children at home are 
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slightly more concerned about negative impacts caused by the urban forest than respondents with 

no children at home.  

Education and household income. 

Negative impacts were scored nearly the same by non-university educated respondents 

and university educated respondents (MD = 0.03) (Appendix I, Table I18). ‘Blocking signage on 

roads and buildings’ was ranked first by both education groups and ‘reducing lines of sight on 

roads’ was ranked third by both. University educated respondents scored ‘safety hazards from 

falling trees’ second, while non-university educated scored ‘places to illegally dump garbage’ as 

second. The greatest mean difference was found for ‘impact the growth of other vegetation’ (MD 

= 0.49) and ‘cause damage to infrastructure’ (MD = 0.40). 

Negative urban forest impacts were ranked the lowest by households earning less than 

$50,000 a year, with the scores increasing with household income (Appendix I, Table I19).  

Neighbourhood and residential tenure. 

Negative impacts were scored the highest by the West Side and the lowest by Central 

New Westminster (see Appendix I, I20). A mean comparison found that respondents who have 

lived in New Westminster for over 15-years scored negative impacts the highest, followed by 

respondents who have lived in New Westminster for between 11 and 15-years (see Appendix I, 

I21).  Residents who have lived in New Westminster between six and ten-years scored negative 

impacts the lowest.  

Housing type and home ownership. 

Negative impacts were scored lower by respondents from multi-family buildings than 

respondents who live in single-family homes (MD = -0.25) (see Appendix I, I22). Residents of 

multi-family buildings ranked ‘creating places to illegally dump garbage’ first while residents of 
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single-family homes ranked ‘blocking signage on roads and buildings’ first. The greatest 

difference between means was for ‘block signage on roads and buildings’ (MD = -0.71) and 

‘create unwanted debris and clean-up costs’ (MD = -0.54). 

A mean comparison found that owners scored negative impacts slightly higher than 

renters (MD = 0.18) (see Appendix I, Table I23). The greatest difference between means was for 

‘block signage on roads and buildings’ (MD = 0.46). Of the 88 respondents who own a home, a 

total of 50 (57%) own single-family homes and 38 (43%) own a unit in a multi-family building. 

My qualitative research found the primary concern for owners of single-family homes is the time 

and cost associated with maintaining trees, and the tree protection bylaw process and fees. Some 

owners felt that their rights had been infringed upon with the tree protection bylaw, and many 

were frustrated with the fees and process, with one respondent noting, “it is easy for apartment 

and condo dwellers to love trees but they don't have to be burdened with the cost of them.”  

Participation in Nature and Knowledge 

To understand respondents’ level of engagement with the urban forest, they were asked 

about how often they engage in activities in the urban forest. A majority of respondents (51%) 

participate in activities in the urban forest on a daily basis, followed by weekly participation 

(37%) and monthly (10%) (see Appendix I, Table I2). Only two respondents indicated that they 

never engage in activities in the urban forest. The East Side of New Westminster sees slightly 

less daily activity than the other areas. Overall, respondents are active in the urban forest. 

Respondents were provided with a list of urban forest related activities and were asked to 

indicate which activities they participate in. Respondents on average engage in four different 

types of activities in their urban forest (see Appendix I, Table I3). The predominate activity is 

‘walking (including commuting for work)’, ‘running or hiking’ (92%) followed by ‘going to the 
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playground’ (49%). Direct involvement with the urban forest through ‘nature exploration’ 

(43%), ‘gardening’ (40%) and ‘bird/wildlife watching’ (23%) were fairly common activities. 

Other common activities were ‘biking/rollerblading/skateboarding’ (25%) and ‘playing sports’ 

(24%). Reflective or meditative activities like Tai Chi had the lowest participation (10%).  

New Westminster is a very walkable city with several core commercial areas surrounded 

by residential housing, a network of neighbourhood parks, and easy access to five Skytrain 

stations, enabling residents to walk to services, shopping and recreation. A walking culture is 

evident in a review of the Residents Associations’ Facebook pages which found numerous 

mentions of Jane’s Walk, other events organized by the New Westminster and Burnaby Walker’s 

Caucus, and history and ghost walking tours. The open-ended survey questions revealed that 

respondents enjoyed spending time in the urban forest with their children through statements 

like: “feels like a tiny ancient forest. My kids love running around them.”, and “my son’s 

favourite climbing tree.” Watching nature also received repeat mention with statements like: “I 

love to watch it grow,” “I get so much enjoyment watching the different birds, bats and animals,” 

and, “we watched it together for a full season now – from changing colours to bare branches, 

then buds & green leaves.”  

A question was not specifically asked about respondents’ knowledge of the urban forest 

as I thought that responses to a question about knowledge would likely be an over or under-

estimation. An analysis of respondents’ comments and the Official Community Plan Update 

survey responses found that the majority of people have a basic to intermediate understanding of 

the benefits the urban forest provides. It seems to be common knowledge that trees improve air 

quality, help manage stormwater runoff and improve the aesthetics of the community. One 

respondent noted that they “see urban forests as an important factor in improving health 
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outcomes for children and adults living in an urban environment.” Respondents also repeatedly 

mention the need for more native plants and pollinator gardens, demonstrating their knowledge 

of the importance of native plants to the ecosystem. Respondents also see a direct connection 

between our future and the health of our urban forest: “I believe our environment is critical to the 

future of humanity and we need to do better then [sic] previous generations at protecting it.”  

Volunteer Experience 

Respondents were asked three questions about their general volunteer experience. An 

equal number of respondents indicated that they ‘currently volunteer’ (46%) as those who have 

‘volunteered in the past’ (47%) (see Appendix I, Table I25). The remaining respondents have 

‘never volunteered but would like to’ (6%) or are ‘not interested in volunteering’ (2%). Asking 

someone to volunteer their time to take a survey likely attracts individuals who have a general 

willingness to volunteer, creating response bias to this question. These results may not be 

representative of the wider population due to the small sample size (N = 127). 

Of the respondents who volunteer, a majority (33%) have been volunteering in some 

capacity for over ten years, followed by respondents who have been volunteering for between 

one and five years (21%), which was the average response for this question (see Appendix I, 

Table I26). Weekly commitments are the most common type of volunteer commitment (38%) 

followed by monthly commitments (25%) (see Appendix I, Table I27). 

Socioeconomic comparison of volunteer experience. 

To understand if socioeconomic factors affect respondents’ volunteer experience, a 

comparison of means was conducted (Table 3). Females, 45-year-olds and over, people who 

have no children at home, the university educated, households that make $100,000 and over, 

residents of single-family homes, owners who have a residential tenure of 11-years and over 
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have more previous volunteer experience and for the longest durations. Volunteer frequency is 

affected by household income and housing type, with people who volunteer the most frequently 

living in multi-family buildings and those with a household income of less than $50,000. 

Table 3 

Mean Comparison of Volunteer Experience to Socioeconomic Factors 

Socioeconomic Factors 
Volunteered Before Volunteer Duration 

Volunteer 
Frequency 

N M SD N M SD N M SD 

Gender 
Male 51 3.29 0.76 45 3.51 1.44 51 2.96 1.17 

Female 73 3.40 0.62 68 3.54 1.42 73 3.07 1.19 
MD  -0.11   -0.03   -0.11  

Age 

18 – 29 6 2.83 0.41 5 2.20 1.30 6 3.17 1.47 
30 – 44 68 3.25 0.72 62 3.26 1.35 68 2.81 1.20 
45 – 59 29 3.48 0.63 28 3.93 1.41 29 3.34 1.14 

60+ 24 3.67 0.48 21 4.10 1.37 24 3.21 0.98 

Children at 
Home 

Yes 76 3.25 0.71 69 3.26 1.42 76 2.82 1.20 
No 51 3.53 0.58 47 3.91 1.37 51 3.33 1.07 
MD  -0.28   -0.65   -0.51  

Education 

Non-
University 

36 3.28 0.74 31 3.52 1.59 36 2.97 1.42 

University 90 3.40 0.65 84 3.56 1.36 90 3.06 1.06 
MD  -0.12   -0.04   -0.09  

Household 
Income 

$10,000 - 
$49,999 

19 3.21 0.63 18 3.56 1.46 19 3.16 1.12 

$50,000 - 
$99,999 

27 3.19 0.74 25 3.12 1.51 27 2.81 1.04 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 

37 3.57 0.55 35 3.74 1.38 37 3.08 1.21 

$150,000 + 26 3.46 0.65 23 3.74 1.05 26 2.96 1.11 

Neighbour-
hood 

West Side 21 3.48 0.60 20 3.40 1.70 21 3.05 1.28 
Brow of the 

Hill 
15 3.27 0.70 14 3.79 1.53 15 3.20 1.08 

Central 33 3.39 0.70 29 3.31 1.54 33 3.03 1.19 
Downtown / 

Queens-
borough 

34 3.35 0.65 32 3.53 1.34 34 3.00 1.18 

East Side 23 3.30 0.76 20 3.75 1.12 23 2.91 1.20 

Housing 
Type 

Multi-Family 67 3.33 0.61 62 3.47 1.36 67 3.06 1.18 
Single-Family 60 3.40 0.74 54 3.59 1.51 60 2.98 1.17 

MD  -0.07   -0.12   0.08  
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Socioeconomic Factors 
Volunteered Before Volunteer Duration 

Volunteer 
Frequency 

N M SD N M SD N M SD 

Home 
Ownership 

Own 88 3.45 0.64 81 3.68 1.35 88 3.11 1.16 
Rent 37 3.14 0.71 33 3.18 1.53 37 2.81 1.20 
MD  0.31   0.50   0.30  

Residential 
Tenure 

0 - 5 years 54 3.26 0.68 48 3.40 1.36 54 2.85 1.16 
6 – 10 years 20 3.30 0.86 18 3.44 1.29 20 2.95 1.28 
11 – 15 years 18 3.72 0.46 18 3.67 1.53 18 3.11 1.13 
Over 15 years 35 3.37 0.60 32 3.69 1.57 35 3.29 1.15 

Note. Highest score. 

* Means are based on a scale from 1 (unimportant) to 5 (very important). 

Gender, age and children at home. 

The data show that females had the most previous volunteer experience, had volunteered 

for longer and the most frequently (Table 3). Respondents 60 and over have the most previous 

experience and had volunteered for longer but volunteered less frequently than the 45 to 59-year 

age group (Table 3). Volunteer experience and duration of commitment increased as people 

aged, with the greatest contributions coming from the 60 and over age group.  

Respondents with no children at home were more likely to have previous volunteer 

experience, volunteer for longer durations and with the greatest frequency (Table 3). A majority 

of respondents with no children at home are over 45-years old when people have the most 

volunteer experience. 

Education and household income. 

Education had a small influence on a respondent’s volunteer experience. The university 

educated respondents had slightly more volunteer experience, had volunteered for longer and 

more frequently than the non-university educated (Table 3). Respondents with annual household 

incomes over $100,000 had more volunteer experience and volunteered more frequently than 

respondents with annual household incomes of less than $100,000. However, the data show that 
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the respondents in the $10,000 to $49,999 household income bracket volunteered more 

frequently than all the other categories (Table 3).  

Neighbourhood and residential tenure. 

Residents of the West Side had the most previous volunteer experience, whereas the 

Brow of the Hill residents volunteered for longer and more frequently (Table 3). Residents who 

have lived in New Westminster for between 6 and 10-years have the most volunteer experience, 

while residents who have lived in New Westminster for over 15-years have volunteered for the 

longest and most frequently.  

Housing type and ownership. 

Residents of single-family homes had the most previous volunteer experience and 

volunteered for the longest, while residents of multi-family buildings volunteered more 

frequently (Table 3). Owners had the most volunteer experience, volunteered for the longest and 

the most frequently than renters. 

Volunteer Motivations 

Respondents were provided with a list of reasons people volunteer from ten categories of 

motivations and asked to rank them from unimportant (1) to very important (5). The motivations 

considered to be the most important reason to volunteer were Values. Respondents indicated the 

top three reasons people volunteer are to ‘work on a cause important to them’ (first), feeling ‘it’s 

important to help others’ (second) and because they ‘feel compassion for those they are helping’ 

(third) (Table 4). The difference between means for the Values and, the second placed 

Understanding motivations (MD = 0.68) was much greater than the difference between other 

categories of motivations. Values clearly are the primary reason people volunteer. 
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In addition to Values, respondents indicated that motivations related to Understanding 

(second)—a desire to gain new perspectives, learn from direct experiences and explore their own 

strengths; Debt or Obligation (third)—a feeling of debt or obligation to help others improve their 

lives and ‘pay it forward’; and Civic Responsibility (fourth)—to help those who cannot help 

themselves, were motivating factors to volunteer. These secondary motivations are strong 

volunteer motivations when a project aligns with their values. 

Tertiary motivations were Project Organization, Socialization, and Enhancement which 

are associated with the functionality of the event, the ability to socialize and meet new people 

(Hochstetler, 2013, p. 28) as well as psychological growth (Clary et al., 1998, p. 1). These 

motivations are not primary drivers for people; however, the absence of these factors may deter 

people from volunteering or returning for subsequent events. In the open-ended questions 

respondents mentioned how they wanted to work on projects with a clear mandate and value, that 

the work will be enjoyable, that it’s not too hard to participate in (i.e., no requirements to provide 

tools or other resources, not too far away), that the plantings and location will be cared for after 

the work is done, and that the volunteers will be recognized for their efforts. These comments all 

speak to the value for a well-organized project.  

The Social, Career, and Protective motivations were considered the least motivating. 

These motivations relate to strengthening social relationships, gaining career experience and 

relieving feelings of guilt (Clary et al., 1998, p. 1). The Career motivations were ranked ninth but 

may be considered more important to those from different socioeconomic backgrounds such as 

new immigrants and students who are starting their careers and trying to build more connections. 
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Table 4 

Survey Results for Question 10: Below is a list of reasons people may choose to volunteer. Please 

indicate how important each reason is to you. 

Answer Choices Rank 
M  

(N = 127) 
SD 

Values Motivations 1 4.05 1.07 
I can do something for a cause that is important to me. 1 4.15 1.04 
I feel it is important to help others. 2 4.08 1.05 
I feel compassion toward people/animals/environment in need. 3 3.91 1.08 
Understanding Motivations 2 3.37 1.22 
Volunteering allows me to gain a new perspective on things. 5 3.46 1.23 
Volunteering lets me learn things through direct/hands on 
experience. 

6 3.37 1.24 

I can explore my own strengths and learn new skills. 8 3.27 1.21 
Debt or Obligation Motivations 3 3.11 1.31 
I have been fortunate and want to help improve others' fortune. 7 3.37 1.20 
I volunteer to 'pay forward' the help I have received. 9 3.21 1.35 
I feel a need to help others who have helped me. 15 2.76 1.30 
Civic Responsibility Motivations 4 2.98 1.34 
I feel we must help those who cannot help themselves. 4 3.50 1.25 
Volunteering is the duty of a community resident. 11 3.19 1.14 
My family helped others or volunteered when I was a child. 20 2.25 1.30 
Project Organization Motivations 5 2.85 1.35 
I like working with a good leader.  12 3.13 1.34 
I volunteer to be part of a well-organized project.  14 2.81 1.28 
I like knowing what is expected of me.  17 2.61 1.37 
Socialization Motivations  6 2.70 1.30 
I volunteer to meet new people.  16 2.62 1.29 
I volunteer to have fun.  10 3.20 1.22 
I volunteer to work with friends.  19 2.28 1.20 
Enhancement Motivations 7 2.51 1.29 
Volunteering makes me feel better about myself.  13 3.02 1.23 
Volunteering makes me feel needed.  18 2.42 1.31 
Volunteering makes me feel important.  22 2.10 1.14 
Social Motivations 8 1.99 1.10 
Volunteering is an important activity to the people I know best. 21 2.19 1.17 
My friends volunteer.  25 1.95 1.03 
People I'm close to want me to volunteer.  27 1.83 1.06 
Career Motivations 9 1.90 1.17 
I can make new contacts that might help my business or career. 23 2.07 1.22 
Volunteering allows me to explore different career options. 26 1.91 1.15 
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Answer Choices Rank 
M  

(N = 127) 
SD 

Volunteering experience will look good on my resume or is 
required for school. 

30 1.72 1.11 

Protective Motivations 10 1.82 1.07 
Volunteering makes me feel less lonely.  24 1.96 1.14 
Volunteering relieves me of some guilt for being more fortunate 
than others. 

28 1.76 0.99 

Volunteering helps me work through my own personal problems. 29 1.73 1.07 
Note. Means are based on a scale from 1 (unimportant) to 5 (very important). 

Socioeconomic comparison of volunteer motivations. 

To understand if socioeconomic factors affect respondents’ volunteer motivations, the 

data were ranked by gender, age, presence of children at home, education, household income, 

neighbourhood, home ownership, housing type, and residential tenure in New Westminster. The 

results show that Values motivations were ranked first for every socioeconomic factor, and 

Understanding motivations were ranked second for all socioeconomic factors except for the West 

Side which ranked Debt or Obligation second and Understanding third. Females, 18 to 29-year-

olds, parents with children at home, the non-university educated, households with an annual 

income of $10,000 to $49,000, renters, people who live in multi-family buildings, and people 

with a residential tenure of 5-years or less scored volunteer motivations the highest.  

Gender, age and children at home. 

Values motivations were found to be the primary reason to volunteer, followed by 

Understanding, Debt or Obligation and Civic Responsibility motivations for both males and 

females (Appendix I, Table I28). Females scored all volunteer motivation categories higher than 

males except for the Socialization (MD = 0.08) and Social (MD = 0.23) motivations.  

The ranked order of motivations by gender was the same for all age groups. The data 

show that respondents between 18 and 29-years old scored volunteer motivations higher than the 

other age groups, with the motivations to volunteer declining with age (see Appendix I, Table 
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I29). The 18 – 29 age group scored all categories of motivation, except two, higher than the other 

age groups. Civic Responsibility motivations were scored the highest for the 30 to 44-year old 

group and the 45 to 59-year old group. Social motivations were scored higher with respondents 

over the age of 30, with the 45 to 59-year old group recording the highest score. The 18 to 29-

year old’s scored Career motivations the highest with those motivations declining with age. 

Minimal difference was found in how respondents with children at home and respondents 

with no children at home scored volunteer motivations (MD = 0.02) (see Appendix I, Table I30). 

The Values and Understanding motivations scores were higher for respondents with no children 

at home as compared to respondents with children at home (MD = 0.26). People with children at 

home place more value on motivations related to building their career than people with no 

children at home (MD = 0.55).  

Education and household income. 

The data show that Values and Understanding motivations were scored the highest by 

both non-university and university educated respondents, with non-university educated 

respondents scoring volunteer motivations slightly higher than university educated respondents 

(MD = 0.10) (see Appendix I, Table I31). Volunteer motivations were found to be ranked the 

highest by households making an annual income between $10,000 - $49,999, with motivations 

declining slightly as household incomes rise (see Appendix I, Table I32).  

Neighbourhood and residential tenure. 

A mean comparison of volunteer motivations by neighbourhood found that Brow of the 

Hill scored volunteer motivations the highest, followed closely by the East Side, Downtown / 

Queensborough and the West Side (see Appendix I, Table I33). The Central neighbourhoods 

ranked volunteer motivations the lowest. The data show that respondents who have lived in New 
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Westminster less than five-years scored volunteer motivations the highest, followed by a tenure 

of six to ten-years (see Appendix I, Table I34). While respondents who have lived in New 

Westminster for between 11 to 15-years scored the lowest.  

Housing type and home ownership. 

Volunteer motivations were ranked higher with respondents who live in multi-family 

buildings than single-family homes (MD = 0.19) (see Appendix I, Table I35). Residents of multi-

family buildings scored all volunteer motivations higher than residents of single-family homes 

except for Debt or Obligation and Socialization. Residents of single-family homes placed 

noticeably more value on Debt or Obligation motivations (MD = -0.44) than residents of multi-

family units. The data show that renters scored all volunteer motivations higher than owners 

(MD = -0.31). Most notably, renters placed more value on Project Organization motivations than 

owners (MD = -0.67) and Protective motivations (MD = -0.51). 

Volunteering for Environmental Stewardship Activities 

Respondents were provided with a list of reasons people volunteer for environmental 

stewardship activities and asked to rank them from unimportant (1) to very important (5). The 

highest ranked category was Helping the Environment with ‘helping preserve natural areas for 

future generations’ (first), ‘protect natural areas from disappearing’ (second), and ‘to see 

improvements to the environment’ (third) ranked highest (Table 5). My qualitative review found 

that many people held protective feelings towards the urban forest with comments like “no tree 

should be cut down,” “ensure the environment is properly protected,” and “cutting down large, 

old “Heritage trees" for only $500 should be a crime against society.” These protective feelings 

underlie the motivations to help the environment. One interviewee noted that: 
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From my experience, the people who really do get involved and passionate about it—they 

typically come from a place where they’re pretty well educated and . . . . [are] active in 

environmental issues, either in their community or through school or through broader 

activism. It seems to be that they come out if there’s a problem. And if there aren’t [sic] 

they seem to come out because they have attitudes about environmental stewardship that 

compel them to contribute to be involved. 

Table 5 

Survey Results for Question 12: Below is a list of reasons people may choose to volunteer for 

environmental stewardship programs. Please indicate how important each reason is to you. 

Answer Choices  Rank 
M  

(N = 127) 
SD 

Helping the Environment Motivations  4.28 0.94 
  I want to help preserve natural areas for future generations.  1 4.42 0.86 
  I want to protect natural areas from disappearing.  2 4.39 0.88 
  I want to see improvements to the environment.  3 4.34 0.93 
  I am concerned for the environment.  4 4.22 1.00 
  I want to do something for a cause that is important to me.  5 4.01 0.97 
Learning Motivations  3.50 1.22 
  I want to observe nature.  7 3.69 1.13 
  I want to learn about animals, plants and the environment.  8 3.51 1.25 
  I am fascinated with nature.  9 3.51 1.19 
  I want to learn pro-environmental behaviour.  13 3.28 1.25 
User Motivations  3.34 1.23 
  I want to improve the aesthetics of my community.  6 3.88 1.10 
  I want to enrich my future recreation experiences.  12 3.35 1.18 
  I want to work on an area I visit.  14 3.17 1.29 
  I want to do something physical.  15 3.17 1.19 
  I want to see a new part of my community.  16 3.12 1.20 
Reflection Motivations  3.30 1.26 
  I want to reflect on my impact on nature.  10 3.48 1.20 
  I want to reflect on humanity’s impact on nature.  11 3.36 1.25 
  I want to have a sensory experience.  17 3.06 1.30 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation   3.64 1.23 

Note. Means are based on a scale from 1 (unimportant) to 5 (very important). 

The motivation category—Learning about the Environment—was ranked second. 

Learning was frequently mentioned in the open-ended questions as a reason to volunteer as 

people want “to be more environmentally educated,” “to learn more about how the environment, 
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and [how] our daily lives affect each other,” and to “know about its history and the importance of 

moving forward in a responsible manner”. Motivations related to User and Reflection categories 

were considered moderately important by respondents. 

Volunteers may be motivated to help the environment for altruistic reasons, however, 

underlying the desire to help the environment are the personal benefits they receive. This was 

demonstrated by the selection of ‘improve air quality’, ‘provide peacefulness, solitude and a 

sense of well-being’, and ‘enhance aesthetic beauty and provide a welcoming feeling’ as the top 

three urban forest benefits in my survey. Each of these benefits provide direct personal benefits 

to residents. As one interviewee commented: “it was never about the science behind the issue 

because most people don't think that way. They think about themselves.” 

Teaching was not a specific motivation provided in the survey but was frequently 

mentioned in the open-ended questions with words like ‘learn/learning’ (13 times), 

‘teach/teaching’ (6 times) and ‘educate/educating’ (2 times). Respondents noted that through 

participation in environmental stewardship activities they could teach children “about the 

importance of the environment, and volunteering.”, “create habits for my own son and future 

generations that will continue to preserve and protect that nature,” and “convey the importance 

of environmental stewardship to my child.” Another respondent indicated that they had an 

environmental background and felt that they had “useful knowledge and experience to contribute 

to local environmental stewardship initiatives,” while others mentioned that they wanted to be a 

role model for their children and others. Teaching could be as strong a secondary motivation for 

volunteers as learning is. 
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Socioeconomic comparison of environmental stewardship volunteer motivations. 

To understand if socioeconomic factors affect respondents’ motivations for volunteering 

for environmental stewardship programs, the data were ranked by gender, age, presence of 

children at home, education, household income, neighbourhood, home ownership, housing type, 

and residential tenure in New Westminster. The results show that Helping the Environment was 

the number one reason people volunteer on environmental stewardship projects, with Learning, 

Reflection and User motivations being secondary. Females, people 18 to 29-years old, non-

university educated, households making an annual income of $50,000 or less, those who live in 

Brow of the Hill, residents of multi-family buildings, renters, and those with a tenure of five 

years or less are more likely to volunteer on environmental stewardship programs. Having 

children at home or not did not have a noticeable influence on people’s motivations. 

Gender, age and children at home. 

The data show that females scored environmental stewardship volunteer motivations 

higher than males (MD = 0.21) (see Appendix I, Table I46). Females scored Helping the 

Environment motivations first, followed by Learning motivations by a noticeable margin (MD = 

0.80). Males too scored Helping the Environment first followed by Learning motivations (MD = 

0.77). Females scored all categories higher than males: Helping the Environment (MD = 0.28), 

Learning (MD = 0.25), User (MD = 0.13) and Reflection (MD = 0.15). Helping the Environment 

is the core reason both females and males volunteer on environmental stewardship programs.  

The data demonstrate that 18 to 29-year-olds scored environmental stewardship volunteer 

motivations higher than the other age groups (MD = 0.35) with motivations towards declining 

with age (see Appendix I, Table I47). All age groups scored Helping the Environment first and 

Learning motivations second. 
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The data show no notable difference in how respondents with children at home and 

respondents with no children at home scored environmental stewardship volunteer motivations 

(MD = 0.04) (see Appendix I, Table I48). Respondents with no children at home scored Helping 

the Environment first, Learning second, Reflection third and User fourth. Respondents with 

children at home scored Helping the Environment first, User second, Learning third and 

Reflection fourth. Respondents with children at home put a greater emphasis on values 

associated with User motivations, the motivations to volunteer on projects in their local 

neighbourhood. 

Education and household income. 

The data show that the non-university educated respondents scored environmental 

stewardship volunteer motivations higher than university educated respondents (MD = 0.33) 

with both groups ranking Helping the Environment first and Learning motivations second (see 

Appendix I, Table I49). The non-university educated scored Reflection motivations third while 

university educated placed them fourth behind User motivations. 

Motivations to volunteer for environmental stewardship programs were found to be 

highest in households earning less than $50,000 annually and the lowest in households earning 

over $150,000 annually (see Appendix I, Table I50). Helping the Environment motivations were 

ranked first by all income categories with households making between $50,000 and $99,999 

annually recording the highest score. Learning motivations were ranked second by all categories 

except the $150,000 and over annual household income categories who ranked User motivations 

second. Households making less than $50,000 annually recorded the highest score for ‘Learning’ 

motivations, ‘Reflection’ motivations and ‘User’ motivations 
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Neighbourhood and residential tenure. 

Brow of the Hill held the strongest volunteer motivations of all neighbourhoods followed 

by Downtown / Queensborough. Both neighbourhoods have a tree and greenspace deficit and a 

high number of renters in multi-family buildings (see Appendix I, Table I51). The Central 

neighbourhoods scored volunteer motivations for environmental stewardship programs the 

lowest. 

Respondents who have lived in New Westminster for less than five-years scored 

volunteer motivations for environmental stewardship activities the highest, while respondents 

who have lived in New Westminster for between 11 to 15-years scored the lowest (see Appendix 

I, Table I52). All tenure groups ranked Helping the Environment first followed by Learning 

motivations. Interestingly, longer term residents (over 15-years) recorded the highest scores for 

Learning and Reflection motivations, while medium term residents (between 6 and 10 years) had 

the highest score for Helping the Environment, and new residents (less than 5-years) had the 

highest score for User motivations.  

Housing type and ownership. 

The data show that respondents who live in multi-family buildings held the highest 

environmental stewardship volunteer motivations while residents of single-family homes held 

the lowest (MD = 0.33) with both groups ranking Helping the Environment first and Learning 

second (see Appendix I, Table I53). There was a notable difference between multi-family 

residents’ scores for ‘sensory experience’ (MD = 0.78), ‘to observe nature’ (MD = 0.62) and ‘I 

am fascinated with nature’ (MD = 0.44) than single-family home residents.  

The data show that renters held higher environmental stewardship volunteer motivations 

than respondents who own their own homes (MD = -0.33) (see Appendix I, Table I54). A 
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notable different was found for User motivations (MD = -0.44) and Reflection (MD = -0.59), 

with renters recording a higher mean score in both cases.  

Volunteer Needs and Barriers 

Though respondents frequently indicated that they would be interested in volunteering, 

many do not because of conflicting values, logistical or personal challenges. To investigate the 

specific challenges present in New Westminster, respondents were provided with a list of 

volunteer needs and barriers to participating, and were asked to mark Yes (3), Maybe (2), No (1) 

or Not Applicable to indicate that if they would volunteer if those needs were met or barriers 

removed (Table 6). 

Table 6 

Survey Results for Question 11: I would be encouraged to volunteer if…. 

Answer Choices Rank 
M 

(N = 127) 
SD 

I found an organization, where I really believed in their philosophy and mission. 1 2.58 0.89 
the volunteer opportunity had convenient hours. 2 2.49 0.94 
the event was fun. 3 2.40 0.98 
I wasn’t so busy with family, work and other obligations. 4 2.35 1.01 
I knew the volunteer environment to be pleasant and safe. 5 2.27 1.05 
I knew I had the skills needed to do a good job. 6 2.21 1.06 
I was actually asked to volunteer. 7 2.17 0.99 
I had more information about volunteer opportunities. 8 2.17 1.05 
the volunteer agency would train me to do the work. 9 2.13 1.02 
the volunteer opportunity was offered or needed by an organization or group I 
belong to. 

10 2.10 1.09 

I knew someone else who also worked or volunteered for the volunteer 
organization. 

11 2.06 1.04 

I was recognized and appreciated for my work as a volunteer. 12 1.89 1.19 
I felt confident about myself. 13 1.38 1.26 
childcare was available. 14 1.38 1.31 
I received some form of reimbursement (i.e., meals or fuel allowance). 15 1.31 0.93 
I had better transportation to get to a volunteer opportunity. 16 1.13 1.18 
I was in better health. 17 0.68 0.92 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1.92 1.18 

Note. Means are based on a 1 (no), 2 (maybe), 3 (yes) scale. 

The number one factor that would facilitate volunteerism is if the organization’s values 

aligned with the volunteers. This result corresponds to top volunteer motivations mentioned in 



URBAN FOREST VALUES AND WILLINGNESS TO VOLUNTEER 92 

previous sections. Respondents noted that they would not volunteer on environmental 

stewardship projects if they “don’t agree with the project”, “if it is only for aesthetics and not the 

actual health of a space”, and, for one respondent, they would “only participate in environmental 

stewardship programs that are informed and guided by sound science.” The urban forest was 

described in one communication as a ‘vanilla topic’ that does not excite the people even if it is 

highly valued. Respondents noted that: “I would consider volunteering for environmental 

stewardship but historically all of my volunteering has been around social issues. I am interested 

in environmental volunteering, but I am too busy now to seek it out.” While others indicated that 

they would not volunteer because they “believe there are many people in the area in immediate 

need and that those needs need to be addressed as a higher priority,” and that “of all the "issues" 

out there, it's not one that drives me.” Personal values are a strong motivator to participate but 

can equally be a strong deterrent when they don’t align with the project.  

The second highest need was for events to be conveniently timed. The need for a flexible 

schedule received repeat mention in the survey, and that inflexibility on the part of the organizers 

would prohibit people from volunteering. Respondents indicated that they would not volunteer 

for environmental stewardship activities “if I don’t like how they are organized” and “if the 

program is not well organized, if the task to be done are not clear, if there are not [sic] flexibility 

with schedule.” Another respondent noted that “most opportunities are on Sats [sic] when I work. 

The evening ones are hit and miss with my family schedule.” The need for flexible timing and 

schedules is driven by people’s busy lives. Being too busy to volunteer was ranked fourth as a 

volunteer barrier. Respondents indicated in the open-ended questions that they are extremely 

busy with personal and professional obligations using terms like “family commitments”, “lack of 

time”, “already maxed out”, “time is the issue”, and “we have a young child and work and extra 
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time is hard to find.” Statistics Canada (2015) also found that the top reason people do not 

volunteer is a lack of time (66%), followed by the inability to make a long-term commitment 

(62%), and that people prefer to give money (54%) than time (p. 24).  

Another top need of volunteers is to have fun (third). Volunteers are providing some of 

their very valuable time for a cause that is important to them (or their families and friends) and 

they want to have an enjoyable, social and rewarding experience. Volunteers don’t want the jobs 

to be too hard and onerous to participate in. A theme that emerged around volunteer management 

was to ‘keep things simple’ for the volunteers by providing all the resources needed for the 

event, clear communication about the task and expectations of volunteers, and choosing project 

locations that are easily accessible. Volunteers just want to show up and have an enjoyable time 

working without other factors complicating their involvement. 

Respondents also indicated that they want to be ‘asked to volunteer’ (seventh) and want 

‘more information about volunteer opportunities’ (eighth). Statistics Canada (2015) had similarly 

found that people do not volunteer because they have not been asked to (49%) and do not know 

how to get involved (24%) (p. 24). Survey respondents repeatedly note that they don’t know of 

any events in their area or don’t know how to find out about them. Associated with this is the 

desire is to volunteer with an organization they are already involved with (ranked tenth) which 

may be because less effort is required to learn about volunteer activities and how to perform 

them if they work with a group they already know, such as a group from work, school, their 

children’s activities, and their sports teams. Busy lives are driving these needs for volunteer 

activities to be easy to sign up for.  

Respondents also indicated that they don’t always know if they have the skills to 

complete volunteer work (sixth), and they also expressed an interest in being trained for the roll 
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(ninth). Some people are intimidated by physical work, or outdoor work that they think might be 

too difficult for them. This lack of confidence could prevent people from pursuing volunteer 

work or avoiding projects that don’t clearly outline the rolls and expectations required. 

Socioeconomic comparison of volunteer needs and barriers. 

To understand if socioeconomic factors affect respondents’ volunteer needs and barriers, 

the data were ranked by gender, age, presence of children at home, education, household income, 

neighbourhood, home ownership, housing type, and residential tenure in New Westminster. The 

groups with the most needs and barriers were females, younger people, people with children at 

home, university educated, lower household income, live in multi-family housing, rent, and have 

shorter residential tenure. Requiring reimbursement for expenses, requiring transportation and 

childcare were needs that were consistently found to be the lowest ranked across the 

socioeconomic factors. 

Gender, age, and children at home.  

Females were found to have slightly more needs or barriers to volunteering than males 

(MD = 0.19) (see Appendix I, Table I36). Both genders have the same top five needs and barriers 

in different orders. Females are looking for volunteer activities with convenient hours (first), 

where they believe in the philosophy of the work (second), are fun (third), and are pleasant and 

safe (fourth). Males are looking for volunteer activities where they believe in the philosophy of 

the work (first), are fun (third), have convenient hours (fourth) and are pleasant and safe (fifth). 

Both females (fifth) and males (second) indicated that a lack of time was a barrier to 

volunteering. 

The needs and barriers of potential volunteers varied by age, except for the first ranked 

need which was to believe in the philosophy of the work (see Appendix I, Table I37). The needs 
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and barriers were the greatest for the 18 to 29-year-olds and declined with age, with the 60 and 

over group having the lowest. Respondents under the age of 59 want events to have convenient 

hours and be fun, need more support in finding volunteer opportunities and the time to volunteer. 

Potential volunteers who are 60 years old and over are still interested in fun events with 

convenient hours but are also concerned about not having the right skills to complete the work. 

Respondents with children at home had slightly more and varied needs and barriers than 

respondents without children at home (MD = 0.19) (see Appendix I, Table I38). Respondents 

with children at home felt they were too busy to volunteer (first), need a volunteer event to have 

convenient hours (second), to believe in the philosophy of the work (third), to have fun (fourth) 

and for the event to be pleasant and safe (fifth). Respondents with no children at home need to 

believe in the philosophy of the work (first), the event to be fun (second), the volunteer event has 

convenient hours (third), they had the skills to do the job (fourth), and the event was pleasant and 

safe (fifth). Lack of time was not an issue with respondents who did not have children at home 

(11th) 

Education and household income. 

Non-university and university educated respondents had a similar level of needs and 

barriers (MD = 0.09) (see Appendix I, Table I39). Both groups require the event to be one where 

they believe in the philosophy, where the event is fun, has convenient hours, is pleasant and safe. 

The non-university educated respondents had less need to volunteer with an organization or 

group they belong to than university educated respondents (MD = -0.41), and less need to 

volunteer with someone they know (MD = -0.31) than university educated respondents. 

A mean comparison found that respondents with household income below $50,000 had 

more volunteer needs and barriers than other income groups (see Appendix I, Table I40). 
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Predominately the top needs and barriers were for convenient hours, needing to believe in the 

philosophy and mission and to have fun. Potential volunteers with household incomes below 

$50,000 had a greater need to be asked to volunteer, were concerned about not having the right 

skills and wanted training; however, they were not as busy with other commitments. Households 

making over $50,000 felt they were busier, with households making $150,000 and over having 

more interest in working for a group they already belong to or someone I knew belonged to it. 

Neighbourhood and residential tenure. 

Neighbourhoods experiencing the greatest volunteer needs and barriers were found to be 

Brow of the Hill, the East Side and Downtown / Queensborough (see Appendix I, Table I41). A 

mean comparison found that respondents living in New Westminster for ten-years or less had 

higher volunteer needs and barriers than longer term residents (see Appendix I, Table I42). 

Residents who have lived in New Westminster for over 15 years were not as busy with other 

obligations as newer residents (12th), though they were still very interested in the volunteer work 

having convenient hours (third). 

Housing type and ownership. 

Residents of multi-family buildings were found to have slightly more volunteer needs and 

barriers than those living in single-family homes (MD = 0.14) (see Appendix I, Table I43). 

Residents of multi-family buildings have the same top five needs and barriers as the whole 

sample population (Table 6). Whereas, residents of single-family homes were much less 

concerned about the event being pleasant and safe (MD = 0.64) and more interested in working 

with an organization they already belong to (MD = -0.28) than residents of multi-family 

buildings.  
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A mean comparison found that owners have fewer volunteer needs and barriers than 

renters (MD = -0.20) (see Appendix I, Table I44). ‘Believing in the philosophy and mission’ and 

‘the volunteer opportunity having convenient hours’ were the top two needs for both groups. 

Both renters and owners had the same mean score for ‘being busy’ (M = 2.35) but this need was 

scored third for owners and seventh for renters. Owners are less concerned about the event being 

fun than renters (MD = -0.24) and have less need to be asked to volunteer than renters (MD = -

0.44). 

Discussion 

Urban Forest Values 

My study found that environmental, social and cultural benefits were valued most, 

followed by health and safety benefits, and to a lesser degree, economic benefits. Overall, based 

on survey responses, there is a positive attitude towards the urban forest, which is supported by 

Ordóñez et al. (2016) who found the urban forest to be important to most people (p. 52). The 

most important urban forest benefits were found to be ‘improved air quality’, ‘improved 

community aesthetics’, and ‘the peacefulness and solitude urban forests provide’; benefits which 

have also been consistently identified as those most valued in other research studies on urban 

forests (Diduck, 2012, p. 79; Ordóñez et al., 2017). Residents most valued benefits that gave 

them a direct personal benefit like clean air, a beautiful livable community they can enjoy, and 

finding peace in the naturalness of nature. The strongest values people hold are not for the 

general environment or community benefits, but personal ones (Olive et al., 2013, p. 319).   

My research found that respondents had the strongest attachment to trees that they 

encounter during their daily lives—those found in their yards, on their walk to work, or in their 

neighbourhood park. Tyrväinen et al., (2007) too found that many people have a strong 
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attachment to trees within a kilometer of their homse (p. 11). People value what they know and 

understand. Schroeder et al. (2006) found that street trees immediately outside a home are valued 

the most by residents (p. 239), while Dwyer (1991) found that close relationship between the 

urban forest and people may come through regular contact (p. 277). My research also found that 

people value what is rare or diminishing. The loss of old or familiar trees generated many 

expressions of dismay and loss among respondents; as well as a protectiveness towards trees that 

are under threat of removal. Studies have found that habitat loss generated strong emotions in 

study participants (Baur et al., 2020, p. 193), while, Kline (2006) found that values for open 

spaces increased with scarcity (p. 653). 

Environmental benefits. 

Environmental benefits were ranked first or second across all socioeconomic factors, with 

‘improving air quality’ consistently ranked first, which aligns with current research into urban 

forest values (Jones et al., 2012, p. 660; Zhang et al., 2007, p. 807). Though categorized as an 

environmental benefit, improved air quality has direct health benefits and improves the livability 

of a community, possibly influencing the value people place on it. ‘Maintaining biodiversity and 

ecological processes’ was a benefit also highly valued by respondents (ranked fourth), which 

aligns with other studies that found biodiversity to receive frequent mention (Diduck, 2012, p. 

80; Peckham et al., 2013, p. 158). This benefit was followed by that of ‘providing wildlife 

habitat and improving connectivity’ (ranked fifth). These five highest valued benefits speak to a 

general understanding that a healthy functioning urban forest is important and contributes a 

broad suite of benefits to a community. 

Naturalness was a theme that emerged, and in other research (Diduck, 2012, p. 80; 

Peckham, 2010, p. 73; Sinclair et al., 2014, p. 925). Naturalness contributes benefits to the 
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community by providing wildlife habitat and creating spaces to recreate and connect with nature. 

Naturalness and biodiversity provide a balance between humans and nature and create harmony 

in a community (Sinclair et al., 2014, p. 925). The integration of the natural—species variety, 

colour, shape and size—with the built provides contrast between different forms as well as a 

temporal balance with trees from another age that have quietly witnessed history. Respondents 

expressed enjoyment for the naturalness they experienced and described a desire for more natural 

areas to explore in their community, for planting more native flora and pollinator gardens, and 

for less manicured plantings. Peckham (2010) too found that the public experienced pleasure 

from viewing nature (p. 74). 

Shade was identified as a valuable benefit in the open-ended comments and secondary 

sources, and research has also found that providing shade has consistently been of high value to 

residents (Diduck, 2012, p. 79; Lohr et al., 2004, p. 30; Sinclair et al., 2014, p. 925). Shade was 

not specifically mentioned in the survey questions, though respondents were asked about the 

benefits of temperature reduction, which they ranked 15th out of 32 statements. The direct 

personal benefits of shade—providing places to cool down and relax—appear more valuable to 

residents than the general temperature reduction a community experiences from the urban forest. 

Social and cultural benefits. 

Social and cultural benefits have consistently been found to be of high value to residents, 

in particular aesthetics and beauty (Diduck, 2012, p. 80; Jones et al., 2012, p. 660; Zhang et al., 

2007, p. 807). My study further supports that research as I found that respondents valued two 

social and cultural benefits in the top five: ‘enhance aesthetic beauty and provide a welcoming 

feeling’ (tied for second); and ‘providing nature and sensory experiences’ (fifth).  
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My respondents ranked ‘aesthetic beauty’ as the second most valuable benefit provided 

by the urban forest. Aesthetics and beauty are consistently found to be important values that 

people hold for the urban forest (Ordóñez et al., 2017, p. 80; Schroeder et al., 2006, p. 240). 

Viewing beauty, variety and variation in form was found to be pleasurable for my respondents, 

as in other research (Peckham, 2010, p. 73). Schroeder et al. (2006) too found that homeowners 

valued trees for being “pleasing to the eye” and improving the “look of garden/yard and home” 

(p. 240). Appearances too have been found to be a motivating factor for homeowners to plant 

trees (Olive et al., 2013).  

Connected to aesthetics is the feeling that trees are a core part of a community. Urban 

trees provide a suite of benefits, that in combination help in the creation of a healthy, livable 

community. By creating beautiful and shady places to interact, shop and enjoy recreational 

activities, residents’ trees are increasing the livability of a community and improving social 

equity. Trees encourage people to spend time outside their homes, in their neighbourhoods 

enjoying the benefits the urban forest provides, which then builds community connections 

(Holtan et al., 2014, p. 5). 

Respondents were frequently active in the urban forest, and on average engage in four 

different types of activities there. Walking, running and hiking were the most common activities 

(92% response rate), followed by playing in playgrounds (49% response rate), nature exploration 

(43% response rate) and gardening (40% response rate). Respondents expressed admiration and 

wonder for the variety, form, and age of the urban forest that they observe, as well as the 

enjoyment, peace, relaxation and magic they feel from being active within in the urban forest. 

Peckham (2010) too found that diversity and variety were important features of the urban forest, 



URBAN FOREST VALUES AND WILLINGNESS TO VOLUNTEER 101 

as well as having a variety of experiences (p. 74). These nature and sensory experiences provide 

residents with contrast to a busy lifestyle and a built environment—a strong theme that emerged.  

Another theme that emerged was that respondents valued the opportunities the urban 

forest provided to their children, as it gave them natural places to explore and learn about nature. 

In Louv’s (2008) seminal book, Last Child in the Woods, he wrote that “a child finds freedom, 

fantasy and privacy” in nature (p. 7). Evidence of this freedom and creativity was found in 

residents’ nostalgic social media posts about their old neighbourhoods, which were littered with 

references to trees and descriptions of risky play and adventure. These cherished childhood 

memories demonstrate the long-term effects nature play has on children. Lohr and Pearson-Mims 

(2005) found a strong relationship between childhood experiences like gardening, living near 

woods, environmental education, and interacting with plants, with the personal values people 

held for trees when adults (p. 474). Peckham (2010) also found that childhood nature experiences 

have the potential to “shape future attitudes and stewardship” (p. 76). Some of the parents in my 

study intuitively understood this and expended time and energy to provide their children with the 

opportunity to engage with nature and teach them about the natural world. 

Health and safety benefits. 

The psychological health benefits of the urban forest were valued highly by respondents, 

most notably the contrast urban forests provide to busy lifestyles and a built environment. 

Respondents ranked providing peacefulness, solitude, and a sense of well-being second, and 

providing an escape from the daily routine seventh. A notable departure from this is for 

households making over $150,000 annually, as they placed significantly less value on 

psychological benefits than households with annual household incomes below $150,000. My 

findings are consistent with research that found people ranked the ‘calming effects of trees’ as 
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their second highest benefit (Lohr et al., 2004, p. 32). The frequent mention of beauty, 

naturalness, variety, and magnitude of the urban forest shows respondents have strong feelings 

about the contrast that the urban forest provides to a built environment. My research found 

frequent expressions of enjoyment, peace, calm and solace in observing or recreating in the 

urban forest, particularly because of the variety and natural form it provides. Similar results were 

found by Diduck (2012) in a Winnipeg study (p. 124). The aesthetic benefits and desire to 

increase naturalness in the city can also be linked to the psychological health of residents 

(Peckham, 2010, p. 73). One study found a connection between recreational walking and 

improved mental health (Sugiyama et al., 2008, p. 6). Diduck (2013) too found that the 

naturalness of urban trees improved “personal well-being” and “quality of life” (p. 90). 

The physical health benefits were in the top ten, with ‘opportunities for stress relief’ and 

‘relaxation’ ranked seventh and eighth respectively; while physical fitness was ranked much 

lower at 16th. My research participants were frequent participants in the urban forest. An 

Australian study found a relationship between neighbourhood greenness and better health 

attributed to walking (Sugiyama et al., 2008, p. 4). Another study found a 9% variance in the 

perception of health and tree density, and a positive relationship between the presence of street 

trees and a reduction in heart complications (Kardan et al., 2015, pp. 4-5) 

Economic benefits. 

Economic benefits were found to be less important to respondents, with the highest 

ranked economic benefit, ‘reducing energy costs’, ranked as 18th. The four lowest ranked 

benefits were all from the economic category: ‘increasing property values’ (29th), ‘provide 

employment opportunities’ (30th), ‘increase economic growth’ (31st), and ‘reducing policing 

expenditures’ (32nd). The quantifiable economic benefits an urban forest provides are overall less 
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important to residents and were rarely mentioned in my research. Lohr et al. (2004) also found 

that economic benefits elicited little mention from participants (p. 160); while Peckham (2010) 

found that people were simply not well informed about them (p. 90). 

Effects of socioeconomic factors on urban forest values. 

My research found that females, households making less than $150,000 per year, renters, 

residents of multi-family buildings, and respondents with a residential tenure of between six and 

ten-years valued the urban forest the most. Females have been found to value urban forest 

benefits higher than males (Lohr et al., 2004, p. 31; Ordóñez et al., 2016, p. 52). To a lesser 

degree, non-university educated respondents and those with children at home also placed a high 

value on the urban forest. Age saw less variation with 45 to 59-year old’s scoring urban forest 

values the lowest, though other research has found values for environmental benefits to increase 

with age (Tyrväinen et al., 2007, p. 9). My research found that renters and residents of multi-

family buildings scored urban forest benefits higher than owners and residents of single-family 

homes which is consistent with other research (Baur et al., 2016, p. 46). Residents of Brow of the 

Hill, the East Side and Downtown / Queensborough placed the most value on the urban forest. 

Brow of the Hill as has low canopy cover (16%), a greenspace deficit, and is home to many 

residents who rent and live in multi-family buildings. Downtown / Queensborough are areas with 

a lot of new development, particularly multi-family buildings, and low canopy cover (10% - 

11%), as are areas of the East Side (11%). Overall, socioeconomic factors did not greatly affect 

value for the urban forest, similar to other research that has found that socioeconomic factors 

only marginally affected the value people hold for trees and the support they have for 

environmental policies (Jones et al., 2012, p. 664; Lohr et al., 2004, p. 33). Olive (2013) found 
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that “individual attitudes are driven by a set of factors more complicated than gender, wealth or 

education” (Olive et al., 2013, p. 319; Olivero-Lora et al., 2020). 

Negative Urban Forest Impacts 

Despite the wide range of benefits urban forests provide, they can be perceived as 

annoying or inconvenient to some because of the negative impacts they can cause, particularly 

when the urban forest is not properly designed or cared for. My research found the highest 

ranked negative urban forest impacts to be related to personal safety with the top three being 

‘blocking signage on roads’ (first), ‘safety hazards from falling trees and branches’ (second), and 

‘reduced lines of sight’ (third). These impacts were not found to be the highest ranked choices in 

other research where ‘allergies’ (Lohr et al., 2004, p. 30), and ‘nuisance or dangerous wildlife’ 

were found to be the most concerning impacts (Campbell-Arvai, 2019, p. 418).  My respondents 

ranked ‘allergies’ 13th, and ‘undesirable wildlife and insects’ 10th. I postulate that there will be 

regional differences in how negative impacts are perceived based on type of vegetation growing 

in an area and the management approach of the community.  

Owners of single-family homes feel the negative impacts of the urban forest more than 

residents of multi-family units. In particular, residents of single-family homes are more 

concerned about ‘damage to infrastructure’, ‘unwanted debris and clean-up costs’, overgrown 

roots, than residents of multi-family homes. A study found that street tree debris and fallen 

leaves to be the most annoying attribute of the urban forest (Schroeder et al., 2006, p. 240). My 

qualitative research identified an additional negative impact on homeowners related to the tree 

removal restrictions placed on developers and homeowners by tree protection bylaws. Frustration 

with the tree bylaw elicited strong responses with residents, and one study found the impacts on 

development and property rights to be moderately important (Campbell-Arvai, 2019, p. 417). My 
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survey did not include this negative impact, but another study found support for tree ordinances 

on private property is low, with a majority feeling that they are not at all important (39%) (Zhang 

et al., 2007, p. 804). However, Jones et al. (2013) found residential homeowners to support 

stronger tree protection rules, and that they have a desire for local government to do more to 

protect trees (p. 659). 

Some variation between socioeconomic factors was found with males, people with 

children at home, households with annual incomes over $150,000, longer residential tenure (over 

15-years), and residents of single-family homes, scoring negative impacts the highest. Education 

and home ownership did not have a noticeable effect on the concern people have for the urban 

forest. Overall, I found that respondents expressed a willingness to contend with the negative 

impacts as they are outweighed by the benefits urban forests provide. These findings are 

supported by Jones, et al. (2013) who found that the majority (80%) of homeowners don’t 

consider trees to be problematic for a community (p. 660). Schroeder et al. (2006) also found that 

tree annoyances did not greatly influence people’s values towards the urban forest (p. 242), while 

Lohr et al. (2004) found that negative tree impacts did not deter people from planting trees (p. 

30). 

Volunteer Motivations 

Understanding the motivations that drive people to contribute time to volunteer activities 

is an important component of volunteer recruitment efforts. My research found that Values were 

the primary reason people engage in any volunteer activity. The Values category represents 

humanitarianism and acting on important personal values (Clary et al., 1998, p. 1). These 

principles align with the top reasons people volunteer for environmental stewardship programs—

Helping the Environment. This is supported by research that found ‘environmental protection 



URBAN FOREST VALUES AND WILLINGNESS TO VOLUNTEER 106 

and enhancement’ (Asah & Blahna, 2013, p. 871), ‘helping the environment’ (Bruyere & Rappe, 

2007, p. 509; Jacobson et al., 2012, p. 58; Ryan et al., 2001, p. 637) and ‘values’ (Johnson et al., 

2018, p. 65) to be top motivators for volunteering in environmental stewardship programs. Other 

research found that ‘the provision of environmental benefits’ to be the top reason for 

participating in a tree planting events (Moskell et al., 2010, p. 10). Personal values and protective 

feelings about the environment were found to be the primary driver of volunteer participation in 

environmental stewardship programs.  

The Understanding motivation, which represents a volunteer’s interest in learning and 

using their skills (Clary et al., 1998, p. 1), was found to be the second most important reason to 

volunteer. These principles align with the second reason people volunteer on environmental 

stewardship programs—Learning motivation. Learning about the environment is commonly 

found to be a key motivational factor after values for environmental volunteers (Bruyere & 

Rappe, 2007, p. 509; Jacobson et al., 2012, p. 58; Johnson et al., 2018, p. 65; Ryan et al, 2001, p. 

637). Though one study found that learning was the top reason for people to volunteer on 

environmental stewardship programs though ‘personal values’, which is normally ranked first, 

was not a factor participants could rate in this study (Guiney & Oberhauser, 2009, p. 189). 

Teaching others about the environment emerged as a motivation for volunteering on 

environmental stewardship programs, specifically around teaching children about nature and 

being a role model. Research seems to be limited on this topic, though one study found that 

educating others about conservation, nature and a stewardship ethic were very important 

motivations for environmental volunteers (Guiney & Oberhauser, 2009, p. 189). Teaching 

children is something my respondents are already doing, and volunteering provides them with an 
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additional method to continue that education. The value for teaching motivations on 

environmental stewardship projects appears to be strong and warrants more research. 

To a lesser degree people are motivated by a feeling of debt or obligation, to give back 

for kindness or services that have been bestowed on them in the past, and a sense of civic 

responsibility to contribute to their community (Hochstetler, 2013, pp. 42, 44). Researchers have 

found that people volunteer for environmental stewardship programs to provide community 

service, to contribute back to the community in which they live (Asah & Blahna, 2013, p. 10; 

Bruyere & Rappe, 2007, p. 509; Jacobson et al., 2012, p. 58; Johnson et al., 2018, p. 65) or to 

give back to the environment (Guiney & Oberhauser, 2009, p. 189). These motivations are 

sometimes known as User motivations and my respondents found them to be third after Values 

and Learning. 

Project Organization was found to be a motivational factor in my research. Respondents 

expressed a desire to work with a good leader on well-organized projects with a clear mandate, 

where they are valued for their contributions, and receive recognition for their efforts. They also 

expressed a need for the project site to be properly cared for once the work is complete. Other 

research has also found Project Organization motivations to be a moderately motivating factor 

(Bruyere & Rappe, 2007, p. 509; Jacobson et al., 2012, p. 57; Ryan et al., 2001, p. 637). Ryan et 

al. (2001) found that there was a strong connection between volunteer commitment volunteering 

with a well-run organization (p. 639). Good project organization may not be a major motivator 

for first time volunteers; however, a well-executed event may motivate volunteers to return. 

The motivations for Socialization—meet new people and have fun—and to be Social—

spend time with friends—were ranked sixth and eighth respectively. One study found that ‘to 

have fun’ was an important motivation (Guiney & Oberhauser, 2009, p. 189), with others finding 
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Social motivations to be considered moderately important (Asah & Blahna, 2013; Jacobson et 

al., 2012, p. 58; Ryan et al., 2001). However, these studies were surveying known volunteers, 

whereas my survey was targeting the general public for their views, and less than half (46%) of 

my respondents currently volunteer. People who actively volunteer may place more value on 

Social motivations when they think about the people they volunteer with and their experiences 

when answering the survey. The social aspect of volunteering may not be a primary driver for 

people; however, the absence of these factors may deter people from volunteering or returning 

for subsequent events. 

My research found that females, people between the age of 18 and 29, non-university 

educated, people with a household income below $50,000, residents of multi-family buildings, 

renters, and people who have lived in the city for less than five-years scored volunteer 

motivations the highest. Having children at home did not appear to affect volunteer motivations, 

though there is a strong desire to include children in environmental stewardship activities in 

order to teach them about the environment and giving back to their community. Residents who 

have lived in New Westminster for less than five-years put the most weight on motivations that 

have them socializing with new people and making new connections in order to help them build 

their network and not feel lonely. The data show that respondents between 18 and 29-years-old 

scored volunteer motivations higher the other age groups, with the motivations to volunteer 

declining with age (see Appendix I, Table I29). Statistics Canada (2015) found that people 

between the ages of 15 and 19 volunteer the most (66%), followed by people between the ages of 

35 and 44 (48%), with seniors volunteering the least (between 27% and 38%) but providing the 

most hours per volunteer (pp. 6, 22).  
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Willingness to Volunteer 

My research found that almost half (46%) of the respondents were active volunteers, with 

a nearly equal number (47%) having had previous volunteer experience, which is consistent with 

Statistics Canada’s (2015) findings that between 41% and 48% of people between the ages of 20 

and 64 volunteer (p. 22). Females, people aged 45-years old and older, those without children at 

home, those with university degrees, people living in single-family homes, those who have 

owned their own homes, and those living in New Westminster for 11-years or longer were found 

to have the most experience volunteering.  

Based on my survey respondents, there exists a general willingness to volunteer on 

environmental stewardship programs when those programs align with people’s personal values 

and the projects are easy to participate in. Urban forest management appears to be widely 

supported among the sample population, however, with limited time and many competing 

volunteer activities that may be of more urgent nature or that directly affect an individual, fewer 

people are willing to volunteer specifically for environmental stewardship activities. There is 

also a general feeling that management of the urban forest is the responsibility of local or 

regional governments and not community residents (Zhang et al., 2007, p. 810). The long-time 

scale for tree growth, and the idea that the City will take care of the trees, likely impacts a 

person’s decision to pursue this type of volunteer work.  

My research found that a third (33%) of respondents have volunteered in some capacity 

for over ten-years. Females, renters, newer residents, and residents of multi-family buildings are 

more motivated to volunteer than other groups. Ryan et al. (2001) found that social interaction 

and project organization were positive predictors of volunteer commitment (p. 638), and a 



URBAN FOREST VALUES AND WILLINGNESS TO VOLUNTEER 110 

subsequent study also found that social interactions were a strong predictor of volunteer 

commitment (Asah & Blahna, 2013, p. 871). 

Volunteer Needs and Barriers 

Despite this willingness, residents are encountering a number of barriers or unmet needs 

that are preventing them from volunteering. In addition to the need to have volunteer activities 

align with personal values, residents are looking to have ‘more information about volunteer 

opportunities’, to be ‘asked to volunteer’, and for volunteer events to ‘have convenient hours’, be 

‘fun’, ‘pleasant and safe’. Project Organization and Socialization motivations were secondary 

motivations, but it’s evident that they are something residents are expecting or desiring from 

volunteer events. Volunteers want to know that their contributions are valued and would like 

recognition for their efforts, which is consistent with other research (Bruyere & Rappe, 2007, p. 

514). 

A lack of information about volunteer events and not knowing where to find it is also a 

problem for potential volunteers. Statistics Canada (2015) found that 47% of volunteers started 

to volunteer because they were asked to, with print and online advertising only recruiting a small 

portion of volunteers (14%) (p. 12). There was also a need and to work with an organization or 

people that they already know. 

Barriers that prevent people from volunteering include ‘being busy with other 

obligations’, ‘not having the appropriate skills’, and ‘lack of self-confidence’. ‘Needing 

childcare’ and ‘health limitations’ were not significant barriers in my sample population. ‘Being 

too busy to volunteer’ is the main barrier to volunteering followed by ‘not having the right skills’ 

(Esmond & Dunlop, 2004, p. 61; Statistics Canada, 2015, p. 14). These needs and barriers are 
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above the core physiological and safety needs that everyone requires to be met. If individuals 

cannot meet their core basic needs, they will not be able to volunteer their time.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

The purpose of this research project was to develop a more complete understanding of 

what people value about their urban forest, how willing they are to volunteer for environmental 

stewardship activities, and how socioeconomic factors relate to values and volunteer 

motivations. Urban forestry research has typically looked at values and volunteer motivations 

independently, while this study connects those two research fields, and informs future urban 

forestry research as well as the way municipalities design urban forestry programs and recruit 

volunteers. This chapter provides conclusions related to the research objectives, 

recommendations for municipalities when designing urban forestry programs and recruiting 

volunteers, limitations of my research and suggestions for future research.  

Urban Forest Values 

The urban forest values found to be the most important to my sample population were 

environmental, social and cultural benefits, specifically ones that provide a direct personal 

benefit to residents. Environmental benefits most valued were improved air quality, maintaining 

biodiversity and improved wildlife habitat, while two benefits—shade and naturalness—emerged 

as additional valued benefits. Ranked almost equally with environmental benefits were social 

and cultural benefits, with my sample population valuing aesthetics and nature and sensory 

experiences most highly. Residents also expressed value for the opportunities and experiences 

the urban forest provides children. Psychological health benefits were also important to the 

sample population due to the urban forest’s ability to reduce stress by providing places to relax 

and find solace. Overall, there was a positive view of the urban forest and respondents were not 
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concerned with negative urban forest impacts which were seen as something that could be 

managed.  

Examination of individual benefits is useful for understanding residents’ behaviours and 

attitudes, while the overarching themes that bring together these individual benefits provide 

municipalities with a community level understanding of what is important to residents. Bringing 

related values together identified two key themes that show how the urban forest is valued for the 

core role it plays in creating a livable community. The strong values for aesthetics, shade, places 

to recreate and enjoy natural environments all bring residents out into the community, deepen the 

community identity and strengthen connections among residents. Couple those values with 

naturalness, the sense of calm and relaxation that residents enjoy, and you see how the urban 

forest is valued for the contrast it provides to the built environment. The urban forest was also 

found to be valued more when residents have knowledge about and experience with their urban 

forest and when they view it as a diminishing resource.  

The small sample population limited the extent that generalizable conclusions could be 

drawn from the socioeconomic data; however, it is worth noting that females, renters, and 

residents of multi-family dwelling placed high value on the urban forest. 

Urban Forest Knowledge and Experience 

The sample population had a basic to intermediate knowledge of the urban forest and the 

benefits it provides the community. The sample population participates in the urban forest on a 

daily or weekly basis, typically engaging in an average of four activities. The respondents were 

very active people which is likely why they have a strong appreciation for what the urban forest 

provides a community in terms of opportunities for recreation. 
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Volunteer Motivations 

Personal values are found to be the primary motivating factor for volunteers (for any 

volunteer activity), followed by a desire to learn, to help others, to use knowledge and to develop 

skills. Secondary motivations identified were related to project organization and opportunities for 

socialization. The results showed that the top reasons people volunteer for environmental 

stewardship programs was ‘helping the environment’, while other motivations were of much less 

importance. Teaching others about the environment emerged as a strong volunteer motivation, 

specifically for parents wanting to teach children about the environment. 

Overall, there exists a general willingness to volunteer on environmental stewardship 

programs when those programs align with personal values, and the projects are easy to 

participate in. Urban forest management appears to be widely supported among the sample 

population, however, with limited time and competing volunteer activities, fewer people 

volunteer specifically for environmental stewardship activities. Volunteer needs and barriers need 

to be addressed to increase volunteer rate and commitment in the population. The groups within 

my sample population who have higher volunteer motivations are females, people between the 

ages of 18 and 29, residents of multi-family buildings, renters, and people who have lived in the 

city for less than five-years.  

Municipalities will have greater participation in their volunteer programs if residents’ 

values and volunteer motivations are understood and incorporated into planning documents. The 

recommendations in the next section outline possible ways for municipalities to achieve those 

design goals. 
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Environmental Stewardship Program Design Recommendations  

Even though residents value the urban forest and are willing to volunteer, there is not an 

urgency to volunteer for environmental stewardship programs. To fully engage municipal 

residents in urban forest stewardship activities, municipalities must understand the personal, 

social, and organizational needs of residents, as well as remove barriers to participation. Having 

a more complete understanding of residents’ values enables municipalities to design and 

implement environmental stewardship programs constructed around those values, which would 

likely increase stakeholder support. The following recommendations are suggested approaches to 

incorporating values and motivations into urban forestry stewardship programs. 

People-centered approach. 

Municipalities should take a people-centred approach to designing stewardship programs 

and make the social, cultural and health benefits of the urban forest core tenets of the programs. 

This can be achieved by incorporating the value themes for contrast to the built environment and 

the role trees play in creating a livable community, while selecting project locations that 

recognize that people value what they know. Contrast can be achieved by incorporating 

naturalness into the design of projects, by increasing variety, building layers in the urban forest, 

creating or improving areas with native flora, and utilizing unused open spaces like boulevards 

and ornamental lawns for small projects like pollinator gardens or mini parks. Municipalities 

should develop projects that enhance liveability and bring residents outside into the community 

by creating or revitalizing spaces with unique specimen trees, gardens, and shade streets where 

residents can meet, play and engage in recreational activities. Additionally, when selecting 

project locations, planners should prioritize neighbourhoods with low canopy cover and limited 
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greenspace to create more social equality in the community and improve safety. These design 

options will resonate with residents’ values for the urban forest. 

Learning and educating were strong motivators for potential environmental stewardship 

volunteers. Incorporating learning and educating into the design of stewardship programs 

provides opportunities for volunteers to learn about the urban forest, practice existing skills or 

learn new ones. Create opportunities for children to participate and learn, as parents expressed 

interest in their children learning about the environment from volunteer events. Facilitating the 

inclusion of children in volunteer activities will likely draw out young families and help to build 

a future of urban forest champions. Providing opportunities for knowledgeable or skilled 

volunteers to take on the role of educator during events would encourage participation of more 

highly skilled or knowledgeable individuals. 

Project organization and social interactions were strong secondary motivations that are 

important for volunteer commitment. Programs should be designed to be interesting, social and 

easy to get involved in. Ensure that project work has a clear mandate, lays out the roles and skills 

required, and is easy to participate in and does not ask too much from the volunteers (e.g., large 

commitments, challenging schedule, difficult logistics). Keep things simple for people to 

volunteer, have all the required resources prepared for them to use on site, and don’t ask for too 

much from volunteers. Asking participants to bring their own tools or drive long distances to 

volunteer is a deterrent, particularly in places where many do not have cars. Provide 

opportunities for social connections by eating together, celebrating successes, and facilitating the 

creation of personal connections through group emails or social media groups will increase the 

enjoyment of volunteers and make them feel valued. As Asah and Blahna (2013) found, the 
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social aspect of these events will enhance the appeal of the programs (p. 873) and help to 

establish repeat volunteerism. 

Empower residents at the neighbourhood level. 

The creation of partnerships between a municipality and local environmental and 

community organizations provides an alternative way to engage volunteers and create a sense of 

ownership towards the urban forest. Municipalities could empower local community groups to 

lead initiatives and build networks of environmental champions at the municipal and 

neighbourhood level. This could be achieved by identifying local environmental organizations 

and supporting them in their initiatives, helping them recruit other leaders, and encourage 

neighbourhood level organizations (like the Residents Associations) to create environmental 

stewardship roles that help support city-lead programs as well as their own initiatives. By 

engaging residents at a more local level, municipalities will foster people’s sense of ownership 

for their natural spaces, lending them to be more proactive in monitoring for problems and 

volunteering for stewardship initiatives. It will also increase the visibility of the stewardship 

initiatives and build relationships at the neighbourhood and block level. Local groups can in turn 

apply for funding to support future urban forest initiatives (van der Jagt & Lawrence, 2018, p. 

61). 

On city-lead projects, organizers could deepen a sense of ownership and pride in the 

urban forest by soliciting input into stewardship programs through actions like letting volunteers 

choose the type of specimen tree (from a short list of suitable options) for a specific location, 

provide input into finalizing a path through an area, or placement of benches. A personal 

connection deepens the emotional connection to the urban forest; trees you have climbed, rested 

under, or watched change through the seasons, are dearer to you than ones you see only 
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occasionally. Dwyer et al. (1991) found that these types of personal connections evoke strong 

feelings of attachment to the urban forest or specific trees (p. 277). 

Addressing volunteer needs and barriers. 

A majority of my survey respondents already volunteer or expressed an interest in 

volunteering; however, they have limited time due to personal commitments, have a need to 

know that they are working on a valued project with an organized team, and that their 

contribution and skills are valued. Municipal stewardship events are often physical endeavours, 

such as tree planting, invasive species removal or garbage clean up events that occur on Saturday 

or Sunday mornings. To draw out more people of different backgrounds and abilities, offer a 

variety of projects that require different skills (i.e., data management, spatial mapping, data 

collection) and occur at a variety of forms and at different times (i.e., online, evenings, at your 

own pace). Opportunities to volunteer at tree sales, community engagement initiatives, to 

perform outreach at community centres, as well as data management roles, or teaching roles at 

planting or removal events would create opportunities for a broad range of people to volunteer. 

Municipalities should plan a diverse range of stewardship activities with a clear mandate and 

objective; and put out a call for volunteer leaders to advance those initiatives. 

My research indicated that many willing volunteers simply do not know about volunteer 

opportunities. To connect with those potential volunteers, municipalities could incorporate 

stewardship initiatives—such as educational events, tree sponsorship, volunteer recruitment—

into ongoing community activities and events like block parties, walking tours, Farmer’s 

Markets, and festivals. By participating in events organized by other community groups, 

municipalities will reduce their resource requirements and will not add to the engagement fatigue 
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residents may be feel by attending separate urban forest engagement sessions that may draw the 

same groups of people each time.  

Targeted recruiting of volunteers. 

There is some value in recruiting volunteers from all neighbourhoods and socioeconomic 

backgrounds, however, the effort to bring together a diverse group of people to volunteer may be 

impractical. The urban forest for many is a lower priority than other volunteer activities that 

address the health and wellness of people or animals, are directly related to personal interests, or 

are required by children’s schools or activities. Therefore, volunteer recruitment strategies that 

take a targeted approach rather than trying to bring in a broad cross-section of the community 

may yield more skilled volunteers. As a high-regard for the urban forest exists in the general 

population, recruitment efforts could focus on the socioeconomic factors with the highest 

potential for participation: females, people between 18 and 44-years old, renters, and residents of 

multi-family buildings. Neighbourhood participation is also critical to ensure that the urban 

forest canopy cover grows across the entire city. Recruitment efforts should target 

neighbourhoods where projects will build pride and a sense of ownership. Actively recruiting 

volunteers through targeted social-media campaigns and at community events well attended by 

the target demographics—such as the farmers market, neighbourhood events, and the community 

centres—will increase residents’ awareness of the city’s environmental stewardship plans and 

their need for volunteers. Recruiting efforts should include program details that demonstrate the 

mandate, organization and flexibility of the programs, as well as any specific skillsets required 

for the project. Vague, high-level, or complicated programs will be unattractive to volunteers.   
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Limitations and Future Research 

My sample population was small (N = 127), with a skew towards English-speaking 

residents over 30-years old with post-secondary education, who live in single-family homes, and 

have a general willingness to volunteer. The results provide valuable insights into this sample 

population, but a broad survey encompassing more socioeconomic variables would be useful to 

determine if my findings hold true across the population. 

Cultural backgrounds and values have been known to influence values and attitudes 

towards urban forests (Fraser & Kenney, 2000, pp. 109-110). My sample population was 

predominately English-speaking, with only 4% of the sample speaking another language at 

home; therefore, I was not able to explore the relationship between different cultures and urban 

forest values and motivations. A deeper look into how different cultures value the urban forest 

would be beneficial to urban forest managers from culturally mixed areas. 

My study was designed to assess the values adults hold for the urban forest and didn’t 

include youth under 18. As teenagers have the highest volunteer rates (Statistics Canada, 2015, p. 

7) it would be beneficial to know more about their values for the urban forest and see how 

childhood nature experiences affected adult values and behaviours. 

Involvement of residents in urban forest stewardship programs is essential for 

municipalities to maintain and grow canopy cover due to the scale of the work and municipal 

resource constraints (Jones et al., 2012, p. 666). Designing these programs to include volunteer 

residents proves challenging as the urban forest is considered a lower priority in comparison to 

volunteer needs from organizations people are already involved with, and other more pressing 

social needs. Municipalities should examine and incorporate residents’ values, volunteer needs 
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and barriers into urban forestry stewardship programs to facilitate volunteer participation while 

taking a targeted approach to recruiting.  
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Appendix A: Email Invitation to Interviewees 

Email Invitation to Participate in an Urban Forestry Research Study 
 
Hello [first name],  
 
My name is Sarah Peerless1, a master's student at Royal Roads University, and I am conducting a 
research project on urban forest values and willingness to volunteer for urban forestry 
stewardship programs. The objective of my research is to increase our understanding of why 
people might volunteer for urban forestry stewardship programs by examining the relationship 
between volunteer motivations and values held for the urban forest. To conduct this research, I 
will be requesting the participation of urban forestry experts to gain an understanding of 
the challenges facing urban forestry efforts. 
 
You have been identified as a potential participant in my research due to your role as [role 
description]. 
 
Each participant who formally agrees to participate in my research will be asked to donate 
approximately one hour of time for a digitally recorded interview. The interview will consist of a 
combination of open-ended and semi-structured questions. The draft questions proposed include: 

• What environmental, economic and social values do you feel the public hold for their 
urban forest? And which do you think they care the most about? Comprehensive list to be 
provided. 

• What values do municipalities typically focus on in their urban forestry plans and 
programs? 

• What challenges do municipalities face in designing urban forestry stewardship programs 
that effectively engage the public over the short- and long-term? 

• How might those challenges be addressed? 
• What motivations do you think the public have to volunteer for urban forestry programs? 

Comprehensive list to be provided. 
• How might those motivations be incorporated into urban forestry programs? 

 
The interview questions may change as my preliminary research is conducted. Revised questions 
will be provided to you prior to the interview. 
 
You are not compelled to participate in this research project. If you choose not to participate, you 
are free to withdraw at any time without prejudice. Similarly, if you choose not to participate, 
this information will also be maintained in confidence. 
 
A participant Consent Form is attached with specific details regarding the research study such as 
data recording and retention protocols, confidentiality, withdrawal procedures and publication 
information. I will be contacting you by telephone to answer any questions you have regarding 

 
 

1 My credentials with Royal Roads University can be established by telephoning Dr. Christopher 
Ling at 250-391-2600 extension 4171 or by emailing chris.ling@royalroads.ca. 
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my research. Alternatively, you may email me at sarah.peerless@gmail.com with any questions 
you may have. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Sarah Peerless 
RRU Master’s Student 
 

Participant's Name (print):    

 

Participant's Signature: 

  

Date: 

 

 

Investigator’s Signature: 

  

Date: 
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Appendix B: Interviewee Consent Form 

Consent to Participate in an Urban Forestry Research Study Interview 
 
Study Title: Urban Forest Values and Willingness to Volunteer 
Investigator: Sarah Peerless 
Academic Supervisor: Leslie King, Royal Roads University 
Research Institution: Royal Roads University, School of Environment and Sustainability 
 
Introduction 
You are being asked to be in a research study exploring our understanding of why people might 
volunteer for urban forestry stewardship programs. You were selected as a possible participant 
because of your experiential knowledge from your role as [role description]. I ask that you read 
this form and ask any questions that you may have before agreeing to participate in the study.  
 
Purpose of Study   
The purpose of the study is to explore our understanding of why people might volunteer for urban 
forestry stewardship programs by examining the relationship between volunteer motivations and 
values held for the urban forest. These results will be correlated to socioeconomic data and 
geographic location as they are strong influencing factors. The results will be used to develop 
recommendations on how to incorporate my findings into the Urban Forestry Stewardship 
Program under development by the City of New Westminster.  
 
Ultimately, this research may be published through Royal Roads University and publicly 
available through their library and Library and Archives Canada. A copy of my research will also 
be provided to the City of New Westminster and all interviewed participants in the research 
study via email. 
 
Description of the Study Procedures 
If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to participate in a one hour digitally recorded 
interview to answer six questions. Draft versions of the questions are:  

• What environmental, economic and social values do you feel the public hold for their 
urban forest? And which do you think they care the most about? Comprehensive list to be 
provided. 

• What values do municipalities typically focus on in their urban forestry plans and 
programs? 

• What challenges do municipalities face in designing urban forestry stewardship programs 
that effectively engage the public over the short- and long-term? 

• How might those challenges be addressed? 
• What motivations do you think the public have to volunteer for urban forestry programs? 

Comprehensive list to be provided. 
• How might those motivations be incorporated into urban forestry programs? 

 
The interview questions may change as my preliminary research is conducted. Revised questions 
will be provided to you prior to the interview. 
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Benefits and Risks of Being in the Study 
This research study could result in recommendations being adopted in any form by the City of 
New Westminster to further advance the development of the Urban Forest Stewardship Programs. 
Adoption of the recommendations may result in increased public participation and a higher 
establishment rate for the trees, thereby enhancing community cohesion, improving the overall 
wellbeing of residents and increasing all the benefits provided by a healthy urban forest. This 
research will contribute to the body of knowledge regarding urban forestry program participation 
which may provide other municipalities with information or approaches that could improve the 
success of their urban forestry programs. As the researcher, this thesis will partially fulfill the 
requirements for my Master of Arts in Environment and Management and provide me with very 
useful research skills and knowledge of the urban forestry field and volunteerism that I can apply 
to my career. 
 
Conflict of Interest 
At this time, I and my Academic Supervisor, have no actual, perceived, or potential conflicts of 
interest with this research project. 
 
Confidentiality 
If requested, the identity of a participant will be kept confidential. Codes or pseudonyms will be 
applied to the participant, so their identity is not identifiable in the data collected or the final 
research paper. Digital recordings, transcriptions, notes and emails from the interview process 
and any other information pertaining to a participant will be keep on my personal computer, not 
in the cloud, and paper documents kept in my home office. All information related to individual 
participants will be permanently deleted three years following completion of my Master’s 
degree. At no time will any individuals be identified in my research or specific comments be 
attributed to them unless specific agreement has been obtained beforehand. 
 
Payments 
Participation in this research study is strictly on a volunteer basis and payments (monetary or 
gifts) for participation will not be provided. 
 
Right to Refuse or Withdraw 
The decision to participate in this study is entirely voluntary and you have the right to decline to 
participate. Should you choose to participate you can decline to answer specific interview 
questions or request that the investigator not use information you have provided.  
 
Participants have the opportunity to withdraw entirely from the study at any point in the research 
process. Written notification to withdraw which includes your name, affiliation and reason for 
withdrawing will be required. After the withdrawal notification is received all data collected 
from you will be permanently deleted. A follow-up confirmation will be provided to the 
participant confirming that all collected data has been deleted. However, data entered into the 
dataset cannot be removed and therefore will remain in the dataset. 
 
Your decision to not limit responses, not participate, or withdraw will be kept confidential and 
will not affect your relationship with the investigators of this study, Royal Roads University or 
the City of New Westminster.  
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Right to Ask Questions and Report Concerns 
If you have any further questions about the study, at any time feel free to contact me, Sarah 
Peerless, at sarah.peerless@gmail.com or by telephone at 778-558-5958 or you may contact Dr. 
Christopher Ling, Director of the School of Environment and Sustainability at 250-391-2600 
extension 4171 or by emailing chris.ling@royalroads.ca. Concerns about this study can also be 
directed to Dr. Ling. 
 
Consent 
Your signature below indicates that you have decided to volunteer as a research participant for 
this study, and that you have read and understood the information provided above. You will be 
given a signed and dated copy of this form to keep, along with any other printed materials 
deemed necessary by the study investigators.    
 

Participant's Name (print):    

 

Participant's Signature: 

  

Date: 

 

 

Investigator’s Signature: 

  

Date: 
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Appendix C: Interviews Completed 

In total nine interviews were conducted for this research project. A summary of the interview 
schedule is found below. 
 

• Interview 1 held by phone on May 2, 2017 at 10:00 am Pacific Standard Time  

• Interview 2 held in person on May 7, 2017 at 3:00 pm Pacific Standard Time 

• Interview 3 held by phone on May 8, 2017 at 2:00 am Pacific Standard Time 

• Interview 4 held in person on May 16, 2017 at 11:00 am Pacific Standard Time 

• Interview 5 held in person on May 17, 2017 at 10:00 am Pacific Standard Time 

• Interview 6 held by phone on May 16, 2017 at 1:00 pm Pacific Standard Time 

• Interview 7 held in person on May 25, 2017 at 9:00 am Pacific Standard Time 

• Interview 8 held in person on November 20, 2017 at 1:00 pm Pacific Standard Time 

• Interview 9 held in person on January 18, 2018 at 9:00 am Pacific Standard Time 
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Appendix D: Final Interview Questions 

Below are the interview questions provided for each interview to help guide the 

conversation. Not all questions were necessarily asked, and others were asked as the 

conversation was allowed to naturally flow. 

Questions for Interviewee 1 

1. You have decades of experience working on tree planting projects with [volunteer 

organization] and [employer], some of which have involved volunteers. What 

motivations do you think the public have to volunteer for urban forestry or environmental 

stewardship programs? See sample list of volunteer motivations at end of the questions. 

2. What brings people back to work on future projects?  

3. At what point do you find that volunteers start to lose their interest in the projects or 

organization? 

4. Some of your projects would have likely involved working with municipalities. What 

successes and challenges do municipalities face in designing urban forestry or 

environmental stewardship programs with community volunteers? 

5. How might those challenges be addressed? 

6. Based on your professional experience, what are the most important environmental, 

economic and social values do you feel the public hold for their urban forest? See sample 

list at end of the questions. 

7. How might the public’s values and volunteer motivations be incorporated into these 

municipal environmental stewardship programs? 

 
Questions for Interviewee 2 

1. You are currently organizing an invasive species clean up in the Glenbrook ravine and 
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have been involved in the Shoreline Clean Up. Can you describe the experience of 

organizing volunteers for such an event? What challenges have you encountered? 

2. What motivations do you think the public have to volunteer for urban forestry or 

environmental stewardship programs? See sample list of volunteer motivations at end of 

the questions. 

3. Do you see volunteers returning from year to year? What do you think brings them back 

to work on future projects?  

4. At what point do you find volunteers start to lose their interest in the projects or 

organization coordinating them? 

5. Based on your understanding of the political system and your work experience can you 

describe successes and challenges municipalities face in designing urban forestry or 

environmental stewardship programs involving community volunteers? 

6. How might those challenges be addressed? 

7. Based on your professional experience, how do you think the public view their urban 

forest? What are the most important environmental, economic and social values you feel 

the public hold for their urban forest? See sample list at end of the questions. 

8. How might the public’s values and volunteer motivations be incorporated into these 

municipal environmental stewardship programs? 

 
Questions for Interviewee 3 

1. Last year you invited the public to assist with refilling watering bags around young trees. 

What information did you provide residents in the mail out? What was the public 

response like?  

2. The [employer] and the Lower Mainland Green Team hold invasive species clean- up 
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projects in your City. What is the turn out like for those events?  

3. Do you see repeat volunteers come back from year to year? What brings people back?  

4. At what point do you find that volunteers start to lose their interest in the projects? 

5. What other motivations do you think the public have to volunteer for urban forestry or 

environmental stewardship programs? See sample list of volunteer motivations below. 

6. Based on your professional experience, what are the most important environmental, 

economic and social values you feel the public hold for their urban forest? See sample list 

below. How might they influence their willingness to volunteer? 

7. What successes and challenges do municipalities face in designing urban forestry or 

environmental stewardship programs that involve community volunteers? How might 

those challenges be addressed? 

 
Questions for Interviewee 4 

1. New Westminster’s Urban Forestry Management Strategy has a goal to increase canopy 

cover to 27% by 2035 by planting 8500 trees on public land and 3300 trees on private 

land. What do you feel cities and their residents gain by increasing canopy cover? Food 

trees are not currently included in this plan. Why should food trees be included in this 

long-term strategy? 

2. Municipalities put considerable resources into planning for the improvement and long-

term care of their natural areas and green spaces. From your experience as a Vancouver 

City Councilor, what challenges do municipalities face in achieving a goal like this? How 

does a city balance economic development, densification and congestion reduction while 

increasing canopy cover? 
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3. What role should the public (specifically residents) play in achieving these goals? What 

do you think could be done to increase public support for and participation in 

environmental stewardship programs? 

4. Based on your professional experience, what are the most important environmental, 

economic and social values you feel the public hold for their urban forest?  

5. How might the public’s values and volunteer motivations be incorporated into municipal 

environmental stewardship programs? 

 
Questions for Interviewee 5 

1. [Employer] developed the Shade Tree Management Plan in 2016 and has an action item 

to “increase public education and awareness of the importance of City shade trees 

through public outreach, event attendance, and media engagement”. Can you describe 

how [employer] is approaching this action item and what the response from the public 

has been? 

2. What challenges do municipalities face in designing urban forestry or environmental 

stewardship programs that effectively involve community volunteers?  

3. Can you describe your experience working with volunteers on environmental stewardship 

projects? What successes and challenges have you encountered in engaging the public? 

4. What do you think motivates people to volunteer for environmental stewardship 

programs and projects? What do you think brings volunteers back to work on future 

projects? 

5. Based on your professional experience, what are the most important environmental, 

economic and social values you feel the public hold for their urban forest?  
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Questions for Interviewee 6 

1. Can you describe your experience organizing volunteers for environmental stewardship 

projects? What successes and challenges have you encountered in engaging the public? 

2. What motivations do you think the public have to volunteer for urban forestry or 

environmental stewardship programs? What do you think brings volunteers back to work 

on future projects? Particularly people who might have been reluctant volunteers in the 

beginning. At what point do you find volunteers start to lose their interest in the projects 

or the organization coordinating them? 

3. On Saturday, you indicated that [employer] is moving towards a model of supporting 

local environmental groups in their initiatives rather than organizing them directly. What 

do you think the communities will gain from this strategy? Do you think it will increase 

participation? 

4. Municipalities put considerable resources into planning for the improvement and long-

term care of their natural areas and green spaces. Based on your experience working with 

municipalities, what challenges (political, financial, etc) do they have in achieving their 

chosen goals? 

5. Based on your professional experience, what are the most important environmental, 

economic and social values you feel the public hold for their urban forest?  

6. How might the public’s values and volunteer motivations be incorporated into municipal 

environmental stewardship programs? 



URBAN FOREST VALUES AND WILLINGNESS TO VOLUNTEER 144 

Questions for Interviewee 7 

1. What was the impetus behind the development of the Urban Forestry Management 

Strategy? What do you feel the City and its residents gain by increasing our canopy cover 

to 27%? 

2. The Urban Forestry Management Strategy has a goal to plant 3300 trees on private 

property by 2035. What challenges do you foresee in achieving this goal? 

3. What do you think the City needs to do to increase public support for and participation in 

achieving this goal? 

4. What role do you see the public playing in growing and caring for our urban forest on 

public lands?  

5. [Name], you are a congestion reduction champion. How does the goal of planting 6300 

boulevard and street trees relate to your congestion reduction plans for our City? 

6. The Urban Forest Management Strategy indicates that the preferred canopy cover target 

is 40%. With the majority of the City already developed, what would the City need to do 

to enable it to move towards reaching that goal? 

 
Questions for Interviewee 8 

1. Can you describe your experience developing the New Westminster Urban Forest 

Management Strategy? 

2. The City seems to be very inclusive and open about their planning processes with the 

public. How did the City incorporate public input into this plan? Do you think it garnered 

the desired amount of input? Why or why not? 

3. Public participation is necessary to implement the Urban Forest Management Strategy. 

What challenges do municipalities face in designing urban forestry stewardship programs 
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that effectively engage the public over the short- and long-term? 

4. How might those challenges be addressed? 

5. What motivations do you think the public have to volunteer for urban forestry 

stewardship programs?  

6. How might those motivations be incorporated into the development of New 

Westminster’s urban forestry programs? 

7. Based on your professional experience, what are the most important environmental, 

economic and social values you feel the public hold for their urban forest?  

 
Questions for Interviewee 9 

1. Can you describe your role at the City of New Westminster and how it relates to the care and 

growth of our urban forest? 

2. Were you involved in developing the New Westminster Urban Forest Management Strategy? If 

so, in what capacity? 

3. How did the City of New Westminster incorporate public input into this plan? Do you think it 

garnered the desired amount of input? Why or why not?  

4. What was the public’s response to the Urban Forest Management Strategy and the Tree Bylaw? 

5. Public participation is necessary to implement the environmental stewardship programs of the 

Urban Forest Management Strategy. What challenges do municipalities face in designing urban 

forestry stewardship programs that effectively engage the public over the short- and long-term? 

How might those challenges be addressed?  

6. What motivations do you think the public have to volunteer for urban forestry stewardship 

programs? How might those motivations be incorporated into the development of New 

Westminster’s urban forestry programs? 
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7. I understand that a coordinator was hired in the fall to develop the environmental stewardship 

plans described in the Urban Forest Management Strategy. Do you know how that has been 

progressing?   
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Appendix E: Urban Forestry Survey 
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Appendix F: Survey Poster and Card 

 

What do trees mean to you?

New Westminster Residents Needed for 
Urban Forestry Survey

We are looking for residents to take part in 
a 15-minute anonymous survey at: 

For more information, 
or to request a paper survey, please contact: 

 Sarah Peerless 
778-558-5958 

sarah.peerless@gmail.com  

https://urbanforestrysurvey.wordpress.com/
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What do trees mean 
to you?

New Westminster Residents Needed for 
Urban Forestry Survey

We are looking for residents to take part in an online survey to:  
- describe values you hold for our urban forest          
- identify factors that may motivate you to volunteer  
- provide optional demographic information               

         
Interested parties can complete the 15-minute anonymous survey at: 

For more information, or to request a 
paper survey, please contact: 

  
Sarah Peerless 
778-558-5958 

sarah.peerless@gmail.com  

https://urbanforestrysurvey.wordpress.com/
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Appendix G: Secondary Sources 

ID Name Document 
Type Source Date 

BLOG01 Tree Bylaw Blog Post Patrick Johnstone Blog 17-Jan-16 

BLOG02 Ask Pat: Bees and 
Boulevards Blog Post Patrick Johnstone Blog 29-Jul-19 

BLOG03 Ask Pat: Protecting Trees Blog Post Patrick Johnstone Blog 10-Feb-19 
BLOG04 Volunteers Blog Post Patrick Johnstone Blog 22-Aug-17 
BLOG05 Ask Pat: Trees! Blog Post Patrick Johnstone Blog 14-Dec-15 

BLOG06 Harm Woldring answered 
my questions! Blog Post Brad Cavanagh 01-Oct-18 

BLOG07 Jonathan X. Cote answered 
my questions! Blog Post Brad Cavanagh 06-Oct-18 

BLOG08 Patrick Johnstone answered 
my questions! Blog Post Brad Cavanagh 22-Sep-18 

BLOG09 Hidden Gem: Glenbrook 
Ravine Blog Post Brad Cavanagh 25-May-15 

BOTH01 Council Meeting Details Facebook 
Post 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association 27-May-19 

BOTH02 St. Barnabas Parklet Planting Facebook 
Post 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association 20-Jun-19 

BOTH03 Parklet Petition Facebook 
Post 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association 21-May-19 

BOTH04 Throwback Thursday Facebook 
Post 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association 23-May-19 

BOTH05 Parklet Petition Change.org Change.org 
Website 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association Unknown 

BOTH06 Seventh Street Parklet 
Announcement 

Facebook 
Post 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association 10-Jun-18 

BOTH07 Brow Parklet Community 
Planting 

Facebook 
Post 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association 11-Jul-18 

BOTH08 Tree Coverage Post Facebook 
Post 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association 22-Sep-17 

BOTH09 Tree Coverage Map Zoomed Facebook 
Post 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association 22-Sep-17 

BOTH10 More Trees Facebook 
Post 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association 22-Dec-16 

BOTH11 Let's Talk Gardens Event 
Details 

Facebook 
Post 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association 31-May-16 

BOTH12 Public Engagement Facebook 
Post 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association 10-May-16 

BOTH13 Jane's Walk Facebook 
Post 

Brow of the Hill Residents 
Association 27-Apr-16 

CHRA01 Green and Clean Facebook 
Post 

Connaught Heights 
Residents Association 15-Jun-18 

CHRA02 Small Grants Facebook 
Post 

Connaught Heights 
Residents Association 07-Apr-19 
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ID Name Document 
Type Source Date 

CHRA03 Blooming Facebook 
Post 

Connaught Heights 
Residents Association 09-Apr-19 

CMT01 
Community and Social 
Issues Committee Meeting 
Minuters 

Meeting 
Minutes 

Community and Social 
Issues Committee 01-Sep-15 

CMT02 Youth Advisory Committee 
Meeting Minutes 

Meeting 
Minutes Youth Advisory Committee 26-Mar-15 

CMT03 Finance and Information 
Technology Meeting Minutes 

Meeting 
Minutes 

Finance and Information 
Technology 09-Dec-19 

CMT04 Environmental Advisory 
Committee Meeting Minutes 

Meeting 
Minutes 

Environmental Advisory 
Committee 20-Jan-16 

CMT05 Environmental Advisory 
Committee Meeting Minutes 

Meeting 
Minutes 

Environmental Advisory 
Committee 09-Mar-16 

CMT06 Environmental Advisory 
Committee Meeting Minutes 

Meeting 
Minutes 

Environmental Advisory 
Committee 11-Oct-17 

CMT07 Environmental Advisory 
Committee Meeting Minutes 

Meeting 
Minutes 

Environmental Advisory 
Committee 13-Jun-19 

CMT08 Parks & Recreation 
Committee Jan 29, 2020 

Meeting 
Minutes 

Parks and Recreation 
Committee 29-Jan-20 

CNCL01 Council Meeting Minutes Meeting 
Minutes 

City Council Meeting 
Minutes 02-May-16 

CNCL02 Council Meeting Minutes Meeting 
Minutes 

City Council Meeting 
Minutes 10-Jul-17 

CNCL03 Council Meeting Minutes Meeting 
Minutes 

City Council Meeting 
Minutes 01-Oct-18 

CNCL04 Council Meeting Minutes Meeting 
Minutes 

City Council Meeting 
Minutes 14-Jan-19 

CNCL05 Council Meeting Minutes Meeting 
Minutes 

City Council Meeting 
Minutes 24-Jun-19 

COM01 Tall Trees and Tall Tales Facebook 
Post 

New Westminster Museum 
& Archives 22-Jun-19 

COM02 New Westminster City Hall Website New Westminster Heritage 
Web Site No Date 

COM03 Brow of the Hill Liveability Presentatio
n Members of the Public 01-Sep-17 

COM04 New Westminster Food 
Gleaning  

Meeting 
Minutes 

New Westminster Food 
Gleaning 27-Nov-17 

COM05 New Westminster Food 
Gleaning  

Meeting 
Notes 

New Westminster Food 
Gleaning 02-Oct-17 

COM06 Glenbrook Ravine Invasive 
Species Cleanup 

Email 
Attachment Glenbrook Clean Up Team 01-Apr-18 

COM07 Glenbbrook Ravine 
Restoration 2018 Email Glenbrook Clean Up Team 01-Apr-18 

COM08 Glenbrook Ravine Native 
Planting Day Email Glenbrook Clean Up Team 03-Oct-17 

COM09 Glenbrook Ravine Round 4 Email 
Attachment Glenbrook Clean Up Team 14-Oct-17 



URBAN FOREST VALUES AND WILLINGNESS TO VOLUNTEER 160 

ID Name Document 
Type Source Date 

COM10 Glenbrook Ravine Invasive 
Species Cleanup Round 2 Email Glenbrook Clean Up Team 06-Jun-17 

COM12 New West Solstice Event at 
the Glenbrook Ravine Website Tourism New West 23-Jun-19 

COM13 Alan Hill - New Westminster 
Poet Laureate 

Facebook 
Post 

Alan Hill - New 
Westminster Poet Laureate 25-Jun-19 

COM14 Vimy Oak Facebook 
Post 

New Westminster Heritage 
Preservation Society 12-Nov-19 

COM15 Vimy Oak Story Website New Westminster Heritage 
Preservation Society No Date 

COM16 Brow of the Hill Park Site 
History 

Facebook 
Post 

New Westminster Heritage 
Preservation Society 23-May-19 

COM17 Brow of the Hill Greenspace 
Support 

Facebook 
Post 

New Westminster Heritage 
Preservation Society 23-May-19 

COM18 Heritage Society More 
Volunteers 

Facebook 
Post 

New Westminster Heritage 
Preservation Society 26-Apr-19 

COM19 New Westminster Heritage 
Society - Advocacy Website New Westminster Heritage 

Preservation Society No Date 

COM20 Pop Up Garden Facebook 
Post 

New Westminster 
Environmental Partners 18-Jun-16 

COM21 Weedbusters 2019 - 
Sapperton Landing Project Website Burnaby Lake Park 

Assocation 28-Jul-19 

COM22 Jane's Walk Strategic Plan 
Document 
from 
Website 

Walkers' Caucus Strategic 
Plan No Date 

EML01 City Update from Erika 
Mashig Email City of New Westminster 14-Aug-17 

EML02 City Update from Jeff Case Email City of New Westminster 31-Mar-20 

EML03 Thesis Follow Up from Erika 
Mashig Email City of New Westminster 06-Mar-20 

FCBK01 Hume Park Willow Facebook 
Post General Public 01-Sep-15 

FCBK04 Brunette Creek Facebook 
Post General Public 17-Jul-18 

FCBK05 Plastic Palms Facebook 
Post 

Downtown New 
Westminster 15-Jul-15 

FCBK06 Blue Trees Facebook 
Post 

Downtown New 
Westminster 27-Oct-15 

FCBK07 Blue Trees Comments Facebook 
Post 

Downtown New 
Westminster 16-Oct-15 

FCBK08 Columbia Street Lights Facebook 
Post 

Downtown New 
Westminster 01-Nov-15 

FCBK09 Childhood Fruit Trees Facebook 
Post General Public 13-Apr-15 

FCBK10 Fig Tree Facebook 
Post Share New West Site 04-Aug-17 
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ID Name Document 
Type Source Date 

FCBK11 Branching Out Event Invite Facebook 
Post 

New Westminster Museum 
& Archives 02-Jun-16 

FCBK12 Branching Out Event 
Promotion 

Facebook 
Post 

City of New Westminster 
Parks and Recreation 01-Jun-16 

GNRA01 Plant a Row Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 06-Jun-19 

GNRA02 Plant a Row Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 13-Mar-18 

GNRA04 Beekeeping Event 
Announcement 

Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 01-May-19 

GNRA05 Invasive Species Plan 
Workshop 

Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 26-Jan-19 

GNRA06 Tree Bylaw Amendment 
Open House 

Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 12-Sep-18 

GNRA07 Glenbrooke Ravine 
Enhancement 

Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 22-Oct-18 

GNRA08 Environmental Strategy 
Event 

Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 06-Oct-17 

GNRA09 Environmental Strategy 
Survey 

Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 18-Aug-17 

GNRA10 Tree Sale Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 07-Feb-20 

GNRA11 Tree Care Workshop Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 20-Jun-17 

GNRA12 Urban Forestry Survey 
(Mine) 

Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 30-May-17 

GNRA13 Tree Bylaw Discussion Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 09-May-16 

GNRA14 Dogwood Trees Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 05-Jun-15 

GNRA15 City Hall Community 
Garden Grand Opening 

Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 23-Jul-17 

GNRA16 Glenbrooke Ravine 
Enhancement 

Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 04-Apr-17 

GNRA17 Urban Forest Strategy Post Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 27-May-16 

GNRA18 Tree Loss Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 27-Jan-16 

GNRA19 Tree Bylaw - Comments Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 14-Jan-16 

GNRA21 GN Minutes Sept 24, 2015 Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 24-Sep-15 

GNRA23 GN Minutes May 26, 2016 Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 26-May-16 

GNRA24 GN Minutes Sept 26, 2019 Facebook 
Post 

Glenbrooke North 
Residents Association 26-Sep-19 

INT01 Interview 1 Transcript Transcript  02-May-17 
INT02 Interview 1 Transcript Notes Field Notes  No Date 
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ID Name Document 
Type Source Date 

INT03 Interview 1 Notes Field Notes  No Date 

INT04 
Interview 1 Written 
Response 

Email 
Attachment  

08-May-17 

INT05 
Interview 1 Follow Up 
Transcript Transcript  

No Date 

INT06 Interview 1 Follow Up Notes Field Notes  No Date 
INT07 Interview 2 Notes Field Notes  No Date 
INT08 Interview 3 Transcript Transcript  08-May-17 
INT09 Interview 3 Notes Field Notes  No Date 
INT10 Interview 4 Transcript Transcript  16-May-17 
INT11 Interview 4 Notes Field Notes  No Date 
INT12 Interview 5 Transcript Transcript  17-May-17 
INT13 Interview 5 Notes Field Notes  No Date 
INT14 Interview 5 Transcript Notes Field Notes  No Date 

INT15 Interview 6 Transcript Transcript  
May 16, 

2017 
INT16 Interview 6 Notes Field Notes  No Date 

INT17 Interview 7 Transcript Transcript  
May 25, 

2017 
INT18 Interview 7 Notes Field Notes  No Date 
INT19 Interview 8 Transcript Transcript  20-Nov-17 
INT20 Interview 9 Transcript Transcript  18-01-18 
LTR1 Letter from the public Letter Name Redacted. 22-May-17 
LTR2 Letter from the public Letter Name Redacted. 15-Apr-17 
LTR3 Letter from the public Letter Name Redacted. 28-Jan-16 
LTR4 Letter from the public Letter Name Redacted. 17-Aug-15 
LTR5 Letter from the public Letter Name Redacted. 04-Jul-16 

MAG01 Q10 with Mayor Jonathan 
Coté 

Online 
Magazine Tenth to the Fraser 25-Apr-16 

MAG02 
Come Clean up the 
Glenbrook Ravine: 
Saturday May 13 10am Start 

Online 
Magazine Tenth to the Fraser 25-Apr-17 

MAG03 Healthy People Live in 
Healthy Places 

Online 
Magazine Tenth to the Fraser 03-Oct-16 

MAG04 Hey Hey We’re the NWEP! Online 
Magazine Tenth to the Fraser 19-Aug-16 

MAG05 The Joy of Walking Online 
Magazine Tenth to the Fraser 21-Jul-16 

MAG06 
Urban Greenspaces: More 
Than A Nice- 
To-Have 

Online 
Magazine Tenth to the Fraser 28-Jun-16 

MAG07 City’s Call for Volunteers Online 
Magazine Tenth to the Fraser 07-Sep-16 
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ID Name Document 
Type Source Date 

MAG09 

Royal City, Green City: 
Inspiring Speakers 
+ Your Ideas for the City of 
New 
Westminster’s 
Environmental Strategy 
Action Plan 

Online 
Magazine Tenth to the Fraser 03-Oct-17 

MAG11 Go Outside & Play Online 
Magazine Tenth to the Fraser 03-Oct-16 

MAG12 Glenbrook Ravine Cleanup – 
Round Two! 

Online 
Magazine Tenth to the Fraser 13-Jun-17 

MPRA01 Heritage Homes / Profile 
Picture 

Facebook 
Post 

Moody Park Residents' 
Association 09-Nov-19 

MSRA01 RA Minutes Jan 2015 Meeting 
Minutes 

McBride Sapperton 
Residents Association 20-Jan-15 

MSRA02 RA Minutes June 2019 Meeting 
Minutes 

McBride Sapperton 
Residents Association 06-Jun-19 

MSRA03 RA Minutes Nov 2020 Meeting 
Minutes 

McBride Sapperton 
Residents Association 07-Nov-19 

MVHRA01 RA Minutes Jan 2017 Meeting 
Minutes 

Massey Victory Heights 
Residents' Association 26-Jun-17 

MVHRA02 Small Grants Facebook 
Post 

Massey Victory Heights 
Residents' Association 14-Mar-16 

MVHRA03 Leaf clean up. Facebook 
Post 

Massey Victory Heights 
Residents' Association 26-Oct-18 

NEWS01 New Westminster adopts tree 
protection bylaw 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 14-Jan-16 

NEWS02 New West going green with 
urban forest strategy 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 20-Mar-15 

NEWS03 Jane's Walks return to New 
Westminster 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 29-Apr-17 

NEWS04 New West considers cost of 
tree bylaw 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 28-Jan-16 

NEWS05 New West trees are rapidly 
declining 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 14-Jan-16 

NEWS06 New West welcomes Blue 
Trees 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 19-Oct-15 

NEWS07 
New West resident urges city 
to remove “dangerous” 
boulevard trees 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 02-May-17 

NEWS08 Quayside residents can't see 
the Fraser for the trees 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 13-Oct-16 

NEWS09 
New Westminster maps out 
plan to plant 11,800 new 
trees 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 03-Jul-19 

NEWS10 
New West launches three 
initiatives to grow city’s tree 
canopy 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 04-Feb-20 
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ID Name Document 
Type Source Date 

NEWS11 New West going green with 
urban forest strategy 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 20-Mar-15 

NEWS13 
Opinion: New West residents 
air concerns about trees 
dying in the heat 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 08-Aug-19 

NEWS14 Relax, climbing trees is safer 
for kids than playing sports 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 15-Apr-19 

NEWS15 

UPDATE: New West 
residents calling on city hall 
for property purchase for 
park in Brow of the Hill 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 23-May-19 

NEWS16 
UPDATE: New Westminster 
buys land for pocket park in 
Brow of the Hill 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 25-Oct-19 

NEWS17 
Letter: Changes to 
Glenbrook Ravine Park are 
making it worse 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 28-Mar-19 

NEWS18 
New West environmental 
group trying to assess 
pipeline’s impact on trees 

Online 
Newspaper New Westminster Record 09-Sep-19 

NOTE01 Meeting with Erika Mashig Field Notes Sarah Peerless 02-Feb-17 

NOTE02 Meeting with Tristan 
Johnson Field Notes Sarah Peerless 02-Feb-17 

NOTE03 Meeting with Jennifer 
Lukianchuk Field Notes Sarah Peerless 27-Apr-17 

NOTE04 Art of Volunteering Field Notes Sarah Peerless  

OCP01 Worksheet Results Report 
Documents City of New Westminster 01-Aug-15 

OCP02 Pop-up Planning Sticky 
Notes 

Report 
Documents City of New Westminster  

OCP03 OUR City 2041 Feedback Report City of New Westminster 28-Nov-16 

OCP04 Official Community Plan 
Review Report Report City of New Westminster 13-Jun-16 

OCP05 Official Community Plan 
Review Report Report City of New Westminster 17-Nov-16 

OCP06 Official Community Plan 
Review Report Report City of New Westminster 21-Nov-16 

OCP07 Mapping Important Places: 
What We Heard 

Report 
Documents City of New Westminster  

OCP08 Attachment 3: Open House 
Feedback 

Report 
Documents City of New Westminster 24-Apr-17 

OCP09 Attachment 4: Online Survey 
Feedback 

Report 
Documents City of New Westminster 24-Apr-17 

PR01 Press Release - Brunette 
River Rain Gardens Website City of New Westminster 08-Apr-16 
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ID Name Document 
Type Source Date 

PR02 Press Release - Cornwall 
Street Park Website City of New Westminster 29-Oct-19 

QCB01 Boardwalk Trees: Stay or 
Go? Website Quayside Community 

Board 11-Oct-16 

RPT01 Urban Forest Management 
Strategy (p. 36) 

Report 
Documents City of New Westminster 2016 

RPT02 Urban Forest Management 
Strategy (p. 47 - 48) 

Report 
Documents City of New Westminster 2016 

RPT03 Urban Forest Management 
Strategy (p. 58 - 59) 

Report 
Documents City of New Westminster 2016 

RPT04 Urban Forest Management 
Strategy Report 

Report to 
City 
Council 

Parks and Recreation 03-Feb-20 

RPT05 Budget 2020 Process - 
Engagement Results 

Report to 
City 
Council 

Office of the CAO 03-Feb-20 

RPT06 
Development Services 
Report - Tree Protection 
Bylaw Update 

Report to 
City 
Council 

Development Services 14-Jan-19 

RPT07 Glenrbook Ravine Invasive 
Species Management Plan 

Report 
Documents City of New Westminster 17-Jun-19 

RPT08 
Glenbrook Ravine Park 
Invasive Plant Management 
Plan 

Report to 
City 
Council 

Engineering Services and 
Parks & Recreation 
Department 

24-Jun-19 

RPT09 
Tree Protection and 
Regulation Bylaw Status 
Update 

Report to 
City 
Council 

Parks & Recreation 04-Jul-16 

RPT10 Urban Forest Management 
Strategy Report 

Report to 
City 
Council 

Parks, Culture & 
Recreation 11-Jan-16 

RPT11 
2020-2024 Budget Survey: 
Climate Emergency Bold 
Steps 

Report to 
City 
Council 

City of New Westminster 20-Jan-20 

 Tree Sale Website City of New Westminster 13-Jul-09 
 Urban Forestry Survey  Sarah Peerless 11-Jul-09 

VLNT01 Volunteering Program Website City of New Westminster No Date 

VLNT03 Youth Volunteer Orientation 
Session 

Facebook 
Post City of New Westminster 09-Sep-16 

VLNT04 Youth Volunteer Orientation 
Session 

Facebook 
Post City of New Westminster 27-Aug-19 

WERA01 RA Minutes Mar 26, 2019 Meeting 
Minutes 

West End Residents' 
Association 26-Mar-19 

WERA02 RA Minutes Jan 27, 2015 Meeting 
Minutes 

West End Residents' 
Association 27-Jan-15 
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Appendix H: Qualitative Coding  

Table H1 

Draft Coding Framework 

Themes Categories Codes 
Urban Forest 
Benefits 

Environmental Benefits Air Quality 
Soil Quality 
Water Quality 
Water Management and Erosion 
Control 
Biodiversity and Ecological Processes 
Temperature Management 
Wind Control 
Noise Reduction 
Light, Glare and Reflection 
Wildlife Habitat and Connectivity 

Economic Benefits Property Values 
Tourism 
Economic Growth 
Energy Costs 
Employment Opportunities 
Health Care Expenditures 
Policing Expenditures 

Social Benefits Psychological Benefits 
Community Connection 
Culture and History 
Health Benefits 
Education and Experiences 
Safety 
Spiritual 
Beauty 

Urban Forest 
Impacts 

Environmental Impacts Undesirable wildlife and insects 
Overgrowth of Vegetation 
Illegal dumping of garbage 

Economic Impacts Damage Infrastructure 
Create Debris 
Visibility of Signage/Businesses 

Social Impacts Psychological Impacts 
Community Impacts 
Health Impacts 
Safety Impacts 
Decreased aesthetics 
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Themes Categories Codes 
Volunteer 
Motivations 

Protective Motivations Feel Less Lonely 
Guilt of Being More Fortunate 
Address Personal Problems 

Values Motivations Compassion 
Importance of Actions 
Meaningful Work 

Career Motivations Networking 
Career Options 
Resume Experience 

Social Motivations Volunteer with Friends 
Volunteer with Acquaintances 
Important Work 

Understanding Motivations New Perspectives 
New Knowledge 
New Skills 

Enhancement Motivations Feel Important 
Feel Needed 
Feel Better 

Civic Responsibility 
Motivations 

Civic Duty 
Family Tradition 
Obligation to Less Able / Defenseless 

Debt or Obligation Motivations Obligation to Help Others 
Pay it Forward 
Share My Good Fortune 

Socialization Motivations Build Social Network 
Strengthen Friends Relationships 
Have Fun 

Project Organization 
Motivations 

Project Management 
Known Expectations 
Having a Good Leader 

Volunteer Needs Ability Needs Lack of Training / Skills 
Poor Health 
Lack of Confidence 

Accessibility Needs Transportation 
Convenient Times 
Invited to volunteer 
Volunteer opportunities better known 

Availability Needs Too busy 
Childcare 

Appreciation Needs Reimbursements 
Recognition 

Social Needs Pleasant and Safe 
Fun 
Friends worked there 
Group volunteer events 
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Themes Categories Codes 
Values Needs Philosophy and Mission 

Environmental 
Stewardship 
Motivations 

Helping the Environment 
Motivations 

Concern 
Protection 
Meaningful Cause 
Enhancement / Improvement 
Preservation 

Environmental User Motivations Care for My Area 
Enrich Future Activities 
Physical Work 
Improve Aesthetics 
See New Places 

Environmental Learning 
Motivations 

Ecological Knowledge 
First-Hand Observations 
Sustainable Behaviours 
Fascination 

Environmental Reflection 
Motivations 

Humanity’s Impact 
My Impact 
Sensory Experience 

Urban Forest 
Emotions 

Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 

Happiness 
Joy 
Indifference 
Anger 
Sadness 
Frustration 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

Expert Knowledge 
Intermediate Knowledge 
Basic/Common Knowledge 

 

Municipal 
Challenges 

Municipal Budget Constraints  
Municipal Resource Constraints  
Inter-departmental Coordination  
Community Engagement  
Community Involvement  
Municipal Competing Goals  
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Table H2 

Qualitative Analysis Codebook 

Themes Categories Codes 
Urban Forest Benefits Environmental Benefits Air Quality 

Biodiversity 
Climate Change 
Noise Barrier 
Temperature Reduction 
Visual Barrier 
Water Management & Erosion 
Control 
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 

Economic Benefits  
Social and Cultural Benefits Aesthetics 

Community Food 
Connecting with Nature 
Historical Heritage Connections 
Legacy Landmark 
Livable and Comfortable 
Places to Interact 

Health and Safety Benefits Healthy Activities 
Mental Health 
Privacy and Protection 
Public Health 
Safety 
Solace and Calm 

Values for the Urban 
Forest 

Childhood Experiences  
Contrast to the Built 
Environment 

Large and Old Trees 
Provides Balance 
Street Trees 
Well Maintained Trees 

Core Community Element A Constant – A Sense of Time 
Established Community 
Everything is Connected 
Liveable City 

Rare or Diminishing Environmental Rights 
Guarding our Future 

Value What They Know  
Urban Forest Impacts Environment Messy Trees 

Too Much Shade 
Unwanted Wildlife 
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Themes Categories Codes 
Economic Impacts Development Impacts and 

Conflicts 
Maintenance Removal Costs 
Property Damage 
Tree Bylaws 
Using Taxpayer Money 

Social and Cultural Impacts Block the View 
Health and Safety Allergies 

Crime 
Safety Impacts 

Urban Forest Activities Biking  
Events in Greenspaces  
Gardening  
Observing Nature  
Outdoor Play and Pets  
Volunteering  
Walking and Running  

Volunteer Motivations Values Motivations Moral Obligation 
Career Motivations School Credit 

Work Experience 
Social Motivations Volunteer with Friends and 

Acquaintances 
Sense of Community 

Understanding Motivations Building Utilizing Skills 
Develop New Behaviours 
Teaching and Learning 
Opportunities. 

Enhancement Motivations Accomplishment 
Enjoyment 
Pride 
To Keep Busy 

Civic Responsibility 
Motivations 

Duty Obligation 

Socialization Motivations Meet People 
Have Fun 
Break Bread Together 

Project Organization 
Motivations 

Clear Mandate 
Consistency 
Effective Work 

Volunteer Needs Accessibility Needs Transportation 
Invited to volunteer 
Sponsored to volunteer 
Variety of project and work types 

Availability Needs Childcare 
Inclusive of children 
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Themes Categories Codes 
Appreciation Needs Recognition 
Social Needs Enjoyable experience 
Values Needs Align with values 

Meaningful cause 
Relevant to volunteers 
Disagreement with Project 

Volunteer Barriers  Age Constraints 
Identifying Volunteer 
Opportunities 
Need to Meet Basic Needs 
Negative Experience 
Physical Ability 
Skills 
Time Schedule Constraints 
Too Big of a Commitment 

Environmental 
Stewardship 
Motivations 

Helping the Environment 
Motivations 

Mitigate our Impacts 
Protect the Environment 

Environmental User 
Motivations 

Physical Work 
Being Outside 

Environmental Learning 
Motivations 

Connect with Nature 
Teach others about the 
Environment 
To Learn 

Urban Forest Emotions Positive 
 

Admiration and Wonder 
Cherish 
Enjoyment 

• Escape 
• Magic 
• Peace and Relaxation 

Excited 
Nostalgia 
Pride and Ownership 
Protective 

Negative Annoyance 
Dismay 
Frustration 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

Advanced Environmental Knowledge 
Intermediate Environmental Knowledge 
Basic Environmental Knowledge 
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Themes Categories Codes 
Management Themes  Build Momentum 

Build on Others Work 
Build Relationships 
Keep Things Simple 
Neighbourhood Ownership 
Partnerships 
People-Centered Public Realm 
Prioritize Social Equity 
Small Scale Initiatives 
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Appendix I: Survey Results and Statistics 

Throughout this Appendix statistical abbreviations are used. Here is a legend for your reference. 

Statistical Abbreviations 

df = degrees of freedom 

M = Mean 

MD = mean difference 

N = total number in sample 

No. = Number 

Pct. = percentage  

Pop. = population 

R = Rank 

SD = Standard Deviation 

yr = year(s) 

Statistical Notations 

Ranking based on the order of the mean values. 
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Consent to Participant 

Table I1 

Survey Results for Question 1: If you have decided to volunteer as a research participant for this 
study, select ‘Yes’ below to indicate that you have read and understood the information provided 
above. 

Answer Choices N Response Rate 
Yes 127 100.0% 
No 0 0.0% 

 

Urban Forest Experience  

Table I2 

Survey Results for Question 2: How often do you engage in activities in New Westminster’s 

urban forest including parks, mini or pocket parks, natural areas, tree lined streets or 

backyards?  

Answer Choices N Response Rate M SD 
Daily 65 51.2% 

4.36 0.79 
Weekly (1 or more times) 47 37.0% 
Monthly (1 or more times) 13 10.2% 
Annually (1 or more times) 0 0.0% 
Never 2 1.6% 
Total 127 100.0% - - 

 
Table I3 

Survey Results for Question 3: Which activities do you participate in during those outings? 

Answer Choices Rank N Response Rate 
Walking / Running / Hiking 1 117 92.1% 
Playing in playgrounds 2 62 48.8% 
Nature exploration 3 55 43.3% 
Gardening 4 51 40.2% 
Reading / Relaxing / Sunbathing 5 49 38.6% 
Picnicking / Barbecuing 6 47 37.0% 
Biking / Rollerblading / Skateboarding 7 32 25.2% 
Playing sports (soccer, baseball, etc.) 8 31 24.4% 
Birding / Wildlife observation 9 29 22.8% 
Reflective or meditative activities (Tai Chi, etc.) 10 13 10.2% 
Outings with the Dog 11 7 5.5% 
Other (Photography, Geocaching, Picking up litter) 12 3 2.4% 
No activities 13 1 0.8% 
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Favourite Tree 

Table I4 

Survey Results for Question 4: If you have a favourite tree in New Westminster, please provide details below. 

No. Tree Description Location Reason 
1 Cherry blossoms Queen st So many & they’re so pink! 
2 Large tree, multiple branches Albert Cresent Park Provides shade, visually appealing 

3 

all of them,( leafy tress), I love when the 
trees are planted along sidewalks. These 
trees WERE THE ONLY reason I moved 
to New West 7 years ago 

all over NW I could go on and on about all the wonderful leafy trees that are in 
NW.  

4 Grouping of trees  Beside city hall The area around the little ponds and water falls is so peaceful and 
relaxing. I find myself at ease after walking through 

5 young tree planted by the city on sidewalk in front of 480 East 
Columbia Street It is outside my window and I love to watch it grow 

6 Hard to pick just one – Ash In front of my condo. 
I get so much enjoyment watching the different birds, bats and 
animals that use it.  It creates shade and privacy in the summer 
months.  The fall leaves are beautiful. 

7 Stand of Oak Triangle Park area Looks great 

8 The double cherries blooming in the 
Springtime 7th Avenue (between 2nd and 4th) I call it the New Westminster cherry blossom festival when they are 

all in bloom! 
9 Willow 3rd ave/10th street Provides shade for walkers, can see outside my window 
10 Wish i knew what kind it was... Above the Port Royal beach My cat looks so cool sitting in it, like a jaguar 

11 Row of large trees in Queens Park  Along 1st Street between 3rd and 
4th Avenue 

They are so tall & noble – if only they could talk...they’d have 
stories to tell. Of that I am sure.  

12 old growth trees Queen’s Park they signify stability, perseverance, and beauty  
13 Willow tree in Queens Park Queens Park It is a cool hang out place in the park and you can sit in it! 
14 Oak Trees Park – East End of Carnarvon St They are old and beautiful 
15 Garye Oaks East End of Carnarvon St (Park) Majestic & Beautiful 
16 Monkey Pod Tree Queens St & Ash (Church) Evergreen, Unique Etc 

17 huge tree, possibly an elm corner of 4th avenue and 4th street, 
i believe 

a good example of owner not happy with shedding leaves, yet tree 
itself being gloriously old and helpful 
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No. Tree Description Location Reason 
18 Cherry blossom tree  Tipperary park Had family pictures there! 

19 
I wish I knew their species... Cypress 
maybe...too bad I can’t send a picture..that 
are unusual and beautiful.  

Moody Park along 10th St. They are unusual and unique... are old..... and speak of history 

20 all trees in Hume Park Hume Park Makes me feel good 

21 Variety of native trees and bushes  Pier Park  They bring a very special natural and calming quality to our unique 
urban riverfront park.  

22 The willow trees in hume park  Hume Park They look beautiful and they provide nice shade in the summer time 

23 Crataegus douglasii (black hawthorn) Beside our house It’s a native tree that I planted more than 10 years ago and is now 
big and beautiful but still narrow enough to fit in the space 

24 on 4th on the city hall road. There is gnarled branchy tree I love, also the giant cedars in Queens Park. The willow on the hill facing mcbride in Queens 
park, the tree that blocks the apartment building behind my house 

25 Money Tail Tree  Olivet Baptist Church at Queens 
and 7th It is massive and I love how it looks 

26 oak tree Lord Kelvin Community school it is a perfectly shaped oak tree 
27 Big Cottonwoods Robert Burnaby Park Great habitat 

28 Douglas-firs Queens Park Provides residents an (approximate) vision of the region’s natural 
forests prior to European settlement 

29 Evergreen In front of Herbert Spencer History and fond memories.  Also, it’s Christms lights signal the 
start to get ready for Christmas. 

30 oak tree on the corner of 2nd street and 
Royal Ave It is soooooo big and beautiful!! 

31 Magnolia and two different types of 
dogwoods,  my backyard on Durham Street Spring flowers, hang my hammock, shade, birds 

32 Like a maple but long leaves like an 
aeralia and red in colour 

On Royal Ave on the corner of an 
empty lot across the Street from 
Douglas College.  

Comes up every year with no human upkeep in beautiful red colour. 

33 Magnolia  Our street Cut down by two neighbours- gone 
34 Very old large deciduous tree Albert crescent park Beautiful large trunk  

35 fruit trees south side of buildings provide nectar for bees, food for birds (insects), fruit diversity, food 
for people, shade in summer. 

36 Cherry blossoms 3rd Street in Queen’s Park Produces beautiful flowers in the spring/tourist attraction 
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No. Tree Description Location Reason 

37 1) Oak....  2) Copper beech 

1) the big one closest to the 
pedestrian bridge over McBride, 
downhill from the collapsed 
Arennex in Queens Park... 2) on 
the NW corner of Ash & 3rd 

1) It smells like my childhood... 2) It’s a huge, glorious tree that 
dominates the tiny lot it’s in and makes the area feel less like a plow 
& build subdivision 

38 Monkey Tree  front yard of Church on 7th street 
and  7th ave(??) 

so old and majestic,these trees grow very slow,so it must remember 
old times in New Westminster 

39 tall evergreen, possibly cedar small front yard, Regina St near 
4th St, north side 

It is trimmed to provide a high lovely shelter over the sidewalk, 
creating a very calm space, also the water feature helps. 

40 Paw Paw Trees My back yard A non-invasive, interesting, beautiful and ancient tree indigenous to 
North America. 

41 Copper beach (I think anyway) Fourth Street and Fifth Ave The size and scale is so impressive! 
42 Magnolia  Quayside promenade  Aesthetic view 

43 Magnolia Tree half way down back lane between 
4th & 5th streets  

It’s beautiful and huge and it’s rare to find such a beautiful tree in a 
back lane.   

44 
Not so much one tree, but the grouping on 
moody park on the corner of 10th st and 6th 
ave 

10th street and 6th ave 

There is an alcove in the centre of some loveley bushes/trees. It’s 
the perfect place to sit and relax with my dog or infant son on a nice 
day. I wish it was farther from traffic and the trees were bigger, but 
the shade is lovely, it’s kind of private and it’s so beautiful  

45 I love the Japanese Snowbells the city has planted on some of the boulevards. Also the small teees planted in a row in the cement planters at the public 
library (I don’t know the name). Also the hug 

46 Large tall tree(s) in Moody Park Specifically the one near the 
lacrosse box It’s a great landmark – especially at Christmas 

47 spruce my back yard It’s HUGE and beautiful and we’ve built a garden under it 
48 Left blank. Grimston Park my son’s favourite climbing tree! 
49 Cedar trees Queen’s Park Cedar trees were a big part of my childhood... so nostalgia 
50 Maple trees Everywhere New to Canada 

51 Cherry tree Corner of 13th st and hamilton 
Beautiful and next to my daughter’s day care. But there are so many 
others. Queens park walkway by the dog park is another one and all 
the trees in Grimston park. 

52 Large leafy tree 
Royal Ave. by side of road 
opposite entrance to patullo 
bridge 

It’s huge and overlooks the busy street 
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No. Tree Description Location Reason 

53 Younger tree with green leaves/type 
unknown Close to 221 12th St 

This tree is close to my building, and one of only a few that lines our 
street. I always enjoyed pointing it out to my young daughter. We 
have watched it together for a full season now – from changing 
colours to bare branches, then buds & green leaves. It’s not the 
biggest tree, or the most beautiful, but it is a little oasis of green and 
nature in what is still a very commercial area. I think of it as “our” 
tree now, and hope it continues to thrive.   

54 Magnolia Qayqat elementary Sheer size and beauty 

55 I believe it’s a maple  Behind Centennial Lodge by the 
day care It’s the tree we took our wedding photos at. 

56 the ones around the playground at Queens 
Park Queens Park my daughter (4) loves to explore all the trees  

57 The little copse of giant cedars Friendship park Feels like a tiny ancient forest. My kids love running around them. 
They look beautiful.  

58 Honey Locust All over Tiny leaves with great colour, and pea pods 

59 large over 100yr old trees in our front yard 925 fifth street it creates a mini forest in the city as our lot is non-conforming 
(house at back, no lawn) 

60 Cedar Anywhere Important to the area and beautiful 
61 Left Blank Queens Park care center garden Peaceful , quiet (low traffic) , nice landscaping 

62 Large coniferous tree with long needles Between Canada Games pool and 
JIBC parking lot 

provides great shade and reminds me of the ponderosa pines in the 
kootenays 

63 Big tree NW to water park Hume Park Spraypool 
I have had more peaceful moments in the shade of this tree than 
under any other. The panorama of trees across the park is magical 
any time of year. 

64 Cedar trees  Queens Park Love the old and tall trees 
65 Willow 3rd St & 4th Ave playground Provides a lot of shade. 

66 Oak Royal Ave and 2nd Street This oak is huge with massive trunk and straight horizontal thick 
branches and a great symmetry!  

67 Large tree with lots of thick branches that 
look good for climbing Grimstone Park I can imagine my son having fun climbing this tree when he gets 

older 
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Urban Forest Benefits 

Mean values are based on a Likert scale from unimportant (1) to very important (5). 

Table I5 

Rank and Mean Value of Urban Tree Benefits by Gender. 

Urban Forest Benefits 
Female 

(N = 73)  
Male  

(N = 51) MD 
Rank M SD Rank M SD 

Environmental Benefits 2 4.10 1.05 1 3.86 1.28 0.24 
Improve air quality 1 4.68 0.72 1 4.67 0.77 0.01 
Maintain biodiversity and ecological 
processes 

2 4.59 0.68 7 4.10 1.24 0.49 

Provide wildlife habitat and improve 
connectivity 

3 4.56 0.69 5 4.16 1.16 0.40 

Flood prevention and erosion control 12 4.10 1.00 11 3.86 1.27 0.24 
Noise reduction 14 4.07 0.98 14 3.75 1.18 0.32 
Temperature reduction 15 4.00 1.03 12 3.78 1.25 0.22 
Wind control 23 3.53 1.17 20 3.29 1.25 0.24 
Glare and reflection reduction 26 3.26 1.14 23 3.25 1.45 0.01 
Social and Cultural Benefits 1 4.13 1.06 2 3.77 1.19 0.36 
Enhance aesthetic beauty and provide a 
welcoming feeling 

3 4.56 0.65 3 4.29 0.83 0.27 

Provide nature and sensory experiences 7 4.49 0.73 4 4.24 1.01 0.25 
Provide learning opportunities and increase 
environmental awareness 

9 4.29 0.92 15 3.73 1.30 0.56 

Increase community pride, connection and 
attachment 

10 4.22 1.10 9 4.06 0.93 0.16 

Enhance recreational opportunities 11 4.19 0.98 10 3.88 0.97 0.31 
Increase social connections 12 4.10 1.02 15 3.73 1.18 0.37 
Provide opportunities for reflection and 
spiritual experiences 

19 3.77 1.20 22 3.27 1.37 0.50 

Represent cultural and historical time periods 
or events 

25 3.45 1.33 27 2.96 1.23 0.49 

Health and Safety Benefits 3 3.94 1.18 3 3.59 1.29 0.35 
Provide an escape from our daily routine and 
urban stress 

5 4.53 0.77 6 4.12 1.09 0.41 

Provide peacefulness, solitude and a sense of 
well-being 

6 4.52 0.75 2 4.31 1.03 0.21 

Provide opportunities for stress relief and 
relaxation 

8 4.44 0.76 7 4.10 1.08 0.34 

Provide opportunities for physical fitness 16 3.95 1.18 13 3.76 1.09 0.19 
Decrease feelings of social isolation 17 3.88 1.07 26 3.12 1.38 0.76 
Create a feeling of being sheltered and 
protected 

21 3.68 1.28 18 3.43 1.28 0.25 

Provide privacy 22 3.66 1.23 15 3.73 1.10 -0.07 
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Urban Forest Benefits 
Female 

(N = 73)  
Male  

(N = 51) MD 
Rank M SD Rank M SD 

Reduce crime (by bringing residents outside) 24 3.52 1.20 28 2.94 1.24 0.58 
Reduce recovery times and medications used 26 3.26 1.43 31 2.80 1.40 0.46 
Economic Benefits 4 3.24 1.32 4 3.03 1.38 0.21 
Reduce energy costs 18 3.82 1.21 19 3.33 1.29 0.49 
Reduce health care expenditures 20 3.73 1.22 25 3.16 1.41 0.57 
Enhance tourism 28 3.22 1.26 20 3.29 1.27 -0.07 
Reduce policing expenditures 29 3.14 1.23 32 2.37 1.44 0.77 
Provide employment opportunities 30 3.00 1.27 30 2.88 1.32 0.12 
Increase economic growth 31 2.92 1.31 29 2.92 1.37 0.00 
Increase property values 32 2.82 1.40 23 3.25 1.40 -0.43 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 3.87 1.20 2 3.58 1.32 0.29 

 

Table I6 

Rank and Mean Value of Urban Tree Benefits by Age Group. 

Urban Forest Benefits 
18 – 29 
(N = 6) 

30 – 44 
(N = 68) 

45 – 59 
(N = 29) 

60+ 
(N = 24) 

Rank M SD Rank M SD Rank M SD Rank M SD 
Environmental Benefits 3 3.75 1.31 2 3.99 1.13 1 3.91 1.26 1 4.17 1.04 
Improve air quality 1 4.83 0.41 1 4.65 0.81 1 4.62 0.82 1 4.79 0.41 
Provide wildlife habitat 
and improve connectivity 1 4.83 0.41 5 4.35 0.96 6 4.34 1.01 7 4.33 0.96 

Maintain biodiversity 
and ecological processes 6 4.50 0.55 4 4.38 1.02 5 4.38 0.98 4 4.38 0.92 

Noise reduction 15 3.83 0.75 16 3.88 1.14 15 3.83 1.20 8 4.25 0.68 
Flood prevention and 
erosion control 15 3.83 1.47 12 4.00 0.99 10 4.00 1.25 12 4.04 1.23 

Temperature reduction 24 3.17 1.83 14 3.99 0.98 19 3.59 1.38 10 4.21 0.88 
Wind control 29 2.50 1.22 25 3.40 1.15 21 3.38 1.21 14 3.88 1.26 
Glare and reflection 
reduction 29 2.50 0.55 27 3.26 1.23 25 3.1 1.42 21 3.50 1.29 

Social and Cultural 
Benefits 1 4.17 0.97 1 4.01 1.12 2 3.85 1.25 2 3.93 1.06 

Provide nature and 
sensory experiences 4 4.67 0.52 7 4.32 0.87 4 4.41 0.87 4 4.38 0.97 

Enhance recreational 
opportunities 6 4.50 0.55 10 4.16 0.96 16 3.69 1.14 13 4.00 0.93 

Increase community 
pride, connection and 
attachment 

6 4.50 0.84 8 4.25 1.01 9 4.07 1.03 14 3.88 1.08 

Enhance aesthetic beauty 
and provide a welcoming 
feeling 

10 4.33 0.82 2 4.46 0.78 2 4.52 0.83 8 4.25 0.68 

Provide learning 
opportunities and 11 4.17 0.41 11 4.04 1.14 11 3.86 1.33 10 4.21 0.88 
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Urban Forest Benefits 
18 – 29 
(N = 6) 

30 – 44 
(N = 68) 

45 – 59 
(N = 29) 

60+ 
(N = 24) 

Rank M SD Rank M SD Rank M SD Rank M SD 
increase environmental 
awareness 
Increase social 
connections 11 4.17 1.17 12 4.00 1.01 11 3.86 1.36 18 3.67 1.09 

Provide opportunities for 
reflection and spiritual 
experiences 

15 3.83 1.17 23 3.44 1.3 18 3.66 1.34 16 3.75 1.26 

Represent cultural and 
historical time periods or 
events 

24 3.17 1.47 24 3.41 1.36 28 2.76 1.21 24 3.33 1.24 

Health and Safety 
Benefits 2 4.05 0.90 3 3.80 1.22 3 3.68 1.33 3 3.75 1.27 

Provide an escape from 
our daily routine and 
urban stress 

1 4.83 0.41 6 4.34 0.97 7 4.24 1.06 4 4.38 0.82 

Provide opportunities for 
stress relief and 
relaxation 

4 4.67 0.52 9 4.22 0.91 7 4.24 0.95 3 4.42 1.06 

Provide peacefulness, 
solitude and a sense of 
well-being 

6 4.50 0.84 3 4.40 0.88 3 4.45 0.87 2 4.46 0.93 

Decrease feelings of 
social isolation 14 4.00 0.89 18 3.69 1.19 23 3.24 1.38 26 3.29 1.4 

Provide opportunities for 
physical fitness 15 3.83 0.98 15 3.93 1.14 11 3.86 1.22 18 3.67 1.09 

Reduce recovery times 
and medications used 15 3.83 1.17 28 3.16 1.41 30 2.66 1.4 29 3.00 1.53 

Create a feeling of being 
sheltered and protected 15 3.83 0.98 20 3.49 1.29 16 3.69 1.34 20 3.54 1.28 

Provide privacy 21 3.67 0.82 19 3.54 1.25 11 3.86 1.19 17 3.71 1.08 
Reduce crime 22 3.33 0.52 22 3.46 1.23 27 2.9 1.35 27 3.25 1.26 
Economic Benefits 4 3.07 1.30 4 3.25 1.34 4 2.95 1.34 4 3.07 1.31 
Reduce health care 
expenditures 11 4.17 0.75 20 3.49 1.26 22 3.34 1.45 22 3.46 1.38 

Reduce policing 
expenditures 22 3.33 0.82 32 2.97 1.34 32 2.45 1.27 31 2.67 1.55 

Reduce energy costs 24 3.17 1.17 17 3.78 1.26 20 3.41 1.3 22 3.46 1.18 
Provide employment 
opportunities 24 3.17 1.17 30 3.04 1.26 31 2.62 1.42 30 2.96 1.16 

Increase economic 
growth 28 2.67 1.37 28 3.16 1.37 29 2.72 1.16 32 2.42 1.28 

Increase property values 29 2.50 1.64 31 2.99 1.45 26 2.97 1.35 28 3.21 1.28 
Enhance tourism 29 2.50 1.64 26 3.31 1.31 24 3.14 1.25 24 3.33 1.01 
Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 1 3.79 1.19 2 3.78 1.24 3 3.62 1.34 4 3.75 1.24 
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Table I7 

Rank and Mean Value of Urban Tree Benefits by Children at Home. 

Urban Forest Benefits 
Children at Home  

(N = 76) 
No Children at Home 

(N = 51)  MD 
Rank M SD Rank M SD 

Environmental Benefits 2 3.96 1.16 1 4.04 1.15 -0.08 
Improve air quality 1 4.63 0.83 1 4.75 0.56 -0.12 
Maintain biodiversity and ecological processes 4 4.38 0.94 5 4.39 1.02 -0.01 
Provide wildlife habitat and improve connectivity 7 4.29 1.03 2 4.49 0.81 -0.20 
Flood prevention and erosion control 12 4.05 1.01 12 3.92 1.26 0.13 
Noise reduction 15 3.92 1.08 11 3.96 1.06 -0.04 
Temperature reduction 16 3.83 1.17 9 4.00 1.08 -0.17 
Wind control 22 3.45 1.15 21 3.43 1.30 0.02 
Glare and reflection reduction 29 3.14 1.29 23 3.37 1.23 -0.23 
Social and Cultural Benefits 1 4.00 1.12 2 3.92 1.17 0.08 
Enhance aesthetic beauty and provide a welcoming 
feeling 3 4.42 0.87 3 4.43 0.61 -0.01 

Provide nature and sensory experiences 6 4.33 0.84 3 4.43 0.92 -0.10 
Increase community pride, connection and 
attachment 8 4.25 0.98 9 4.00 1.08 0.25 

Provide learning opportunities and increase 
environmental awareness 10 4.13 1.00 14 3.90 1.27 0.23 

Enhance recreational opportunities 11 4.12 0.94 12 3.92 1.07 0.20 
Increase social connections 13 3.96 1.09 15 3.84 1.16 0.12 
Provide opportunities for reflection and spiritual 
experiences 21 3.51 1.26 18 3.65 1.34 -0.14 

Represent cultural and historical time periods or 
events 26 3.29 1.36 25 3.16 1.27 0.13 

Health and Safety Benefits 3 3.80 1.20 3 3.74 1.31 0.06 
Provide peacefulness, solitude and a sense of well-
being 2 4.46 0.74 6 4.37 1.06 0.09 

Provide an escape from our daily routine and urban 
stress 5 4.37 0.91 8 4.31 1.01 0.06 

Provide opportunities for stress relief and relaxation 9 4.22 0.87 6 4.37 1.02 -0.15 
Provide opportunities for physical fitness 14 3.95 1.07 16 3.73 1.22 0.22 
Provide privacy 18 3.64 1.21 17 3.67 1.16 -0.03 
Decrease feelings of social isolation 19 3.59 1.18 21 3.43 1.40 0.16 
Create a feeling of being sheltered and protected 20 3.54 1.25 19 3.59 1.33 -0.05 
Reduce crime 24 3.37 1.25 25 3.16 1.24 0.21 
Reduce recovery times and medications used 31 3.07 1.39 27 3.02 1.50 0.05 
Economic Benefits 4 3.30 1.31 4 2.90 1.35 0.40 
Reduce energy costs 17 3.76 1.25 23 3.37 1.22 0.39 
Reduce health care expenditures 23 3.45 1.24 20 3.53 1.42 -0.08 
Enhance tourism 24 3.37 1.28 27 3.04 1.20 0.33 
Increase economic growth 27 3.22 1.26 32 2.41 1.28 0.81 
Increase property values 28 3.17 1.40 29 2.75 1.37 0.42 
Provide employment opportunities 29 3.14 1.30 30 2.63 1.18 0.51 
Reduce policing expenditures 32 2.96 1.30 31 2.59 1.42 0.37 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 3.78 1.22 2 3.68 1.31 0.10 
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Table I8 

Rank and Mean Value of Urban Tree Benefits by Education. 

Urban Forest Benefits 
Non-University  

(N = 36) 
University 
(N = 90) MD 

Rank M SD Rank M SD 
Environmental Benefits 1 4.09 1.16 1 3.97 1.15 0.12 
Improve air quality 1 4.81 0.40 1 4.63 0.83 0.18 
Provide wildlife habitat and improve connectivity 2 4.56 0.65 7 4.31 1.03 0.25 
Maintain biodiversity and ecological processes 6 4.47 0.91 4 4.36 1.00 0.11 
Noise reduction 11 4.08 1.02 14 3.89 1.09 0.19 
Temperature reduction 12 3.97 1.18 16 3.88 1.12 0.09 
Flood prevention and erosion control 14 3.94 1.17 11 4.03 1.10 -0.09 
Glare and reflection reduction 29 3.14 1.46 25 3.29 1.19 -0.15 
Wind control 20 3.75 1.27 23 3.33 1.16 0.42 
Social and Cultural Benefits 2 4.04 1.20 2 3.96 1.10 0.08 
Enhance aesthetic beauty and provide a welcoming 
feeling 3 4.53 0.70 2 4.41 0.76 0.12 

Provide nature and sensory experiences 3 4.53 0.88 6 4.32 0.86 0.21 
Provide learning opportunities and increase 
environmental awareness 9 4.22 1.12 12 3.98 1.11 0.24 

Increase community pride, connection and 
attachment 10 4.14 1.15 9 4.17 0.97 -0.03 

Enhance recreational opportunities 12 3.97 1.06 10 4.08 0.97 -0.11 
Increase social connections 15 3.89 1.30 13 3.94 1.02 -0.05 
Provide opportunities for reflection and spiritual 
experiences 18 3.78 1.40 19 3.48 1.25 0.30 

Represent cultural and historical time periods or 
events 28 3.22 1.38 26 3.27 1.30 -0.05 

Health and Safety Benefits 3 3.89 1.30 3 3.74 1.22 0.15 
Provide peacefulness, solitude and a sense of well-
being 3 4.53 0.91 3 4.4 0.86 0.13 

Provide opportunities for stress relief and relaxation 6 4.47 0.91 8 4.21 0.94 0.26 
Provide an escape from our daily routine and urban 
stress 8 4.33 1.07 4 4.36 0.90 -0.03 

Provide privacy 15 3.89 1.09 18 3.57 1.22 0.32 
Create a feeling of being sheltered and protected 17 3.81 1.41 21 3.47 1.22 0.34 
Provide opportunities for physical fitness 18 3.78 1.15 14 3.89 1.14 -0.11 
Decrease feelings of social isolation 21 3.67 1.37 19 3.48 1.24 0.19 
Reduce crime 25 3.28 1.39 24 3.30 1.19 -0.02 
Reduce recovery times and medications used 25 3.28 1.61 29 2.97 1.35 0.31 
Economic Benefits 4 3.24 1.44 4 3.11 1.30 0.13 
Reduce energy costs 22 3.58 1.30 17 3.62 1.24 -0.04 
Reduce health care expenditures 23 3.53 1.44 21 3.47 1.26 0.06 
Enhance tourism 24 3.31 1.37 27 3.22 1.22 0.09 
Provide employment opportunities 27 3.25 1.50 31 2.81 1.17 0.44 
Reduce policing expenditures 30 3.06 1.39 32 2.72 1.34 0.34 
Increase property values 31 3.00 1.57 28 3.01 1.34 -0.01 
Increase economic growth 32 2.97 1.50 30 2.88 1.26 0.09 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 3.84 1.31 2 3.71 1.24 0.13 
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Table I9 

Rank and Mean Value of Urban Tree Benefits by Household Income. 

Urban Forest Benefits 

$10,000 - $49,999 
(N = 19) 

$50,000 - $99,999 
(N = 27) 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 
(N = 37) 

$150,000 and up 
(N = 26) 

Rank M SD Rank M SD Rank M SD Rank M SD 
Environmental Benefits 2 4.15 1.01 1 4.07 1.04 2 4.08 1.12 1 3.72 1.25 
Improve air quality 1 4.79 0.42 1 4.70 0.67 1 4.84 0.44 1 4.42 0.9 
Provide wildlife habitat 
and improve connectivity 6 4.58 0.61 3 4.56 0.58 3 4.59 0.69 3 4.08 1.29 

Maintain biodiversity 
and ecological processes 8 4.47 0.77 2 4.63 0.56 2 4.62 0.72 10 3.77 1.39 

Flood prevention and 
erosion control 11 4.26 0.99 12 4.07 1.00 16 3.92 1.12 6 3.92 1.16 

Temperature reduction 14 4.11 1.05 13 4.04 0.81 14 4.00 1.05 21 3.38 1.3 
Noise reduction 15 4.05 0.85 16 3.81 1.14 13 4.08 0.98 16 3.65 1.16 
Wind control 24 3.53 1.22 20 3.48 1.25 26 3.30 1.24 18 3.42 1.03 
Glare and reflection 
reduction 26 3.37 1.16 26 3.30 1.17 25 3.32 1.36 24 3.12 1.34 

Social and Cultural 
Benefits 1 4.24 0.93 2 4.02 1.03 1 4.12 1.07 2 3.67 1.26 

Provide nature and 
sensory experiences 2 4.68 0.48 8 4.30 0.99 3 4.59 0.69 4 4.04 1.04 

Enhance aesthetic beauty 
and provide a welcoming 
feeling 

7 4.53 0.61 6 4.37 0.69 7 4.51 0.65 1 4.42 0.81 

Provide learning 
opportunities and 
increase environmental 
awareness 

8 4.47 0.61 6 4.37 0.79 15 3.95 1.20 12 3.73 1.37 

Increase community 
pride, connection and 
attachment 

10 4.37 0.83 11 4.19 1.00 9 4.35 0.75 5 3.96 1.18 

Enhance recreational 
opportunities 13 4.16 0.96 10 4.22 0.8 11 4.16 0.99 10 3.77 1.03 

Increase social 
connections 15 4.05 0.97 14 3.89 1.01 11 4.16 0.99 12 3.73 1.28 

Provide opportunities for 
reflection and spiritual 
experiences 

18 3.95 1.22 20 3.48 1.19 17 3.84 1.26 27 2.88 1.28 

Represent cultural and 
historical time periods or 
events 

20 3.68 1.16 24 3.37 1.21 23 3.38 1.34 29 2.81 1.27 

Health and Safety 
Benefits 3 4.05 1.07 3 3.74 1.22 3 3.94 1.21 3 3.45 1.24 

Provide opportunities for 
stress relief and 
relaxation 

2 4.68 0.48 9 4.26 0.86 8 4.49 0.73 12 3.73 1.19 

Provide peacefulness, 
solitude and a sense of 
well-being 

2 4.68 0.58 5 4.41 0.80 5 4.57 0.77 6 3.92 1.2 
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Urban Forest Benefits 

$10,000 - $49,999 
(N = 19) 

$50,000 - $99,999 
(N = 27) 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 
(N = 37) 

$150,000 and up 
(N = 26) 

Rank M SD Rank M SD Rank M SD Rank M SD 
Provide an escape from 
our daily routine and 
urban stress 

5 4.63 0.60 4 4.44 0.70 6 4.54 0.84 8 3.88 1.03 

Create a feeling of being 
sheltered and protected 11 4.26 0.93 25 3.33 1.41 21 3.68 1.27 18 3.42 1.17 

Decrease feelings of 
social isolation 18 3.95 0.97 18 3.52 1.31 19 3.70 1.22 25 3.08 1.26 

Provide opportunities for 
physical fitness 20 3.68 1.29 17 3.70 1.14 10 4.19 1.00 9 3.81 1.02 

Reduce crime 22 3.58 1.02 27 3.30 1.14 23 3.38 1.32 26 2.92 1.29 
Reduce recovery times 
and medications used 22 3.58 1.22 28 3.22 1.48 28 3.11 1.51 32 2.58 1.24 

Provide privacy 25 3.42 1.30 22 3.44 1.22 18 3.78 1.06 15 3.69 1.16 
Economic Benefits 4 3.07 1.37 4 3.23 1.32 4 3.15 1.39 4 3.13 1.19 
Reduce health care 
expenditures 15 4.05 0.97 23 3.41 1.37 21 3.68 1.33 27 2.88 1.21 

Reduce energy costs 27 3.32 1.29 15 3.85 1.17 19 3.70 1.39 21 3.38 0.94 
Enhance tourism 28 3.21 1.36 18 3.52 1.22 27 3.16 1.24 18 3.42 1.14 
Provide employment 
opportunities 28 3.21 1.36 29 3.11 1.12 31 2.84 1.40 29 2.81 1.2 

Increase economic 
growth 30 2.58 1.35 30 3.07 1.44 30 2.95 1.20 23 3.23 1.24 

Reduce policing 
expenditures 30 2.58 1.26 32 2.67 1.27 29 2.97 1.46 31 2.62 1.27 

Increase property values 32 2.53 1.47 31 2.96 1.43 32 2.78 1.49 17 3.54 1.14 
Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 1 3.91 1.18 3 3.78 1.20 2 3.85 1.25 4 3.50 1.26 

 

Table I10 

Rank and Mean Value of Urban Tree Benefits by Neighbourhood. 

Urban Forest 
Benefits 

West Side 
(N = 21) 

Brow of the Hill 
(N = 15) 

Central 
(N = 33) 

Downtown / 
Queens-borough 

(N = 34) 

East Side 
(N = 23) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Environmental 
Benefits 2 3.81 1.21 1 4.25 1.01 1 4.02 1.12 1 4.02 1.14 2 4.00 1.19 

Improve air 
quality 1 4.52 0.93 1 4.87 0.35 1 4.67 0.69 1 4.79 0.48 1 4.65 0.88 

Maintain 
biodiversity and 
ecological 
processes 

3 4.43 0.81 6 4.47 1.06 4 4.33 0.99 5 4.41 0.99 5 4.43 0.95 

Provide wildlife 
habitat and 
improve 
connectivity 

6 4.19 1.08 10 4.33 1.11 2 4.55 0.75 6 4.38 0.78 5 4.43 0.99 



URBAN FOREST VALUES AND WILLINGNESS TO VOLUNTEER 186 

Urban Forest 
Benefits 

West Side 
(N = 21) 

Brow of the Hill 
(N = 15) 

Central 
(N = 33) 

Downtown / 
Queens-borough 

(N = 34) 

East Side 
(N = 23) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Flood prevention 
and erosion 
control 

11 4.05 1.20 10 4.33 0.62 12 3.97 1.21 11 4.09 1.08 17 3.74 1.14 

Noise reduction 17 3.57 1.03 13 4.20 0.86 14 3.94 1.17 12 4.03 1.03 14 4.04 1.07 
Temperature 
reduction 19 3.43 1.36 4 4.53 0.52 15 3.88 1.05 14 4.00 1.10 15 3.87 1.18 

Wind control 19 3.43 1.16 25 3.33 1.18 21 3.55 1.18 21 3.41 1.23 25 3.48 1.34 
Glare and 
reflection 
reduction 

29 2.86 1.15 17 3.93 1.33 24 3.30 1.19 27 3.06 1.28 26 3.35 1.34 

Social and 
Cultural Benefits 1 3.89 1.15 2 4.13 1.05 2 3.90 1.20 2 3.98 1.06 1 4.11 1.13 

Enhance aesthetic 
beauty and 
provide a 
welcoming 
feeling 

4 4.38 0.86 2 4.80 0.41 5 4.27 0.67 3 4.47 0.61 3 4.48 0.99 

Provide nature 
and sensory 
experiences 

6 4.19 0.81 4 4.53 0.74 3 4.39 0.93 7 4.35 0.88 2 4.52 0.79 

Provide learning 
opportunities and 
increase 
environmental 
awareness 

8 4.14 0.91 10 4.33 0.98 9 4.03 1.19 15 3.82 1.14 10 4.17 1.19 

Increase 
community pride, 
connection and 
attachment 

12 4.00 1.05 6 4.47 0.64 10 4.00 1.17 9 4.18 1.03 8 4.35 0.88 

Enhance 
recreational 
opportunities 

13 3.95 1.16 16 4.00 1.07 10 4.00 1.09 10 4.12 0.84 10 4.17 0.83 

Increase social 
connections 14 3.86 1.20 13 4.20 0.68 17 3.64 1.32 12 4.03 0.97 12 4.13 0.97 

Provide 
opportunities for 
reflection and 
spiritual 
experiences 

21 3.38 1.32 23 3.40 1.35 19 3.61 1.34 20 3.62 1.18 16 3.78 1.35 

Represent cultural 
and historical 
time periods or 
events 

24 3.19 1.40 27 3.27 1.28 25 3.27 1.38 25 3.24 1.23 29 3.26 1.45 

Health and Safety 
Benefits 3 3.76 1.22 3 3.96 1.13 3 3.64 1.30 3 3.80 1.21 3 3.92 1.24 

Provide 
peacefulness, 
solitude and a 
sense of well-
being 

2 4.48 0.68 3 4.60 0.63 8 4.24 1.06 2 4.53 0.90 3 4.48 0.73 
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Urban Forest 
Benefits 

West Side 
(N = 21) 

Brow of the Hill 
(N = 15) 

Central 
(N = 33) 

Downtown / 
Queens-borough 

(N = 34) 

East Side 
(N = 23) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Provide an escape 
from our daily 
routine and urban 
stress 

4 4.38 0.86 8 4.40 0.74 5 4.27 0.94 4 4.44 0.93 8 4.35 1.11 

Provide 
opportunities for 
stress relief and 
relaxation 

8 4.14 1.01 8 4.40 0.63 5 4.27 0.94 8 4.29 1.03 5 4.43 0.79 

Provide 
opportunities for 
physical fitness 

8 4.14 0.96 19 3.87 1.36 16 3.67 1.11 16 3.76 1.16 13 4.09 1.08 

Provide privacy 15 3.81 1.08 22 3.60 1.40 17 3.64 1.17 19 3.62 1.10 19 3.70 1.33 
Decrease feelings 
of social isolation 16 3.67 1.11 17 3.93 1.10 27 3.09 1.33 18 3.68 1.17 20 3.65 1.40 

Create a feeling of 
being sheltered 
and protected 

23 3.33 1.35 15 4.07 0.88 22 3.39 1.41 17 3.71 1.19 21 3.52 1.31 

Economic 
Benefits 4 3.08 1.20 4 3.19 1.31 4 3.13 1.39 4 3.07 1.30 4 3.31 1.44 

Reduce energy 
costs 17 3.57 1.25 25 3.33 1.35 12 3.97 1.13 22 3.35 1.28 17 3.74 1.25 

Reduce health 
care expenditures 21 3.38 1.24 21 3.73 1.16 19 3.61 1.41 23 3.32 1.22 21 3.52 1.47 

Enhance tourism 25 3.10 1.18 27 3.27 1.28 26 3.21 1.32 23 3.32 1.25 27 3.30 1.33 
Increase 
economic growth 26 3.05 1.07 23 3.40 1.06 32 2.45 1.35 30 2.91 1.33 31 3.09 1.56 

Reduce recovery 
times and 
medications used 

27 3.00 1.45 30 3.00 1.36 29 2.85 1.50 29 3.00 1.37 21 3.52 1.47 

Provide 
employment 
opportunities 

27 3.00 1.18 29 3.20 1.32 31 2.79 1.24 31 2.88 1.27 32 3.04 1.46 

Reduce crime 29 2.86 1.31 20 3.80 1.08 23 3.33 1.31 26 3.15 1.08 21 3.52 1.34 
Increase property 
values 29 2.86 1.24 31 2.73 1.49 28 3.06 1.39 27 3.06 1.39 30 3.17 1.59 

Reduce policing 
expenditures 32 2.62 1.16 32 2.67 1.40 29 2.85 1.39 32 2.65 1.32 27 3.30 1.49 

Total Mean and 
Standard 
Deviation 

5 3.66 1.23 1 3.91 1.19 4 3.69 1.29 3 3.74 1.23 2 3.85 1.28 

Note. West Side = Connaught Heights, West End and Moody Park; Central = Glenbrook North and 

Queen’s Park; Downtown / Queensborough = Downtown, Quayside, and Queensborough; East Side = 

Massey Victory Heights and McBride Sapperton 
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Table I11 

Rank and Mean Value of Urban Tree Benefits by Residential Tenure. 

Urban Forest Benefits 
0 - 5 yr 

(N = 54) 
6 - 10 yr 
(N = 20) 

11 - 15 yr 
(N = 18) 

Over 15 yr 
(N = 35) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Environmental Benefits 2 4.00 1.13 2 4.17 1.15 1 3.92 1.24 1 3.92 1.15 
Improve air quality 1 4.70 0.63 1 4.70 0.92 1 4.44 0.98 1 4.74 0.61 
Maintain biodiversity and 
ecological processes 6 4.41 1.02 9 4.50 1.00 1 4.44 0.86 6 4.26 0.95 

Provide wildlife habitat and 
improve connectivity 8 4.39 0.83 5 4.55 0.94 4 4.17 1.34 5 4.34 0.91 

Flood prevention and erosion 
control 12 4.02 1.05 15 4.10 1.21 3 4.39 0.85 15 3.71 1.23 

Noise reduction 13 4.00 1.03 18 4.00 1.03 11 3.72 1.27 10 3.91 1.07 
Temperature reduction 16 3.91 1.10 14 4.20 1.15 13 3.67 1.28 11 3.83 1.10 
Wind control 26 3.31 1.19 20 3.85 1.18 18 3.44 1.29 22 3.40 1.19 
Glare and reflection reduction 27 3.26 1.26 26 3.45 1.32 24 3.06 1.30 24 3.17 1.27 
Social and Cultural Benefits 1 4.04 1.09 1 4.33 0.98 2 3.58 1.25 2 3.85 1.16 
Enhance aesthetic beauty and 
provide a welcoming feeling 4 4.44 0.66 2 4.65 0.93 4 4.17 0.79 2 4.40 0.81 

Provide nature and sensory 
experiences 5 4.43 0.77 5 4.55 0.76 8 3.94 1.11 2 4.40 0.91 

Increase community pride, 
connection and attachment 7 4.39 0.79 2 4.65 0.59 13 3.67 1.33 14 3.74 1.15 

Enhance recreational 
opportunities 10 4.20 0.98 11 4.35 0.75 11 3.72 1.13 13 3.77 1.00 

Increase social connections 11 4.04 1.01 13 4.25 0.79 16 3.56 1.42 15 3.71 1.20 
Provide learning opportunities 
and increase environmental 
awareness 

14 3.98 1.16 10 4.40 0.94 10 3.78 1.06 9 4.06 1.16 

Provide opportunities for 
reflection and spiritual 
experiences 

22 3.44 1.30 15 4.10 1.17 22 3.11 1.41 17 3.69 1.21 

Represent cultural and historical 
time periods or events 23 3.39 1.31 24 3.70 1.45 30 2.67 1.24 28 3.03 1.22 

Health and Safety Benefits 3 3.82 1.22 3 4.09 1.17 3 3.48 1.34 3 3.69 1.23 
Provide peacefulness, solitude 
and a sense of well-being 2 4.52 0.86 5 4.55 0.69 7 4.11 1.02 4 4.37 0.91 

Provide an escape from our 
daily routine and urban stress 2 4.52 0.77 5 4.55 0.94 8 3.94 1.21 8 4.17 0.98 

Provide opportunities for stress 
relief and relaxation 9 4.22 0.96 4 4.60 0.60 4 4.17 1.10 6 4.26 0.95 

Provide opportunities for 
physical fitness 14 3.98 1.11 11 4.35 0.81 15 3.61 1.33 20 3.51 1.12 

Decrease feelings of social 
isolation 17 3.69 1.26 22 3.80 1.36 24 3.06 1.35 23 3.37 1.17 

Create a feeling of being 
sheltered and protected 18 3.57 1.19 19 3.95 1.23 20 3.22 1.40 21 3.49 1.36 

Provide privacy 19 3.52 1.16 20 3.85 1.31 17 3.50 1.25 11 3.83 1.12 
Reduce crime 24 3.35 1.18 23 3.75 1.33 26 3.00 1.33 26 3.06 1.21 
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Urban Forest Benefits 
0 - 5 yr 

(N = 54) 
6 - 10 yr 
(N = 20) 

11 - 15 yr 
(N = 18) 

Over 15 yr 
(N = 35) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Reduce recovery times and 
medications used 28 2.98 1.43 26 3.45 1.47 30 2.67 1.41 25 3.11 1.41 

Economic Benefits 4 3.15 1.36 4 3.40 1.43 4 2.96 1.28 4 3.07 1.27 
Reduce energy costs 20 3.46 1.34 15 4.10 1.17 19 3.33 1.24 17 3.69 1.11 
Reduce health care expenditures 20 3.46 1.36 25 3.55 1.32 21 3.17 1.29 19 3.63 1.26 
Enhance tourism 24 3.35 1.32 29 3.35 1.50 22 3.11 1.13 26 3.06 1.08 
Increase economic growth 28 2.98 1.34 32 3.00 1.56 26 3.00 1.37 32 2.66 1.16 
Increase property values 30 2.96 1.45 31 3.15 1.50 28 2.94 1.39 29 3.00 1.31 
Provide employment 
opportunities 31 2.93 1.24 28 3.40 1.31 28 2.94 1.26 31 2.69 1.30 

Reduce policing expenditures 32 2.87 1.35 30 3.25 1.55 32 2.22 1.17 30 2.77 1.29 
Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 2 3.77 1.25 1 4.02 1.23 2 3.50 1.32 3 3.65 1.24 

 

Table I12 

Rank and Mean Value of Urban Tree Benefits by Housing Type. 

Urban Forest Benefits 
Multi-Family 

(N = 67) 
Single-Family 

(N = 60) MD 
Rank M SD Rank M SD 

Environmental Benefits 1 4.11 1.08 1 3.86 1.22 0.25 
Improve air quality 1 4.81 0.43 1 4.53 0.95 0.28 
Maintain biodiversity and ecological processes 5 4.46 0.88 2 4.30 1.06 0.16 
Provide wildlife habitat and improve connectivity 5 4.46 0.77 5 4.27 1.12 0.19 
Noise reduction 10 4.16 0.93 17 3.68 1.16 0.48 
Temperature reduction 12 4.09 1.03 17 3.68 1.21 0.41 
Flood prevention and erosion control 15 4.03 1.06 10 3.97 1.18 0.06 
Wind control 22 3.52 1.22 22 3.35 1.19 0.17 
Glare and reflection reduction 26 3.34 1.31 26 3.12 1.22 0.22 
Social and Cultural Benefits 2 4.09 1.05 2 3.83 1.21 0.26 
Enhance aesthetic beauty and provide a welcoming 
feeling 3 4.55 0.61 3 4.28 0.9 0.27 

Provide nature and sensory experiences 7 4.45 0.8 3 4.28 0.94 0.17 
Increase community pride, connection and 
attachment 9 4.31 0.91 10 3.97 1.12 0.34 

Enhance recreational opportunities 11 4.13 0.98 12 3.93 1.01 0.20 
Increase social connections 12 4.09 0.87 14 3.72 1.32 0.37 
Provide learning opportunities and increase 
environmental awareness 14 4.07 1.12 9 4.00 1.12 0.07 

Provide opportunities for reflection and spiritual 
experiences 17 3.76 1.19 22 3.35 1.36 0.41 

Represent cultural and historical time periods or 
events 25 3.37 1.3 28 3.08 1.34 0.29 

Health and Safety Benefits 3 3.87 1.21 3 3.67 1.27 0.20 
Provide peacefulness, solitude and a sense of well-
being 2 4.57 0.8 5 4.27 0.94 0.30 
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Urban Forest Benefits 
Multi-Family 

(N = 67) 
Single-Family 

(N = 60) MD 
Rank M SD Rank M SD 

Provide an escape from our daily routine and urban 
stress 4 4.48 0.84 7 4.20 1.04 0.28 

Provide opportunities for stress relief and relaxation 8 4.42 0.89 8 4.13 0.96 0.29 
Provide opportunities for physical fitness 16 3.85 1.21 13 3.87 1.05 -0.02 
Create a feeling of being sheltered and protected 18 3.69 1.18 19 3.42 1.37 0.27 
Decrease feelings of social isolation 19 3.64 1.24 20 3.40 1.30 0.24 
Provide privacy 20 3.61 1.19 15 3.70 1.18 -0.09 
Reduce crime 24 3.40 1.18 25 3.15 1.31 0.25 
Reduce recovery times and medications used 28 3.21 1.41 30 2.87 1.44 0.34 
Economic Benefits 4 3.13 1.37 4 3.15 1.30 -0.02 
Reduce health care expenditures 21 3.55 1.28 20 3.40 1.34 0.15 
Reduce energy costs 22 3.52 1.31 15 3.70 1.18 -0.18 
Enhance tourism 27 3.27 1.31 24 3.20 1.2 0.07 
Provide employment opportunities 29 3.00 1.28 30 2.87 1.28 0.13 
Increase property values 30 2.90 1.44 26 3.12 1.35 -0.22 
Increase economic growth 31 2.85 1.36 29 2.95 1.29 -0.10 
Reduce policing expenditures 32 2.79 1.41 32 2.83 1.3 -0.04 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 3.82 1.24 2 3.64 1.28 0.18 

 

Table I13 

Rank and Mean Value of Urban Tree Benefits by Home Ownership. 

Urban Forest Benefits 
Own 

(N = 88) 
Rent  

(N = 37) MD 
Rank M SD Rank M SD 

Environmental Benefits 1 3.90 1.23 1 4.21 0.93 -0.31 
Improve air quality 1 4.61 0.84 1 4.84 0.37 -0.23 
Maintain biodiversity and ecological processes 4 4.31 1.07 3 4.57 0.69 -0.26 
Provide wildlife habitat and improve connectivity 4 4.31 1.03 5 4.54 0.69 -0.23 
Noise reduction 13 3.90 1.1 15 4.03 0.99 -0.13 
Flood prevention and erosion control 15 3.85 1.21 9 4.35 0.75 -0.50 
Temperature reduction 16 3.77 1.2 12 4.19 0.91 -0.42 
Wind control 21 3.35 1.26 22 3.70 1.05 -0.35 
Glare and reflection reduction 27 3.13 1.35 26 3.49 1.02 -0.36 
Social and Cultural Benefits 1 3.90 1.18 2 4.15 0.98 -0.25 
Enhance aesthetic beauty and provide a welcoming 
feeling 2 4.44 0.79 8 4.43 0.65 0.01 

Provide nature and sensory experiences 4 4.31 0.94 5 4.54 0.65 -0.23 
Increase community pride, connection and 
attachment 9 4.13 1.07 11 4.22 0.92 -0.09 

Enhance recreational opportunities 10 4.06 0.96 13 4.05 1.08 0.01 
Provide learning opportunities and increase 
environmental awareness 11 3.94 1.18 10 4.27 0.93 -0.33 

Increase social connections 12 3.91 1.16 16 3.95 0.97 -0.04 
Provide opportunities for reflection and spiritual 
experiences 22 3.34 1.32 13 4.05 1.08 -0.71 
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Urban Forest Benefits 
Own 

(N = 88) 
Rent  

(N = 37) MD 
Rank M SD Rank M SD 

Represent cultural and historical time periods or 
events 28 3.10 1.32 23 3.65 1.23 -0.55 

Health and Safety Benefits 3 3.69 1.28 3 3.98 1.12 -0.29 
Provide peacefulness, solitude and a sense of well-
being 3 4.34 0.92 2 4.65 0.72 -0.31 

Provide an escape from our daily routine and urban 
stress 7 4.26 1.06 5 4.54 0.61 -0.28 

Provide opportunities for stress relief and relaxation 8 4.16 1.03 3 4.57 0.60 -0.41 
Provide opportunities for physical fitness 14 3.89 1.11 20 3.76 1.21 0.13 
Provide privacy 17 3.66 1.20 24 3.62 1.16 0.04 
Create a feeling of being sheltered and protected 19 3.41 1.29 17 3.92 1.21 -0.51 
Decrease feelings of social isolation 19 3.41 1.34 19 3.78 1.08 -0.37 
Reduce crime 26 3.17 1.28 25 3.54 1.12 -0.37 
Reduce recovery times and medications used 30 2.92 1.45 27 3.43 1.32 -0.51 
Economic Benefits 4 3.16 1.31 4 3.09 1.40 0.07 
Reduce energy costs 18 3.56 1.27 20 3.76 1.23 -0.20 
Increase property values 22 3.34 1.30 32 2.27 1.33 1.07 
Reduce health care expenditures 24 3.32 1.38 18 3.84 1.07 -0.52 
Enhance tourism 25 3.28 1.19 28 3.11 1.39 0.17 
Increase economic growth 29 3.01 1.30 31 2.65 1.40 0.36 
Provide employment opportunities 31 2.86 1.28 29 3.08 1.30 -0.22 
Reduce policing expenditures 32 2.76 1.32 30 2.89 1.43 -0.13 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 2 3.68 1.28 1 3.88 1.19  

 

Table I14 

Question 5 Comments: How important are the following urban tree benefits to you? 

No. Question 5 Comments 

1 
The impacts of deforesting a greater than we realize. We need them to decrease pollution and maintain soil 
integrity. Everything is connected and we will see improvements in so many aspects by prioritizing nature 
and trees in our communities.  

2 

Thank you for making me think hard. Your question on the cultural and historical aspect of our urban 
canopy made me think of some huge neighbourhood trees that are on private land and will be chopped 
down when the lots are redeveloped. It's very upsetting. These trees almost have a right to their place. We 
do have a tree bylaw but it can't protect trees that are in the way of the side lots or house footprint. 

3 provide kids an alternative to electronic games 
4 No tree should be cut down.  
5 Improve air quality and the overall smell of the neighbourhood  
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Negative Urban Forest Impacts 

Mean values are based on a Likert scale from unimportant (1) to very important (5). 

Table I15 

Rank and Mean Value of Negative Urban Forest Impacts by Gender. 

Negative Urban Forest Impacts 
Male  

(N = 51) 
Female  

(N = 72) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

Block signage on roads and buildings 1 3.08 1.28 1 2.56 1.21 0.52 
Reduces line of sight on roads 2 2.80 1.31 5 2.39 1.28 0.41 
Safety hazards from falling trees and branches 3 2.71 1.39 2 2.54 1.30 0.17 
Cause damage to infrastructure 4 2.57 1.30 6 2.35 1.18 0.22 
Create places to illegally dump garbage 5 2.51 1.45 3 2.49 1.24 0.02 
Impact the growth of other vegetation 6 2.37 1.30 4 2.42 1.22 -0.05 
Roots growing into adjacent yards 7 2.35 1.28 9 1.93 1.05 0.42 
Decreased aesthetics / views 8 2.29 1.50 14 1.78 1.17 0.51 
Create unwanted debris and clean-up costs 9 2.24 1.37 8 1.96 1.14 0.28 
Attract undesirable wildlife and insects 10 2.20 1.37 12 1.83 0.99 0.37 
Increase winter heating costs 11 2.02 1.32 7 2.03 1.20 -0.01 
Cause illness  12 1.88 1.05 11 1.88 1.13 0.00 
Cause allergic reactions 13 1.78 0.94 10 1.89 1.09 -0.11 
Wild animal bites and rabies 14 1.69 1.09 13 1.82 1.08 -0.13 
Fear of people hiding behind trees 15 1.57 1.01 15 1.64 0.95 -0.07 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 2.27 1.33 2 2.10 1.19 0.17 

 

Table I16 

Rank and Mean Value of Negative Urban Forest Impacts by Age Group. 

Negative Urban  
Forest Impacts 

18 – 29  
(N = 6) 

30 – 44  
(N = 68) 

45 – 59 
(N = 28) 

60+ 
(N = 24) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Create places to illegally 
dump garbage 1 3.00 1.26 6 2.32 1.21 5 2.64 1.42 1 2.63 1.50 

Reduces line of sight on 
roads 2 2.67 1.63 3 2.50 1.24 2 2.96 1.43 6 2.25 1.19 

Impact the growth of 
other vegetation 3 2.33 1.75 5 2.41 1.14 6 2.61 1.42 8 2.08 1.18 

Safety hazards from 
falling trees and branches 3 2.33 1.51 2 2.54 1.25 3 2.82 1.36 3 2.54 1.50 

Block signage on roads 
and buildings 3 2.33 1.51 1 2.68 1.18 1 3.21 1.20 2 2.58 1.38 

Fear of people hiding 
behind trees 6 2.17 1.47 15 1.49 0.82 15 1.82 1.12 14 1.58 1.02 

Cause illness 6 2.17 1.60 13 1.75 1.01 11 2.18 1.33 9 1.83 0.87 
Increase winter heating 
costs 8 2.00 1.10 7 2.15 1.31 13 2.00 1.25 13 1.67 1.05 
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Negative Urban  
Forest Impacts 

18 – 29  
(N = 6) 

30 – 44  
(N = 68) 

45 – 59 
(N = 28) 

60+ 
(N = 24) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Wild animal bites and 
rabies 9 1.83 0.75 14 1.74 1.13 12 2.04 1.29 14 1.58 0.72 

Cause damage to 
infrastructure 10 1.67 0.82 4 2.44 1.11 4 2.71 1.33 5 2.29 1.46 

Create unwanted debris 
and clean-up costs 10 1.67 1.21 11 1.90 1.09 7 2.54 1.48 7 2.13 1.30 

Cause allergic reactions 12 1.50 0.84 11 1.90 1.12 14 1.93 0.98 12 1.71 0.86 
Attract undesirable 
wildlife and insects 12 1.50 0.55 9 1.94 1.12 10 2.32 1.28 9 1.83 1.31 

Roots growing into 
adjacent yards 14 1.33 0.52 10 1.93 1.01 8 2.43 1.26 4 2.42 1.38 

Decreased aesthetics / 
views 15 1.33 0.52 8 1.96 1.29 9 2.36 1.54 11 1.79 1.25 

Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 4 1.99 1.21 2 2.11 1.18 1 2.44 1.35 3 2.06 1.25 

 
 
Table I17 

Rank and Mean Value of Negative Urban Forest Impacts by Children at Home. 

Negative Urban Forest Impacts 

 Children at 
Home 

(N = 75)  

 No Children at 
Home  

(N = 51) 
MD 

R M SD R M SD 
Block signage on roads and buildings 1 2.93 1.22 1 2.51 1.25 0.42 
Safety hazards from falling trees and branches 2 2.68 1.30 2 2.47 1.38 0.21 
Reduces line of sight on roads 3 2.67 1.29 4 2.41 1.31 0.26 
Cause damage to infrastructure 4 2.60 1.14 6 2.20 1.33 0.40 
Impact the growth of other vegetation 5 2.59 1.23 7 2.10 1.20 0.49 
Create places to illegally dump garbage 6 2.51 1.28 3 2.45 1.39 0.06 
Create unwanted debris and clean-up costs 7 2.13 1.21 8 1.98 1.30 0.15 
Attract undesirable wildlife and insects 8 2.11 1.15 12 1.80 1.22 0.31 
Increase winter heating costs 9 2.09 1.23 10 1.90 1.25 0.19 
Decreased aesthetics / views 10 2.03 1.34 9 1.92 1.32 0.11 
Roots growing into adjacent yards 11 2.01 1.11 5 2.24 1.23 -0.23 
Cause illness 12 1.92 1.12 11 1.82 1.07 0.10 
Cause allergic reactions 13 1.89 1.07 13 1.78 0.97 0.11 
Wild animal bites and rabies 13 1.89 1.18 14 1.61 0.92 0.28 
Fear of people hiding behind trees 15 1.61 0.94 14 1.61 1.02 0.00 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 2.24 1.24 2 2.05 1.24 0.19 
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Table I18 

Rank and Mean Value of Negative Urban Forest Impacts by Education. 

Negative Urban Forest Impacts 
Non-University  

(N = 35)  
University  
(N = 90) MD 

R M SD R M SD 
Block signage on roads and buildings 1 2.97 1.27 1 2.68 1.24 0.29 
Create places to illegally dump garbage 2 2.89 1.41 6 2.32 1.26 0.57 
Reduces line of sight on roads 3 2.80 1.35 3 2.46 1.27 0.34 
Impact the growth of other vegetation 4 2.51 1.38 5 2.33 1.19 0.18 
Safety hazards from falling trees and 
branches 5 2.49 1.50 2 2.63 1.27 -0.14 

Cause damage to infrastructure 6 2.40 1.24 4 2.43 1.23 -0.03 
Roots growing into adjacent yards 7 2.17 1.22 7 2.07 1.14 0.10 
Create unwanted debris and clean-up costs 8 2.09 1.29 9 2.04 1.23 0.05 
Increase winter heating costs 9 1.97 1.12 10 2.02 1.29 -0.05 
Cause illness 10 1.94 1.19 13 1.83 1.05 0.11 
Attract undesirable wildlife and insects 11 1.83 1.20 10 2.02 1.16 -0.19 
Decreased aesthetics / views 12 1.77 1.19 8 2.06 1.38 -0.29 
Wild animal bites and rabies 13 1.66 0.91 14 1.80 1.13 -0.14 
Cause allergic reactions 14 1.60 0.85 12 1.93 1.08 -0.33 
Fear of people hiding behind trees 15 1.54 0.98 15 1.62 0.97 -0.08 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 2.18 1.29 2 2.15 1.23 0.03 

 

Table I19 

Rank and Mean Value of Negative Urban Forest Impacts by Household Income. 

Negative Urban  
Forest Impacts 

$10,000 - $49,999 
(N = 19) 

$50,000 - $99,999 
(N = 27) 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 
(N = 37) 

$150,000 + 
(N = 25) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Create places to illegally 
dump garbage 1 2.63 1.34 2 2.48 1.22 6 2.22 1.29 4 2.68 1.44 

Impact the growth of 
other vegetation 2 2.42 1.39 5 2.37 1.11 5 2.38 1.19 3 2.72 1.40 

Block signage on roads 
and buildings 2 2.42 1.12 4 2.41 1.01 2 2.70 1.31 1 3.24 1.33 

Cause damage to 
infrastructure 4 2.26 1.24 6 2.22 1.15 3 2.51 1.28 6 2.64 1.29 

Safety hazards from 
falling trees and branches 4 2.26 1.33 1 2.78 1.31 4 2.49 1.46 2 2.88 1.27 

Reduces line of sight on 
roads 6 2.16 0.96 2 2.48 1.19 1 2.76 1.50 4 2.68 1.25 

Roots growing into 
adjacent yards 7 2.05 1.08 8 1.96 0.85 7 2.16 1.28 8 2.36 1.41 

Create unwanted debris 
and clean-up costs 8 1.95 1.08 14 1.78 0.93 11 2.00 1.29 7 2.60 1.47 

Cause illness 9 1.89 1.15 8 1.96 1.13 11 2.00 1.22 13 1.76 0.93 
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Negative Urban  
Forest Impacts 

$10,000 - $49,999 
(N = 19) 

$50,000 - $99,999 
(N = 27) 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 
(N = 37) 

$150,000 + 
(N = 25) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Increase winter heating 
costs 10 1.84 1.01 7 2.07 1.14 9 2.11 1.43 11 2.16 1.34 

Attract undesirable 
wildlife and insects 11 1.74 1.05 13 1.81 1.04 8 2.14 1.32 9 2.28 1.28 

Wild animal bites and 
rabies 11 1.74 1.05 12 1.85 1.10 14 1.78 1.13 14 1.68 1.11 

Decreased aesthetics / 
views 13 1.68 1.25 11 1.89 1.31 11 2.00 1.37 10 2.24 1.56 

Cause allergic reactions 14 1.53 0.70 8 1.96 0.85 10 2.08 1.21 15 1.60 0.96 
Fear of people hiding 
behind trees 15 1.37 0.76 15 1.56 0.70 15 1.65 1.01 12 1.80 1.29 

Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 4 2.00 1.14 3 2.11 1.11 2 2.20 1.31 1 2.35 1.36 

 
Table I20 

Rank and Mean Value of Negative Urban Forest Impacts by Neighbourhood. 

Negative Urban  
Forest Impacts 

West Side 
(N = 20) 

Brow of the Hill 
(N = 15) 

Central 
(N = 33) 

Downtown / 
Queens-borough 

(N = 34) 

East Side 
(N = 23) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Block signage on 
roads and 
buildings 

1 2.95 1.15 4 2.73 1.28 1 2.82 1.36 1 2.62 1.18 1 2.65 1.27 

Reduces line of 
sight on roads 1 2.95 1.43 5 2.67 1.29 6 2.27 1.28 2 2.56 1.24 1 2.65 1.30 

Safety hazards 
from falling trees 
and branches 

3 2.90 1.45 1 2.87 1.41 2 2.55 1.25 4 2.38 1.30 4 2.43 1.27 

Cause damage to 
infrastructure 4 2.80 1.20 1 2.87 1.30 5 2.36 1.25 6 2.12 1.23 5 2.30 1.02 

Impact the growth 
of other 
vegetation 

4 2.80 1.24 6 2.40 1.45 3 2.42 1.37 7 2.09 1.11 5 2.30 0.93 

Create unwanted 
debris and clean-
up costs 

6 2.75 1.41 9 2.00 1.25 10 1.82 1.21 8 2.03 1.14 13 1.83 1.03 

Create places to 
illegally dump 
garbage 

7 2.50 1.28 3 2.80 1.37 4 2.39 1.46 3 2.44 1.31 3 2.48 1.24 

Roots growing 
into adjacent 
yards 

8 2.35 1.18 7 2.13 1.19 7 2.09 1.18 10 1.94 1.18 8 2.00 0.95 

Attract 
undesirable 
wildlife and 
insects 

8 2.35 1.14 13 1.73 1.03 11 1.73 1.13 9 2.00 1.28 7 2.04 1.07 

Increase winter 
heating costs 

8 2.35 1.42 7 2.13 1.46 9 1.88 1.08 12 1.91 1.26 9 1.96 1.15 

Cause illness 11 2.30 1.34 14 1.67 0.90 12 1.64 1.06 10 1.94 1.07 10 1.91 1.08 
Cause allergic 
reactions 12 2.05 0.83 11 1.87 0.92 14 1.45 0.71 5 2.24 1.39 14 1.70 0.82 
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Negative Urban  
Forest Impacts 

West Side 
(N = 20) 

Brow of the Hill 
(N = 15) 

Central 
(N = 33) 

Downtown / 
Queens-borough 

(N = 34) 

East Side 
(N = 23) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Decreased 
aesthetics / views 

13 2.00 1.21 10 1.93 1.62 7 2.09 1.31 13 1.85 1.35 10 1.91 1.16 

Fear of people 
hiding behind 
trees 

14 1.90 1.12 15 1.47 0.64 13 1.52 0.97 15 1.65 0.95 15 1.39 0.78 

Wild animal bites 
and rabies 

14 1.90 0.97 12 1.80 1.32 14 1.45 0.87 14 1.82 1.14 10 1.91 1.04 

Total Mean and 
Standard 
Deviation 

1 2.46 1.26 2 2.20 1.30 5 2.03 1.24 3 2.11 1.23 4 2.10 1.12 

Note. West Side = Connaught Heights, West End and Moody Park; Central = Glenbrook North and 

Queen’s Park; Downtown / Queensborough = Downtown, Quayside, and Queensborough; East Side = 

Massey Victory Heights and McBride Sapperton 

Table I21 

Rank and Mean Value of Negative Urban Forest Impacts by Residential Tenure. 

Negative Urban Forest Impacts 
0 - 5 yr 

(N = 53) 
6 - 10 yr 
(N = 20) 

11 - 15 yr 
(N = 18) 

15 yr + 
(N = 35) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Block signage on roads and 
buildings 1 2.60 1.21 2 2.40 1.23 1 3.22 1.35 1 2.97 1.20 

Safety hazards from falling trees 
and branches 2 2.49 1.31 5 2.30 1.22 3 2.89 1.45 4 2.77 1.35 

Reduces line of sight on roads 3 2.30 1.22 3 2.35 1.31 2 3.00 1.53 2 2.86 1.22 
Create places to illegally dump 
garbage 4 2.23 1.27 1 2.60 1.31 6 2.56 1.38 4 2.77 1.35 

Impact the growth of other 
vegetation 5 2.17 1.12 6 2.20 1.11 4 2.83 1.42 6 2.60 1.33 

Cause damage to infrastructure 6 2.15 1.10 3 2.35 1.23 5 2.67 1.41 3 2.80 1.26 
Increase winter heating costs 7 2.00 1.33 10 1.65 0.93 8 2.28 1.49 12 2.11 1.11 
Cause allergic reactions 8 1.94 1.12 15 1.35 0.75 14 1.78 1.06 13 2.03 0.95 
Roots growing into adjacent 
yards 9 1.92 1.05 7 1.80 0.89 10 2.22 1.52 7 2.49 1.17 

Create unwanted debris and 
clean-up costs 10 1.89 1.10 11 1.60 0.68 6 2.56 1.69 8 2.37 1.33 

Attract undesirable wildlife and 
insects 10 1.89 1.15 11 1.60 0.82 10 2.22 1.48 10 2.23 1.19 

Cause illness (such as Lyme 
disease) 12 1.85 1.08 13 1.40 0.60 12 2.00 1.08 11 2.14 1.29 

Decreased aesthetics / views 13 1.81 1.30 8 1.70 1.17 8 2.28 1.56 9 2.26 1.29 
Wild animal bites and rabies 14 1.66 1.02 8 1.70 1.13 13 1.94 1.35 15 1.91 1.04 
Fear of people hiding behind 
trees 15 1.51 0.87 13 1.40 0.75 15 1.44 0.98 14 1.97 1.15 

Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 3 2.03 1.18 4 1.89 1.09 2 2.39 1.44 1 2.42 1.25 
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Table I22 

Rank and Mean Value of Negative Urban Forest Impacts by Housing Type. 

Urban Forest Impacts 
 Multi-Family 

(N = 67) 
 Single-Family 

(N = 59) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

Create places to illegally dump garbage 1 2.48 1.28 6 2.49 1.37 -0.01 
Reduces line of sight on roads 2 2.45 1.27 4 2.69 1.33 -0.24 
Block signage on roads and buildings 3 2.43 1.13 1 3.14 1.28 -0.71 
Safety hazards from falling trees and 
branches 4 2.42 1.28 2 2.80 1.36 -0.38 

Cause damage to infrastructure 5 2.19 1.20 3 2.71 1.22 -0.52 
Impact the growth of other vegetation 6 2.16 1.11 5 2.64 1.34 -0.48 
Increase winter heating costs 7 1.99 1.27 11 2.05 1.21 -0.06 
Cause allergic reactions 8 1.97 1.17 14 1.71 0.83 0.26 
Roots growing into adjacent yards 9 1.91 1.10 8 2.32 1.20 -0.41 
Attract undesirable wildlife and insects 10 1.90 1.18 10 2.08 1.18 -0.18 
Decreased aesthetics / views 11 1.85 1.35 9 2.14 1.29 -0.29 
Cause illness (such as Lyme disease) 12 1.84 0.99 12 1.93 1.22 -0.09 
Create unwanted debris and clean-up costs 13 1.82 1.11 7 2.36 1.34 -0.54 
Wild animal bites and rabies 14 1.79 1.09 13 1.76 1.09 0.03 
Fear of people hiding behind trees 15 1.55 0.86 15 1.68 1.09 -0.13 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 2.05 1.19 1 2.30 1.29 -0.25 

 

Table I23 

Rank and Mean Value of Negative Urban Forest Impacts by Home Ownership. 

Negative Urban Forest Impacts 
 Own 

(N = 88) 
 Rent  

(N = 36) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

Block signage on roads and buildings 1 2.88 1.25 5 2.42 1.18 0.46 
Safety hazards from falling trees and branches 2 2.57 1.30 1 2.58 1.38 -0.01 
Reduces line of sight on roads 3 2.52 1.30 2 2.56 1.25 -0.04 
Create places to illegally dump garbage 4 2.47 1.33 4 2.44 1.27 0.03 
Cause damage to infrastructure 5 2.42 1.24 6 2.36 1.15 0.06 
Impact the growth of other vegetation 6 2.31 1.27 2 2.56 1.18 -0.25 
Roots growing into adjacent yards 7 2.16 1.23 9 1.89 0.92 0.27 
Create unwanted debris and clean-up costs 8 2.08 1.28 7 2.03 1.16 0.05 
Attract undesirable wildlife and insects 9 2.03 1.24 12 1.78 0.99 0.25 
Decreased aesthetics / views 10 1.99 1.35 10 1.86 1.20 0.13 
Increase winter heating costs 11 1.97 1.26 7 2.03 1.11 -0.06 
Cause illness (such as Lyme disease) 12 1.85 1.10 10 1.86 1.07 -0.01 
Cause allergic reactions 13 1.84 0.99 12 1.78 1.07 0.06 
Wild animal bites and rabies 14 1.74 1.08 12 1.78 1.07 -0.04 
Fear of people hiding behind trees 15 1.68 1.05 15 1.36 0.68 0.32 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 2.17 1.26 2 2.09 1.17 0.18 
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Table I24 

Question 6 Comments How important are the following urban tree impacts to you? 

No. Question 6 Comments 

1 
please plant trees at any cost. this cost is nothing comparing to benefits of urban forestry, trees on the street. 
people need to be responsible and know if they are allergic to not go to the forest etc. this should stop us 
from planting trees  

2 The wording for this section is poor. Not sure what your asking? 
3 Use of trees as urination locations 
4 didn't quite understand what was being asked...where you asking what the negative impact of trees are???? 
5 Most of these impacts seem to be unlikely and easily managed if they are a concern. 
6 We need all of our trees! 
7 I was a little confused with the question, so my answers may be off 

8 I don't understand some of the questions. Why does an urban tree create unwanted debris, garbage dumping, 
winter heating costs?  

9 

The wording of this question is very confusing. I *think* you're asking how much I care about the negative 
impact of these factors. I care about some of them (mostly just that I have allergies). ALL of the rest are 
cases where something I consider people to be insanely worked up over nothing, or cases of "well, I guess 
that needs to be dealt with", like clean-up, damage to infrastructure, and hazard management, but it's 
definitely not a reason to have fewer trees or less diversity. For example, I believe the wildlife is desirable, 
even if it's inconvenient to me. I am a scientist from the town of Lyme, and I will defend that there is zero 
meaningful impact of Lyme's disease or rabies here. I can't believe that any increase or decrease in the tree 
population of New West, even to 100% trees everywhere or 0% trees in the city, would have a measurable 
impact on rabies or Lyme's disease here. I thought trees nearby decreased winter heating cost (?). Peer-
reviewed studies show that increased tree density in urban areas doesn't increase the sort of crimes of 
opportunity that people envision when they worry about people hiding in trees.  
I say this with the assumption that, if you're making and reading this survey, you probably have the same 
views of these things that I do: All of the above points can be summed up as "city spaces need maintenance" 
(regardless of what's in them), or "people are worried about things that have no factual basis". I wish there 
weren't political/financial reasons to cater to those fears. 

10 
Losing my rights as a property owner to have as many or as little trees I want on land that I own and pay 
taxes for. More regulations = more city staff = more property taxes. There are much bigger problems that 
our city needs to worry about than trees on private property.  

11 I love trees, am one of those "tree huggers",but it had to be cultivated. 

12 
Do trees really cause illnesses? Is Lyme disease a true example? I though ticks lived in grass. Also, as long 
as the city and residents maintain the trees there should be no impact to infrastructure. But. A healthy budget 
should be included for the city to do this. 

13 Question on 'garbage dumping' appears incorrect. Setting something up that is 'illegal' does not make sense! 
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Volunteer Experience 

Table I25 

Survey Results for Question 7: Have you volunteered before? 

Answer Choices Weighted N Response Rate M SD 
I currently volunteer. 4 58 45.7% 

3.36 0.68 I have volunteered in the past but am not now. 3 59 46.5% 
I have never volunteered but would like to. 2 8 6.3% 
I have never volunteered and don't want to. 1 2 1.6% 
Total - 127 100.0% - - 

 
 
Table I26 

Survey Results for Question 8: How long have you been volunteering or did you volunteer in the 

past? 

Answer Choices Weight N Response Rate M SD 
Not Applicable / Unclear  11 8.7% 

3.53 1.43 

Occasionally (no set schedule) 1 17 13.4% 
Less than 1 year 2 10 7.9% 
1 to 5 years 3 26 20.5% 
5 to 10 years 4 21 16.5% 
More than 10 years 5 42 33.1% 
Total - 127 100.0% - - 

 

Table I27 

Survey Results for Question 9: How frequently do you or did you volunteer? 

Answer Choices Weight N Response Rate M SD 
Daily 5 7 5.5% 

3.02 1.17 
Weekly (1 or more times) 4 48 37.8% 
Monthly (1 or more times) 3 32 25.2% 
Yearly (1 or more times) 2 21 16.5% 
Not Applicable 1 19 15.0% 
Total  127 100.0% - - 
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Volunteer Motivations 

Mean values are based on a Likert scale from unimportant (1) to very important (5). 

Table I28 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Motivations by Gender. 

Volunteer Motivations 
Male  

(N = 51) 
Female  

(N = 73) MD 
Rank M SD Rank M SD 

Values Motivations 1 3.95 1.08 1 4.17 1.00 -0.22 
Understanding Motivations 2 3.32 1.18 2 3.42 1.26 -0.10 
Debt or Obligation Motivations 3 3.01 1.28 3 3.22 1.33 -0.21 
Civic Responsibility Motivations 4 2.94 1.31 4 3.06 1.37 -0.12 
Project Organization Motivations 5 2.77 1.33 5 2.93 1.36 -0.16 
Socialization Motivations 6 2.76 1.32 6 2.68 1.28 0.08 
Enhancement Motivations 7 2.51 1.30 7 2.56 1.27 -0.05 
Social Motivations 8 2.13 1.12 9 1.90 1.07 0.23 
Career Motivations 9 1.83 1.10 8 1.97 1.23 -0.14 
Protective Motivations 10 1.72 0.96 10 1.89 1.13 -0.17 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 2 2.69 1.36 1 2.78 1.42 -0.09 

 

Table I29 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Motivations by Age Group. 

Volunteer Motivations 
18 – 29  
(N = 6) 

30 – 44  
(N = 68) 

45 – 59 
(N = 29) 

60+ 
(N = 24) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Values Motivations 1 4.33 0.91 1 4.09 1.06 1 3.96 1.06 1 3.95 1.14 
Understanding Motivations 2 4.06 1.06 2 3.36 1.25 2 3.30 1.18 2 3.29 1.24 
Debt or Obligation 
Motivations 3 3.28 1.02 4 3.07 1.30 3 3.21 1.35 3 3.09 1.38 

Civic Responsibility 
Motivations 4 2.89 1.32 3 3.08 1.31 4 2.96 1.44 4 2.75 1.32 

Project Organization 
Motivations 5 3.50 1.25 5 2.85 1.32 5 2.84 1.41 5 2.72 1.35 

Socialization Motivations 6 2.94 1.16 6 2.69 1.31 6 2.82 1.34 6 2.56 1.23 
Enhancement Motivations 7 2.78 1.26 7 2.60 1.30 7 2.46 1.39 7 2.28 1.12 
Social Motivations 8 1.67 0.77 9 2.01 1.10 8 2.03 1.13 8 1.99 1.16 
Career Motivations 9 2.61 1.50 8 2.18 1.21 10 1.60 1.01 10 1.28 0.70 
Protective Motivations 10 2.28 1.36 10 1.92 1.10 9 1.68 1.02 9 1.58 0.93 
Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 1 3.03 1.38 2 2.78 1.38 3 2.68 1.43 4 2.55 1.39 
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Table I30 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Motivations by Children at Home. 

Volunteer Motivations 
Children at Home  

(N = 76) 
No Children at Home  

(N = 51) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

Values Motivations 1 3.94 1.05 1 4.20 1.07 -0.26 
Understanding Motivations 2 3.28 1.23 2 3.50 1.22 -0.22 
Debt or Obligation Motivations 3 3.06 1.27 3 3.20 1.37 -0.14 
Civic Responsibility Motivations 4 3.02 1.31 4 2.93 1.40 0.09 
Project Organization Motivations 5 2.86 1.33 5 2.83 1.38 0.03 
Socialization Motivations 6 2.63 1.24 6 2.81 1.37 -0.18 
Enhancement Motivations 7 2.49 1.29 7 2.56 1.28 -0.07 
Social Motivations 9 2.02 1.10 8 1.95 1.10 0.07 
Career Motivations 8 2.12 1.20 10 1.57 1.04 0.55 
Protective Motivations 10 1.78 1.03 9 1.88 1.13 -0.10 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 2.74 1.45 2 2.72 1.36 0.02 

 

Table I31 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Motivations by Education. 

Volunteer Motivations 
Non-University  

(N = 36)  
University  
(N = 90) MD 

R M SD R M SD 
Values Motivations 1 4.18 1.10 1 4.01 1.04 0.17 
Understanding Motivations 2 3.47 1.21 2 3.34 1.23 0.13 
Debt or Obligation Motivations 4 3.19 1.34 3 3.10 1.30 0.09 
Civic Responsibility Motivations 5 3.02 1.45 4 2.99 1.30 0.03 
Project Organization Motivations 3 3.28 1.40 6 2.69 1.29 0.59 
Socialization Motivations 6 2.72 1.35 5 2.71 1.28 0.01 
Enhancement Motivations 7 2.67 1.41 7 2.47 1.23 0.20 
Social Motivations 8 1.99 1.20 8 1.99 1.07 0.00 
Career Motivations 9 1.80 1.00 9 1.94 1.23 -0.14 
Protective Motivations 10 1.79 1.09 10 1.84 1.07 -0.05 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 2.81 1.46 2 2.71 1.37 0.10 

 
Table I32 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Motivations by Household Income. 

Volunteer Motivations 

$10,000 to 
$49,999 
(N = 19) 

$50,000 to 
$99,999 
(N = 27) 

$100,000 to 
$149,999 
(N = 37) 

$150,000+ 
(N = 26) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Values Motivations 1 4.18 1.00 1 4.02 1.07 1 4.20 0.98 1 4.01 1.01 
Understanding Motivations 2 3.88 0.98 2 3.41 1.08 2 3.34 1.32 2 3.26 1.11 
Debt or Obligation Motivations 3 3.40 1.21 3 3.14 1.28 3 3.21 1.29 3 3.00 1.32 
Civic Responsibility 
Motivations 6 3.03 1.37 5 2.89 1.26 4 3.16 1.36 5 2.95 1.32 
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Volunteer Motivations 

$10,000 to 
$49,999 
(N = 19) 

$50,000 to 
$99,999 
(N = 27) 

$100,000 to 
$149,999 
(N = 37) 

$150,000+ 
(N = 26) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Project Organization 
Motivations 4 3.14 1.26 4 2.96 1.31 5 2.86 1.36 6 2.58 1.23 

Socialization Motivations 5 3.05 1.27 7 2.66 1.24 6 2.59 1.33 4 2.97 1.27 
Enhancement Motivations 7 2.61 1.29 6 2.69 1.27 7 2.49 1.26 7 2.54 1.33 
Social Motivations 9 2.07 1.05 10 1.95 0.88 9 1.87 1.10 8 2.17 1.22 
Career Motivations 9 2.07 1.29 8 2.10 1.17 8 1.88 1.17 9 2.03 1.24 
Protective Motivations 8 2.18 1.30 9 1.97 1.12 10 1.69 1.02 10 1.73 0.88 
Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 1 2.96 1.39 1 2.78 1.33 3 2.73 1.43 4 2.72 1.35 

 

Table I33 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Motivations by Neighbourhood. 

Volunteer Motivations 
West Side 
(N = 21) 

Brow of the 
Hill 

(N = 15) 

Central 
(N = 33) 

Downtown / 
Queens-
borough 
(N = 34) 

East Side 
(N = 23) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Values Motivations 1 4.19 1.13 1 4.40 0.65 1 3.84 1.14 1 4.13 1.01 1 3.90 1.13 
Understanding 
Motivations 3 3.37 1.36 2 3.82 0.88 2 3.18 1.31 2 3.28 1.14 2 3.53 1.22 

Debt or Obligation 
Motivations 

2 3.52 1.43 5 3.31 1.30 3 2.79 1.33 3 3.14 1.28 4 3.07 1.16 

Civic Responsibility 
Motivations 4 3.01 1.55 3 3.36 1.35 7 2.53 1.20 3 3.14 1.26 3 3.12 1.35 

Project Organization 
Motivations 5 2.93 1.48 6 3.18 1.29 4 2.67 1.32 5 2.69 1.27 5 3.06 1.39 

Socialization 
Motivations 

6 2.62 1.33 4 3.33 1.38 5 2.65 1.28 6 2.55 1.21 6 2.72 1.27 

Enhancement 
Motivations 7 2.41 1.35 7 3.04 1.41 6 2.55 1.22 7 2.36 1.22 7 2.51 1.27 

Social Motivations 8 1.76 1.03 9 2.24 1.17 8 1.91 1.04 8 2.16 1.14 9 1.96 1.12 
Career Motivations 9 1.68 1.12 8 2.47 1.28 10 1.60 0.94 9 2.01 1.20 8 2.01 1.26 
Protective Motivations 10 1.67 1.03 10 2.00 1.26 9 1.68 1.00 10 1.99 1.10 10 1.81 1.03 
Total Mean and 
Standard Deviation 4 2.72 1.52 1 3.12 1.39 5 2.54 1.35 3 2.74 1.34 2 2.77 1.38 

Note. West Side = Connaught Heights, West End and Moody Park; Central = Glenbrook North and 

Queen’s Park; Downtown / Queensborough = Downtown, Quayside, and Queensborough; East Side = 

Massey Victory Heights and McBride Sapperton 
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Table I34 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Motivations by Residential Tenure. 

Volunteer Motivations 
0 - 5 years 
(N = 54) 

6 - 10 years (N = 
20) 

11 - 15 years 
(N = 18) 

Over 15 years 
(N = 35) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Values Motivations 1 4.13 0.98 1 3.98 1.20 1 3.96 1.15 1 3.99 1.07 
Understanding 
Motivations 2 3.39 1.22 2 3.43 1.27 2 3.20 1.35 2 3.36 1.16 

Debt or Obligation 
Motivations 4 3.12 1.28 3 3.10 1.49 3 2.89 1.25 3 3.22 1.29 

Civic Responsibility 
Motivations 3 3.14 1.30 3 3.10 1.51 4 2.78 1.30 4 2.78 1.31 

Project Organization 
Motivations 5 2.83 1.25 5 2.67 1.59 5 2.87 1.40 5 2.97 1.33 

Socialization 
Motivations 6 2.82 1.28 7 2.52 1.36 6 2.43 1.28 6 2.77 1.27 

Enhancement 
Motivations 7 2.66 1.28 6 2.53 1.36 7 2.18 1.26 7 2.46 1.25 

Social Motivations 9 2.07 1.06 8 2.03 1.29 8 1.93 1.04 8 1.88 1.08 
Career Motivations 8 2.14 1.23 9 1.93 1.18 9 1.57 1.06 9 1.68 1.04 
Protective Motivations 10 2.02 1.11 10 1.85 1.19 10 1.24 0.55 10 1.78 1.06 
Total Mean and 
Standard Deviation 1 2.83 1.36 2 2.72 1.49 4 2.51 1.41 3 2.69 1.38 

 

Table I35 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Motivations by Housing Type and Home Ownership 

Volunteer 
Motivations 

Housing Type Ownership 
Multi-Family 

(N = 67) 
Single-Family 

(N = 59) MD 
Own 

(N = 88) 
Rent  

(N = 37) MD 
R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 

Values 
Motivations 1 4.12 1.03 1 3.95 1.10 0.17 1 4.04 1.06 1 4.09 1.06 -0.05 

Understanding 
Motivations 2 3.47 1.19 2 3.25 1.26 0.22 2 3.25 1.23 2 3.65 1.20 -0.40 

Debt or 
Obligation 
Motivations 

6 2.54 1.25 3 2.98 1.34 -0.44 3 3.03 1.34 3 3.35 1.22 -0.32 

Civic 
Responsibility 
Motivations 

3 3.10 1.34 4 2.85 1.33 0.25 4 2.96 1.32 5 3.06 1.39 -0.10 

Project 
Organization 
Motivations 

4 2.90 1.37 5 2.80 1.33 0.10 5 2.66 1.31 4 3.33 1.33 -0.67 

Socialization 
Motivations 5 2.69 1.29 6 2.72 1.30 -0.03 6 2.62 1.27 6 2.92 1.32 -0.30 

Enhancement 
Motivations 6 2.54 1.25 7 2.48 1.33 0.06 7 2.43 1.24 7 2.70 1.35 -0.27 

Social 
Motivations 8 2.09 1.11 8 1.88 1.09 0.21 8 1.95 1.11 10 2.08 1.09 -0.13 
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Volunteer 
Motivations 

Housing Type Ownership 
Multi-Family 

(N = 67) 
Single-Family 

(N = 59) MD 
Own 

(N = 88) 
Rent  

(N = 37) MD 
R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 

Career 
Motivations 10 2.00 1.16 9 1.78 1.17 0.22 9 1.77 1.08 9 2.14 1.31 -0.37 

Protective 
Motivations 9 2.02 1.20 10 1.59 0.86 0.43 10 1.67 0.97 8 2.18 1.22 -0.51 

Total Mean 
and Standard 
Deviation 

1 2.82 1.39 2 2.63 1.40 0.19 2 2.64 1.38 1 2.95 1.41 -0.31 

 

Volunteer Needs and Barriers 

Mean values are based on a Likert scale from No (1) to Yes (3). 

Table I36 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Needs and Barriers by Gender. 

Volunteer Needs and Barriers 
Female  

(N = 72) 
Male  

(N = 51) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

the volunteer opportunity had convenient hours. 1 2.70 0.79 4 2.22 1.06 0.48 
I found an organization, where I really believed in their 
philosophy and mission. 2 2.67 0.85 1 2.45 0.97 0.22 

the event was fun. 3 2.49 0.90 3 2.25 1.09 0.24 
I knew the volunteer environment to be pleasant and safe. 4 2.37 1.02 5 2.14 1.10 0.23 
I weren't so busy with family, work and other obligations. 5 2.34 1.02 2 2.43 0.96 -0.09 
I knew I had the skills needed to do a good job. 5 2.34 0.93 7 2.12 1.18 0.22 
the volunteer opportunity was offered or needed by an 
organization or group I belong to. 7 2.30 1.02 11 1.88 1.13 0.42 

I was actually asked to volunteer. 8 2.27 0.95 9 2.06 1.05 0.21 
I had more information about volunteer opportunities. 8 2.27 1.04 9 2.06 1.07 0.21 
the volunteer agency would train me to do the work. 10 2.16 0.93 8 2.08 1.16 0.08 
I knew someone else who also worked or volunteered for the 
volunteer organization. 11 2.01 1.03 5 2.14 1.04 -0.13 

I was recognized and appreciated for my work as a 
volunteer. 12 1.93 1.18 11 1.88 1.21 0.05 

childcare was available. 13 1.63 1.31 15 1.06 1.29 0.57 
I felt confident about myself. 14 1.47 1.26 14 1.29 1.29 0.18 
I received some form of reimbursement (i.e., meals or fuel 
allowance). 15 1.30 0.97 13 1.31 0.91 -0.01 

I had better transportation to get to a volunteer opportunity. 16 1.18 1.26 16 1.02 1.07 0.16 
I were in better health. 17 0.71 0.98 17 0.63 0.85 0.08 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 2.01 1.16 2 1.82 1.20 0.19 
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Table I37 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Needs and Barriers by Age. 

Volunteer Needs and Barriers 
18 – 29  
(N = 6) 

30 – 44  
(N = 68) 

45 – 59 
(N = 28) 

60+ 
(N = 24) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
I found an organization, where I 
really believed in their 
philosophy and mission. 

1 3.00 0.00 1 2.66 0.87 1 2.41 0.91 1 2.46 1.02 

I had more information about 
volunteer opportunities. 1 3.00 0.00 7 2.28 1.05 6 2.14 0.92 10 1.71 1.20 

the volunteer opportunity had 
convenient hours. 3 2.83 0.41 2 2.63 0.83 4 2.34 1.01 3 2.17 1.17 

the event was fun. 4 2.67 0.52 4 2.47 0.92 3 2.38 0.98 3 2.17 1.20 
the volunteer agency would 
train me to do the work. 4 2.67 0.52 8 2.24 0.93 9 2.00 1.16 7 1.83 1.13 

I weren't so busy with family, 
work and other obligations. 4 2.67 0.52 2 2.63 0.73 1 2.41 1.05 12 1.42 1.21 

I knew I had the skills needed to 
do a good job. 7 2.50 0.55 10 2.22 1.03 7 2.10 1.18 2 2.25 1.11 

I knew the volunteer 
environment to be pleasant and 
safe. 

7 2.50 0.84 5 2.41 1.04 8 2.07 0.96 5 2.04 1.20 

I was recognized and 
appreciated for my work as a 
volunteer. 

9 2.33 1.03 13 1.99 1.11 12 1.69 1.26 9 1.75 1.36 

I knew someone else who also 
worked or volunteered for the 
volunteer organization. 

9 2.33 0.82 8 2.24 0.98 9 2.00 1.07 11 1.54 1.10 

I felt confident about myself. 9 2.33 1.21 14 1.44 1.30 13 1.14 1.09 14 1.25 1.29 
I was actually asked to 
volunteer. 12 2.17 0.98 6 2.40 0.88 11 1.72 1.16 5 2.04 0.91 

I had better transportation to get 
to a volunteer opportunity. 12 2.17 1.17 16 1.19 1.24 15 0.90 1.01 15 0.96 1.08 

the volunteer opportunity was 
offered or needed by an 
organization or group I belong 
to. 

14 2.00 0.63 11 2.18 1.08 5 2.17 1.14 7 1.83 1.17 

I received some form of 
reimbursement (i.e., meals or 
fuel allowance). 

14 2.00 0.63 15 1.41 0.93 14 0.93 0.92 13 1.33 0.87 

childcare was available. 16 1.33 1.51 12 2.01 1.23 17 0.79 1.11 17 0.29 0.46 
I were in better health. 17 1.00 1.10 17 0.57 0.85 16 0.83 1.00 16 0.71 0.95 
Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 1 2.32 0.93 2 2.06 1.15 3 1.77 1.20 4 1.63 1.22 
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Table I38 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Needs and Barriers by Children at Home. 

Volunteer Needs and Barriers 
Children at Home 

(N = 76)  
No Children at Home  

(N = 51) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

I weren't so busy with family, work and other 
obligations. 1 2.66 0.72 11 1.90 1.20 0.76 

the volunteer opportunity had convenient 
hours. 2 2.59 0.84 3 2.33 1.07 0.26 

I found an organization, where I really believed 
in their philosophy and mission. 3 2.54 0.93 1 2.65 0.84 -0.11 

the event was fun. 4 2.43 0.91 2 2.35 1.07 0.08 
I knew the volunteer environment to be 
pleasant and safe. 5 2.29 0.99 5 2.24 1.14 0.05 

I had more information about volunteer 
opportunities. 6 2.26 1.01 8 2.04 1.11 0.22 

I knew someone else who also worked or 
volunteered for the volunteer organization. 7 2.24 0.96 12 1.78 1.10 0.46 

I was actually asked to volunteer. 8 2.20 0.98 7 2.12 1.01 0.08 
the volunteer opportunity was offered or 
needed by an organization or group I belong to. 8 2.20 1.05 9 1.96 1.15 0.24 

I knew I had the skills needed to do a good job. 10 2.16 1.11 4 2.29 0.99 -0.13 
the volunteer agency would train me to do the 
work. 11 2.11 1.01 6 2.16 1.05 -0.05 

childcare was available. 11 2.11 1.13 17 0.29 0.67 1.82 
I was recognized and appreciated for my work 
as a volunteer. 13 1.84 1.17 9 1.96 1.23 -0.12 

I felt confident about myself. 14 1.30 1.22 13 1.49 1.32 -0.19 
I received some form of reimbursement (i.e., 
meals or fuel allowance). 15 1.26 0.97 14 1.39 0.87 -0.13 

I had better transportation to get to a volunteer 
opportunity. 16 1.12 1.18 15 1.14 1.18 -0.02 

I were in better health. 17 0.66 0.89 16 0.71 0.97 -0.05 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 2.00 1.15 2 1.81 1.22 0.19 

 

Table I39 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Needs and Barriers by Education. 

Volunteer Needs and Barriers 
Non-University  

(N = 36)  
University  
(N = 90) MD 

R M SD R M SD 
I found an organization, where I really believed in 
their philosophy and mission. 1 2.42 1.11 1 2.66 0.80 -0.24 

the event was fun. 1 2.42 0.97 4 2.40 0.99 0.02 
the volunteer opportunity had convenient hours. 3 2.31 1.14 2 2.57 0.85 -0.26 
I knew the volunteer environment to be pleasant and 
safe. 4 2.22 1.12 5 2.29 1.03 -0.07 

I had more information about volunteer opportunities. 4 2.22 1.15 9 2.17 1.02 0.05 
I knew I had the skills needed to do a good job. 6 2.19 1.06 6 2.23 1.06 -0.04 
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Volunteer Needs and Barriers 
Non-University  

(N = 36)  
University  
(N = 90) MD 

R M SD R M SD 
I weren't so busy with family, work and other 
obligations. 7 2.14 1.17 3 2.43 0.94 -0.29 

the volunteer agency would train me to do the work. 8 2.11 1.21 11 2.13 0.95 -0.02 
I was actually asked to volunteer. 9 2.03 1.08 6 2.23 0.95 -0.20 
I was recognized and appreciated for my work as a 
volunteer. 9 2.03 1.21 12 1.83 1.19 0.20 

I knew someone else who also worked or volunteered 
for the volunteer organization. 11 1.83 1.13 10 2.14 1.00 -0.31 

the volunteer opportunity was offered or needed by an 
organization or group I belong to. 12 1.81 1.19 8 2.22 1.04 -0.41 

I felt confident about myself. 13 1.44 1.32 14 1.36 1.25 0.08 
I received some form of reimbursement (i.e., meals or 
fuel allowance). 14 1.39 0.99 15 1.28 0.91 0.11 

childcare was available. 15 1.17 1.32 13 1.47 1.32 -0.30 
I had better transportation to get to a volunteer 
opportunity. 16 1.14 1.25 16 1.11 1.16 0.03 

I were in better health. 17 0.81 1.04 17 0.62 0.87 0.19 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 2 1.86 1.23 1 1.95 1.17 -0.09 

 
 

Table I40 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Needs and Barriers by Household Income. 

Volunteer Needs and Barriers 
$10,000 - $49,999 

(N = 19) 
$50,000 - $99,999 

(N = 27) 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 
(N = 37) 

$150,000 + 
(N = 26) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
the volunteer opportunity had 
convenient hours. 1 2.89 0.32 2 2.30 1.10 2 2.51 0.80 3 2.50 1.03 

I found an organization, 
where I really believed in 
their philosophy and mission. 

2 2.79 0.71 1 2.63 0.88 2 2.51 0.96 1 2.65 0.75 

the event was fun. 3 2.74 0.56 2 2.30 1.07 7 2.19 1.05 2 2.62 0.85 
I was actually asked to 
volunteer. 4 2.68 0.67 5 2.19 0.83 9 2.14 1.00 9 2.23 1.07 

I knew I had the skills 
needed to do a good job. 5 2.58 0.69 7 2.11 1.15 7 2.19 1.05 7 2.27 1.04 

the volunteer agency would 
train me to do the work. 6 2.42 0.90 7 2.11 0.97 6 2.30 1.00 12 1.88 1.03 

I had more information about 
volunteer opportunities. 6 2.42 0.90 11 1.93 1.14 4 2.41 0.83 11 2.15 1.08 

I knew the volunteer 
environment to be pleasant 
and safe. 

8 2.32 1.00 6 2.15 1.17 5 2.38 0.98 8 2.23 1.03 

I was recognized and 
appreciated for my work as a 
volunteer. 

9 2.21 1.08 12 1.48 1.28 12 1.86 1.16 9 2.23 1.03 



URBAN FOREST VALUES AND WILLINGNESS TO VOLUNTEER 208 

Volunteer Needs and Barriers 
$10,000 - $49,999 

(N = 19) 
$50,000 - $99,999 

(N = 27) 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 
(N = 37) 

$150,000 + 
(N = 26) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
I weren't so busy with family, 
work and other obligations. 10 2.11 1.10 4 2.26 1.06 1 2.57 0.83 3 2.50 0.95 

I knew someone else who 
also worked or volunteered 
for the volunteer 
organization. 

11 1.95 1.13 10 1.96 1.02 11 2.08 0.98 5 2.35 1.02 

I felt confident about myself. 11 1.95 1.27 16 1.15 1.29 13 1.62 1.26 15 0.85 1.05 
the volunteer opportunity 
was offered or needed by an 
organization or group I 
belong to. 

11 1.95 0.97 7 2.11 1.05 9 2.14 1.08 5 2.35 1.09 

I received some form of 
reimbursement (i.e., meals or 
fuel allowance). 

14 1.84 0.96 14 1.37 1.01 15 1.27 0.90 14 1.15 0.88 

I had better transportation to 
get to a volunteer 
opportunity. 

15 1.63 1.26 15 1.22 1.31 16 1.16 1.12 16 0.62 0.85 

I were in better health. 16 1.00 1.11 17 0.81 0.96 17 0.54 0.84 17 0.50 0.81 
childcare was available. 16 1.00 1.33 13 1.41 1.34 14 1.43 1.28 13 1.65 1.41 
Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 1 2.15 1.10 4 1.85 1.19 2 1.96 1.15 3 1.93 1.21 

 
 
Table I41 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Needs and Barriers by Neighbourhood. 

Volunteer 
Needs and 
Barriers 

West Side 
(N = 21) 

Brow of the Hill 
(N = 15) 

Central 
(N = 33) 

Downtown / 
Queensborough 

(N = 34) 

East Side 
(N = 23) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD  M SD R M SD 
the volunteer 
opportunity 
had 
convenient 
hours. 

1 2.57 0.98 1 2.87 0.35 3 2.18 1.18 3 2.44 0.89 1 2.78 0.52 

I found an 
organization, 
where I really 
believed in 
their 
philosophy 
and mission. 

2 2.52 0.93 1 2.87 0.35 1 2.55 0.97 1 2.47 1.08 3 2.70 0.7 

the event was 
fun. 3 2.43 0.93 4 2.47 0.92 2 2.42 1.03 4 2.38 1.07 5 2.43 0.79 

I weren't so 
busy with 
family, work 

4 2.33 1.06 9 2.33 1.11 6 2.06 1.12 4 2.38 1.02 2 2.74 0.62 
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Volunteer 
Needs and 
Barriers 

West Side 
(N = 21) 

Brow of the Hill 
(N = 15) 

Central 
(N = 33) 

Downtown / 
Queensborough 

(N = 34) 

East Side 
(N = 23) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD  M SD R M SD 
and other 
obligations. 
I had more 
information 
about 
volunteer 
opportunities. 

5 2.29 0.90 3 2.53 0.64 7 2.03 1.16 12 1.91 1.24 4 2.52 0.73 

the volunteer 
agency would 
train me to do 
the work. 

6 2.24 1.00 4 2.47 0.74 11 1.91 1.07 9 2.03 1.09 7 2.35 0.93 

the volunteer 
opportunity 
was offered or 
needed by an 
organization 
or group I 
belong to. 

7 2.19 1.12 12 2.07 1.28 7 2.03 1.07 10 2.00 1.07 6 2.39 0.94 

I knew the 
volunteer 
environment 
to be pleasant 
and safe. 

8 2.14 1.01 4 2.47 0.99 7 2.03 1.26 1 2.47 0.99 9 2.26 0.86 

I knew I had 
the skills 
needed to do a 
good job. 

9 2.00 1.10 4 2.47 0.74 3 2.18 1.10 4 2.38 0.99 10 2.13 1.18 

I was actually 
asked to 
volunteer. 

9 2.00 1.05 9 2.33 0.98 3 2.18 0.85 8 2.12 1.07 7 2.35 0.98 

I knew 
someone else 
who also 
worked or 
volunteered 
for the 
volunteer 
organization. 

11 1.86 1.11 11 2.2 0.94 7 2.03 1.02 7 2.18 0.97 11 2.09 1.16 

I was 
recognized 
and 
appreciated 
for my work 
as a volunteer. 

12 1.71 1.35 4 2.47 0.74 11 1.91 1.23 11 1.94 1.18 13 1.65 1.15 

I felt confident 
about myself. 13 1.19 1.12 13 1.8 1.21 14 1.09 1.26 13 1.71 1.38 15 1.26 1.14 

childcare was 
available. 14 1.10 1.41 14 1.67 1.40 14 1.09 1.18 15 1.29 1.36 12 1.91 1.16 

I received 
some form of 
reimbursement 

15 1.00 0.71 15 1.6 0.91 13 1.21 0.99 14 1.44 0.86 14 1.43 1.08 
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Volunteer 
Needs and 
Barriers 

West Side 
(N = 21) 

Brow of the Hill 
(N = 15) 

Central 
(N = 33) 

Downtown / 
Queensborough 

(N = 34) 

East Side 
(N = 23) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD  M SD R M SD 
(i.e., meals or 
fuel 
allowance). 
I had better 
transportation 
to get to a 
volunteer 
opportunity. 

16 0.95 1.07 16 1.47 1.13 16 1 1.15 16 1.15 1.26 15 1.26 1.25 

I were in 
better health. 17 0.67 0.97 17 0.87 0.99 17 0.73 0.98 17 0.56 0.86 17 0.70 0.88 

Total Mean 
and Standard 
Deviation 

4 1.83 1.20 1 2.17 1.05 5 1.80 1.21 3 1.93 1.20 2 2.06 1.11 

Note. West Side = Connaught Heights, West End and Moody Park; Central = Glenbrook North and 

Queen’s Park; Downtown / Queensborough = Downtown, Quayside, and Queensborough; East Side = 

Massey Victory Heights and McBride Sapperton 

 

Table I42 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Needs and Barriers by Residential Tenure. 

Volunteer Needs and Barriers 
0 - 5 yr 

(N = 53) 
6 - 10 yr 
(N = 20) 

11 - 15 yr 
(N = 18) 

15 yr + 
(N = 35) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
I found an organization, 
where I really believed in 
their philosophy and mission. 

1 2.63 0.78 2 2.70 0.92 1 2.44 0.98 1 2.51 1.01 

the volunteer opportunity had 
convenient hours. 2 2.57 0.74 1 2.75 0.72 1 2.44 1.15 3 2.23 1.17 

I weren't so busy with family, 
work and other obligations. 3 2.56 0.79 3 2.55 0.83 1 2.44 0.98 12 1.89 1.28 

I knew the volunteer 
environment to be pleasant 
and safe. 

4 2.48 0.84 5 2.35 1.09 9 1.83 1.29 5 2.11 1.13 

the event was fun. 5 2.43 0.88 5 2.35 0.99 4 2.22 1.26 2 2.49 0.98 
I was actually asked to 
volunteer. 6 2.33 0.87 5 2.35 0.99 8 1.89 1.13 8 1.94 1.06 

I had more information about 
volunteer opportunities. 7 2.31 1.01 4 2.40 0.99 9 1.83 1.10 7 2.00 1.11 

I knew someone else who 
also worked or volunteered 
for the volunteer 
organization. 

8 2.28 0.88 13 1.75 1.25 7 2.00 1.08 10 1.91 1.09 

the volunteer agency would 
train me to do the work. 9 2.22 0.95 9 2.25 1.02 6 2.06 1.00 8 1.94 1.16 
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Volunteer Needs and Barriers 
0 - 5 yr 

(N = 53) 
6 - 10 yr 
(N = 20) 

11 - 15 yr 
(N = 18) 

15 yr + 
(N = 35) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
the volunteer opportunity 
was offered or needed by an 
organization or group I 
belong to. 

9 2.22 0.95 10 2.15 1.23 11 1.67 1.28 5 2.11 1.11 

I knew I had the skills 
needed to do a good job. 11 2.20 1.02 8 2.30 1.13 5 2.17 1.25 4 2.20 1.02 

I was recognized and 
appreciated for my work as a 
volunteer. 

12 2.09 1.09 11 1.9 1.17 13 1.22 1.17 10 1.91 1.29 

childcare was available. 13 1.72 1.31 12 1.85 1.35 15 0.83 1.1 16 0.86 1.17 
I felt confident about myself. 14 1.48 1.26 15 1.35 1.35 12 1.28 1.36 13 1.29 1.2 
I received some form of 
reimbursement (i.e., meals or 
fuel allowance). 

15 1.44 0.88 14 1.55 1.00 14 1.00 0.69 14 1.14 1.03 

I had better transportation to 
get to a volunteer 
opportunity. 

16 1.26 1.17 16 1.25 1.29 16 0.78 0.94 15 1.03 1.22 

I were in better health. 17 0.65 0.85 17 0.9 1.07 17 0.33 0.49 17 0.77 1.06 
Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 1 2.05 1.10 2 2.04 1.19 4 1.67 1.24 3 1.78 1.23 

 
 

Table I43 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Needs and Barriers by Housing Type. 

Volunteer Needs and Barriers 
Multi-Family 

(N = 67) 
Single-Family 

(N = 60) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

I found an organization, where I really believed in 
their philosophy and mission. 1 2.66 0.83 1 2.50 0.97 0.16 

the volunteer opportunity had convenient hours. 2 2.61 0.80 4 2.35 1.07 0.26 
I knew the volunteer environment to be pleasant and 
safe. 3 2.57 0.84 11 1.93 1.16 0.64 

the event was fun. 4 2.34 0.98 2 2.47 0.98 -0.13 
I weren't so busy with family, work and other 
obligations. 5 2.27 1.07 3 2.45 0.95 -0.18 

I was actually asked to volunteer. 6 2.25 0.94 9 2.07 1.04 0.18 
I knew I had the skills needed to do a good job. 7 2.24 1.06 6 2.18 1.07 0.06 
the volunteer agency would train me to do the work. 8 2.22 0.97 10 2.02 1.08 0.20 
I had more information about volunteer opportunities. 8 2.22 1.03 8 2.12 1.09 0.10 
I knew someone else who also worked or volunteered 
for the volunteer organization. 10 1.99 1.07 7 2.13 1.02 -0.14 

the volunteer opportunity was offered or needed by 
an organization or group I belong to. 11 1.97 1.10 5 2.25 1.07 -0.28 

I was recognized and appreciated for my work as a 
volunteer. 11 1.97 1.15 12 1.80 1.23 0.17 

I felt confident about myself. 13 1.57 1.33 14 1.17 1.15 0.40 
I received some form of reimbursement (i.e., meals or 
fuel allowance). 14 1.49 0.89 15 1.12 0.94 0.37 
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Volunteer Needs and Barriers 
Multi-Family 

(N = 67) 
Single-Family 

(N = 60) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

childcare was available. 15 1.40 1.33 13 1.35 1.31 0.05 
I had better transportation to get to a volunteer 
opportunity. 16 1.33 1.25 16 0.90 1.05 0.43 

I were in better health. 17 0.73 0.90 17 0.62 0.94 0.11 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 1.99 1.16 2 1.85 1.21 0.14 

 

Table I44 

Rank and Mean Value of Volunteer Needs and Barriers by Home Ownership. 

Volunteer Needs and Barriers 
Own 

(N = 88) 
Rent  

(N = 37) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

I found an organization, where I really 
believed in their philosophy and mission. 1 2.51 0.92 1 2.76 0.83 -0.25 

the volunteer opportunity had convenient 
hours. 2 2.40 1.01 2 2.73 0.73 -0.33 

the event was fun. 4 2.33 1.04 3 2.57 0.83 -0.24 
I was actually asked to volunteer. 11 2.05 1.08 4 2.49 0.65 -0.44 
I knew the volunteer environment to be 
pleasant and safe. 6 2.18 1.08 5 2.46 0.99 -0.28 

I had more information about volunteer 
opportunities. 8 2.09 1.09 6 2.41 0.96 -0.32 

I weren't so busy with family, work and other 
obligations. 3 2.35 1.03 7 2.35 1.01 0.00 

the volunteer agency would train me to do the 
work. 10 2.06 1.03 8 2.27 1.02 -0.21 

I knew I had the skills needed to do a good 
job. 5 2.23 1.03 9 2.19 1.15 0.04 

I knew someone else who also worked or 
volunteered for the volunteer organization. 8 2.09 0.99 10 1.95 1.18 0.14 

the volunteer opportunity was offered or 
needed by an organization or group I belong 
to. 

7 2.17 1.11 11 1.92 1.06 0.25 

I was recognized and appreciated for my 
work as a volunteer. 12 1.90 1.17 12 1.84 1.26 0.06 

I received some form of reimbursement (i.e., 
meals or fuel allowance). 15 1.15 0.86 13 1.65 0.98 -0.50 

I felt confident about myself. 14 1.31 1.23 14 1.54 1.37 -0.23 
childcare was available. 13 1.35 1.29 15 1.49 1.41 -0.14 
I had better transportation to get to a 
volunteer opportunity. 16 0.94 1.05 15 1.49 1.35 -0.55 

I were in better health. 17 0.58 0.85 17 0.86 1.03 -0.28 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 2 1.86 1.19 1 2.06 1.17 -0.20 
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Table I45 

Question 11 Comments: I would be encouraged to volunteer if…. 

No. Question 11 Comments 
1 See Al's letters. 

2 
I am not clear how these choices relate specifically to volunteerism with urban canopy initiatives.. or 
perhaps the same attributes go across all volunteer activities regardless of the project... Homelessness... 
Public Art... Backyard Wildlife? 

3 I volunteered to help my children's school events. 

4 In addition to meals, other free 'perks' are very persuasive for me -- transit passes, free admission to just 
about any cultural thing around here that charges admission, etc. 

5 The volunteer opportunity was something my kids could participate in with me 

6 

At this stage in my life, I am most motivated to volunteer if: 1) my kids can volunteer along side me, 
and/or 2) I am learning something new, and/or 3) I am building a sense of community, and/or 4) it aligns 
with my personal values and I can 'see' the benefits of my volunteering (to the person/people it helps, the 
environment, etc). 

7 Time is the issue - I already have 3 ongoing volunteer gigs, and "seasonal" volunteering (managing the 
kids sports teams etc). If I had more time I'd volunteer more ie when I win the lottery or retire!! 

 

Environmental Stewardship Involvement 

Mean values are based on a Likert scale from unimportant (1) to very important (5). 

Table I46 

Rank and Mean Value of Environmental Stewardship Volunteer Motivations by Gender. 

Volunteer Motivations for Environmental Stewardship 
Male  

(N = 51) 
Female  

(N = 73) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

Helping the Environment Motivations 1 4.12 1.02 1 4.40 0.84 -0.28 
I want to help preserve natural areas for future 
generations. 1 4.35 0.89 2 4.49 0.82 -0.14 

I want to protect natural areas from disappearing. 2 4.25 1.06 1 4.52 0.69 -0.27 
I want to see improvements to the environment. 3 4.20 1.04 3 4.45 0.82 -0.25 
I am concerned for the environment. 4 4.06 0.95 4 4.36 0.98 -0.30 
I want to do something for a cause that is important to 
me. 6 3.76 1.09 5 4.19 0.86 -0.43 

Learning Motivations 2 3.35 1.26 2 3.60 1.20 -0.25 
I want to observe nature. 7 3.65 1.13 7 3.71 1.16 -0.06 
I am fascinated with nature. 10 3.29 1.32 10 3.63 1.10 -0.34 
I want to learn about animals, plants and the 
environment. 12 3.24 1.31 8 3.70 1.22 -0.46 

I want to learn pro-environmental behaviour. 13 3.20 1.25 12 3.36 1.28 -0.16 
User Motivations 3 3.27 1.25 3 3.40 1.22 -0.13 
I want to improve the aesthetics of my community. 5 3.88 1.11 6 3.92 1.10 -0.04 
I want to enrich my future recreation experiences. 9 3.31 1.27 11 3.38 1.14 -0.07 
I want to work on an area I visit. 14 3.14 1.27 16 3.16 1.33 -0.02 
I want to do something physical. 15 3.12 1.23 15 3.22 1.17 -0.10 
I want to see a new part of my community. 17 2.90 1.17 14 3.32 1.20 -0.42 
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Volunteer Motivations for Environmental Stewardship 
Male  

(N = 51) 
Female  

(N = 73) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

Reflection Motivations 4 3.22 1.31 4 3.37 1.24 -0.15 
I want to reflect on humanity’s impact on nature. 8 3.37 1.28 12 3.36 1.24 0.01 
I want to reflect on my impact on nature. 11 3.27 1.30 9 3.66 1.13 -0.39 
I want to have a sensory experience. 16 3.02 1.35 17 3.10 1.30 -0.08 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 2 3.53 1.26 1 3.74 1.20 -0.21 

 

Table I47 

Rank and Mean Value of Environmental Stewardship Volunteer Motivations by Age Group. 

Environmental Stewardship  
Volunteer Motivations 

18 – 29  
(N = 6) 

30 – 44  
(N = 68) 

45 – 59 
(N = 29) 

60+ 
(N = 24) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Helping the Environment 
Motivations 1 4.37 0.76 1 4.29 0.96 1 4.24 0.92 1 4.28 0.97 

I want to see improvements to 
the environment. 1 4.67 0.52 3 4.26 1.00 1 4.38 0.90 1 4.42 0.88 

I want to protect natural areas 
from disappearing. 2 4.50 0.55 2 4.46 0.84 2 4.31 0.93 4 4.29 1.04 

I want to do something for a 
cause that is important to me. 2 4.50 0.55 5 4.03 0.99 5 3.97 0.98 7 3.88 0.99 

I want to help preserve natural 
areas for future generations. 5 4.17 0.75 1 4.50 0.89 3 4.28 0.84 1 4.42 0.88 

I am concerned for the 
environment. 8 4.00 1.26 4 4.18 1.02 4 4.24 0.95 3 4.38 1.01 

Learning Motivations 2 4.21 0.72 2 3.41 1.23 3 3.46 1.28 2 3.65 1.14 
I want to learn about animals, 
plants and the environment. 2 4.50 0.55 10 3.40 1.28 8 3.62 1.27 11 3.46 1.25 

I want to observe nature. 5 4.17 0.75 7 3.57 1.21 10 3.55 1.21 5 4.08 0.78 
I want to learn pro-
environmental behaviour. 5 4.17 0.75 12 3.22 1.27 15 3.28 1.33 12 3.25 1.19 

I am fascinated with nature. 8 4.00 0.89 9 3.43 1.15 13 3.38 1.35 8 3.79 1.18 
Reflection Motivations 3 3.89 0.90 4 3.22 1.27 4 3.29 1.31 3 3.42 1.23 
I want to reflect on humanity’s 
impact on nature. 8 4.00 0.89 13 3.16 1.2 9 3.59 1.32 10 3.50 1.32 

I want to reflect on my impact on 
nature. 11 3.83 0.75 8 3.49 1.25 14 3.34 1.26 9 3.54 1.14 

I want to have a sensory 
experience. 11 3.83 1.17 17 3.00 1.33 17 2.93 1.31 13 3.21 1.25 

User Motivations 4 3.63 1.03 3 3.30 1.22 2 3.52 1.26 4 3.15 1.23 
I want to work on an area I visit. 11 3.83 0.98 15 3.12 1.33 12 3.41 1.32 16 2.83 1.17 
I want to see a new part of my 
community. 11 3.83 0.75 16 3.04 1.19 16 3.17 1.34 14 3.08 1.18 

I want to enrich my future 
recreation experiences. 15 3.67 1.03 11 3.34 1.11 7 3.66 1.20 15 2.92 1.32 

I want to do something physical. 15 3.67 1.03 14 3.13 1.18 11 3.45 1.30 16 2.83 1.09 
I want to improve the aesthetics 
of my community. 17 3.17 1.47 6 3.85 1.12 6 3.93 1.07 5 4.08 0.97 
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Environmental Stewardship  
Volunteer Motivations 

18 – 29  
(N = 6) 

30 – 44  
(N = 68) 

45 – 59 
(N = 29) 

60+ 
(N = 24) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 1 4.03 0.91 4 3.60 1.24 2 3.68 1.24 3 3.64 1.22 

 

Table I48 

Rank and Mean Value of Environmental Stewardship Volunteer Motivations by Children at 
Home. 

Volunteer Motivations for Environmental Stewardship  
Children at Home  

(N = 76) 
No Children at Home  

(N = 51) 
MD 

R M SD R M SD 
Helping the Environment Motivations 1 4.22 0.95 1 4.35 0.92 -0.13 
I want to help preserve natural areas for future 
generations. 1 4.41 0.88 1 4.43 0.85 -0.02 

I want to protect natural areas from disappearing. 2 4.39 0.85 3 4.39 0.94 0.00 
I want to see improvements to the environment. 3 4.28 0.92 1 4.43 0.96 -0.15 
I am concerned for the environment. 4 4.14 1.03 4 4.33 0.97 -0.19 
I want to do something for a cause that is important to 
me. 6 3.89 1.00 5 4.18 0.91 -0.29 

User Motivations 2 3.48 1.18 4 3.22 1.28 0.26 
I want to improve the aesthetics of my community. 5 3.91 1.09 7 3.84 1.14 0.07 
I want to enrich my future recreation experiences. 8 3.50 1.05 13 3.12 1.34 0.38 
I want to work on an area I visit. 13 3.29 1.28 17 2.98 1.30 0.31 
I want to do something physical. 15 3.22 1.20 14 3.10 1.20 0.12 
I want to see a new part of my community. 16 3.17 1.17 16 3.04 1.26 0.13 
Learning Motivations 3 3.42 1.18 2 3.61 1.27 -0.19 
I want to observe nature. 7 3.55 1.14 6 3.90 1.12 -0.35 
I want to learn about animals, plants and the 
environment. 10 3.43 1.21 9 3.63 1.33 -0.20 

I am fascinated with nature. 11 3.41 1.13 8 3.67 1.28 -0.26 
I want to learn pro-environmental behaviour. 12 3.30 1.23 12 3.25 1.29 0.05 
Reflection Motivations 4 3.26 1.22 3 3.37 1.33 -0.11 
I want to reflect on my impact on nature. 9 3.45 1.16 10 3.53 1.29 -0.08 
I want to reflect on humanity’s impact on nature. 13 3.29 1.18 11 3.47 1.36 -0.18 
I want to have a sensory experience. 17 3.04 1.29 14 3.10 1.33 -0.06 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 2 3.63 1.19 1 3.67 1.28 -0.04 
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Table I49 

Rank and Mean Value of Environmental Stewardship Volunteer Motivations by Education. 

Volunteer Motivations for Environmental Stewardship 

 Non-
University  
(N = 36) 

 University  
(N = 90) MD 

R M SD R M SD 
Helping the Environment Motivations 1 4.44 0.79 1 4.21 1.00 0.23 
I want to help preserve natural areas for future 
generations. 1 4.64 0.54 1 4.33 0.96 0.31 

I want to protect natural areas from disappearing. 3 4.58 0.81 3 4.32 0.91 0.26 
I want to see improvements to the environment. 3 4.56 0.69 4 4.24 1.01 0.32 
I am concerned for the environment. 5 4.36 0.80 5 4.16 1.08 0.20 
I want to do something for a cause that is important to 
me. 7 4.08 0.94 6 3.98 0.99 0.10 

Learning Motivations 2 3.73 1.18 2 3.41 1.22 0.32 
I want to learn pro-environmental behaviour. 8 3.92 1.02 8 3.61 1.18 0.31 
I want to observe nature. 11 3.78 1.27 10 3.40 1.25 0.38 
I am fascinated with nature. 14 3.53 1.18 13 3.19 1.28 0.34 
I want to learn about animals, plants and the 
environment. 16 3.39 1.32 17 3.02 1.15 0.37 

Reflection Motivations 3 3.65 1.23 4 3.18 1.25 0.47 
I want to have a sensory experience. 9 3.83 1.08 11 3.36 1.23 0.47 
I want to reflect on my impact on nature. 9 3.83 1.16 13 3.19 1.24 0.64 
I want to reflect on humanity’s impact on nature. 12 3.69 1.26 9 3.43 1.17 0.26 
User Motivations 4 3.56 1.28 3 3.25 1.20 0.31 
I want to work on an area I visit. 1 4.64 0.54 1 4.33 0.96 0.31 
I want to see a new part of my community. 6 4.19 0.98 7 3.77 1.13 0.42 
I want to do something physical. 13 3.61 1.15 12 3.24 1.19 0.37 
I want to enrich my future recreation experiences. 15 3.42 1.42 16 3.07 1.24 0.35 
I want to improve the aesthetics of my community. 17 3.19 1.33 15 3.14 1.14 0.05 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 3.88 1.18 2 3.55 1.23 0.33 

 

Table I50 

Rank and Mean Value of Environmental Stewardship Volunteer Motivations by Household 

Income. 

Volunteer Motivations 
for Environmental 

Stewardship 

$10,000 - $49,999 
(N = 19) 

$50,000 - $99,999 
(N = 27) 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 
(N = 37) 

$150,000 + 
(N = 26) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Helping the Environment 
Motivations 1 4.39 0.69 1 4.44 0.87 1 4.41 0.80 1 3.91 1.04 

I want to help preserve 
natural areas for future 
generations. 

1 4.53 0.51 1 4.70 0.82 3 4.49 0.65 1 4.15 0.92 

I want to protect natural 
areas from disappearing. 2 4.42 0.69 2 4.56 0.7 2 4.54 0.77 2 4.08 1.06 
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Volunteer Motivations 
for Environmental 

Stewardship 

$10,000 - $49,999 
(N = 19) 

$50,000 - $99,999 
(N = 27) 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 
(N = 37) 

$150,000 + 
(N = 26) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
I want to see 
improvements to the 
environment. 

3 4.37 0.68 3 4.44 0.93 1 4.57 0.73 4 3.88 1.07 

I want to do something 
for a cause that is 
important to me. 

4 4.32 0.67 5 4.19 0.88 5 4.11 0.91 6 3.58 1.17 

I am concerned for the 
environment. 4 4.32 0.89 4 4.33 0.96 4 4.32 0.88 5 3.85 0.97 

Learning Motivations 2 4.01 1.00 2 3.61 1.09 2 3.61 1.22 3 3.05 1.18 
I want to observe nature. 6 4.26 0.99 7 3.78 1.09 7 3.89 0.97 9 3.23 1.18 
I am fascinated with 
nature. 7 4.05 0.91 10 3.63 0.97 9 3.59 1.19 14 2.96 1.18 

I want to learn about 
animals, plants and the 
environment. 

7 4.05 1.08 11 3.52 1.12 8 3.70 1.27 12 3.04 1.31 

I want to learn pro-
environmental 
behaviour. 

12 3.68 1 11 3.52 1.22 13 3.24 1.36 15 2.96 1.08 

Reflection Motivations 3 3.80 1.13 3 3.55 1.23 4 3.27 1.24 4 2.92 1.16 
I want to reflect on my 
impact on nature. 7 4.05 0.78 7 3.78 1.19 10 3.43 1.28 11 3.08 1.13 

I want to reflect on 
humanity’s impact on 
nature. 

11 3.89 1.1 9 3.67 1.11 12 3.32 1.25 16 2.88 1.11 

I want to have a sensory 
experience. 16 3.47 1.39 16 3.19 1.33 17 3.05 1.20 17 2.81 1.27 

User Motivations 4 3.63 1.20 4 3.35 1.06 3 3.35 1.21 2 3.44 1.23 
I want to improve the 
aesthetics of my 
community. 

10 4.00 1.11 6 3.85 1.06 6 3.92 1.06 2 4.08 0.98 

I want to work on an area 
I visit. 12 3.68 1.11 17 3.11 1.09 14 3.19 1.35 10 3.19 1.41 

I want to do something 
physical. 14 3.58 1.17 14 3.26 1.06 15 3.14 1.08 8 3.38 1.20 

I want to see a new part 
of my community. 14 3.58 1.17 15 3.22 1.05 16 3.11 1.22 13 3 1.17 

I want to enrich my 
future recreation 
experiences. 

17 3.32 1.42 13 3.30 0.95 11 3.41 1.17 7 3.54 1.14 

Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 1 3.97 1.05 2 3.77 1.14 3 3.71 1.20 4 3.39 1.21 
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Table I51 

Rank and Mean Value of Environmental Stewardship Volunteer Motivations by Neighbourhood. 

Volunteer 
Motivations 

for 
Environmental 
Stewardship 

West Side 
(N = 21) 

Brow of the Hill 
(N = 15) 

Central 
(N = 33) 

Downtown / 
Queensborough 

(N = 34) 

East Side 
(N = 23) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 

Helping the 
Environment 
Motivations 

1 4.20 1.04 1 4.40 0.77 1 4.20 0.97 1 4.42 0.81 1 4.25 0.99 

I want to see 
improvements 
to the 
environment. 

1 4.38 0.97 3 4.33 0.72 1 4.27 0.94 3 4.38 0.92 1 4.43 0.99 

I want to 
protect natural 
areas from 
disappearing. 

2 4.29 0.90 2 4.53 0.83 1 4.27 0.98 1 4.71 0.52 4 4.22 1.00 

I want to help 
preserve 
natural areas 
for future 
generations. 

3 4.19 1.08 1 4.67 0.62 1 4.27 0.91 2 4.65 0.54 1 4.43 0.95 

I am 
concerned for 
the 
environment. 

4 4.10 1.30 4 4.27 0.80 4 4.21 0.93 4 4.29 0.97 3 4.30 0.97 

I want to do 
something for 
a cause that is 
important to 
me. 

5 4.05 0.97 5 4.2 0.86 5 4.00 1.09 5 4.06 0.85 5 3.87 1.01 

Learning 
Motivations 3 3.34 1.24 2 3.83 1.14 2 3.39 1.33 2 3.61 1.16 2 3.51 1.11 

I want to learn 
about animals, 
plants and the 
environment. 

8 3.57 1.25 6 4.07 1.22 9 3.3 1.45 11 3.5 1.13 10 3.48 1.16 

I want to learn 
pro-
environmental 
behaviour. 

11 3.48 1.25 14 3.33 1.18 11 3.15 1.42 15 3.24 1.16 13 3.39 1.27 

I want to 
observe 
nature. 

14 3.19 1.25 7 4.00 1.00 7 3.58 1.17 6 4.03 1.09 7 3.70 0.97 

I am 
fascinated 
with nature. 

16 3.10 1.22 8 3.93 1.10 8 3.52 1.28 8 3.65 1.18 10 3.48 1.08 

User 
Motivations 2 3.47 1.23 3 3.48 1.15 3 3.21 1.32 4 3.39 1.10 4 3.30 1.29 

I want to 
improve the 
aesthetics of 

6 3.95 1.02 9 3.87 0.74 6 3.82 1.18 7 4 1.13 6 3.83 1.23 



URBAN FOREST VALUES AND WILLINGNESS TO VOLUNTEER 219 

Volunteer 
Motivations 

for 
Environmental 
Stewardship 

West Side 
(N = 21) 

Brow of the Hill 
(N = 15) 

Central 
(N = 33) 

Downtown / 
Queensborough 

(N = 34) 

East Side 
(N = 23) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 

my 
community. 
I want to 
enrich my 
future 
recreation 
experiences. 

7 3.67 1.15 14 3.33 1.35 12 3.12 1.27 13 3.32 0.94 10 3.48 1.31 

I want to do 
something 
physical. 

12 3.33 1.24 11 3.6 1.24 14 3.03 1.26 17 3.15 1.05 16 3.04 1.26 

I want to see a 
new part of 
my 
community. 

13 3.24 1.30 16 3.2 1.01 13 3.06 1.39 14 3.26 1.02 17 2.87 1.25 

I want to work 
on an area I 
visit. 

15 3.14 1.35 13 3.4 1.35 16 3.00 1.39 16 3.21 1.2 14 3.26 1.29 

Reflection 
Motivations 4 3.28 1.27 4 3.47 1.12 4 2.96 1.38 3 3.56 1.18 3 3.38 1.21 

I want to 
reflect on my 
impact on 
nature. 

8 3.57 1.21 10 3.67 1.05 10 3.18 1.33 9 3.65 1.12 8 3.52 1.24 

I want to 
reflect on 
humanity’s 
impact on 
nature. 

8 3.57 1.29 12 3.53 1.06 15 3.03 1.45 12 3.41 1.18 9 3.52 1.12 

I want to have 
a sensory 
experience. 

17 2.71 1.15 17 3.2 1.26 17 2.67 1.34 10 3.62 1.26 15 3.09 1.28 

Total Mean 
and Standard 
Deviation 

4 3.62 1.24 1 3.83 1.11 5 3.50 1.33 2 3.77 1.14 3 3.64 1.22 

Note. West Side = Connaught Heights, West End and Moody Park; Central = Glenbrook North and 

Queen’s Park; Downtown / Queensborough = Downtown, Quayside, and Queensborough; East Side = 

Massey Victory Heights and McBride Sapperton 
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Table I52 

Rank and Mean Value of Environmental Stewardship Volunteer Motivations by Residential 
Tenure. 

Volunteer Motivations for 
Environmental Stewardship 

0 - 5 years 
(N = 45) 

6 - 10 years (N = 
20) 

11 - 15 years 
(N = 18) 

Over 15 years 
(N = 35) 

R M SD R M SD R M SD R M SD 
Helping the Environment 
Motivations 1 4.29 0.83 1 4.37 1.04 1 4.16 1.16 1 4.26 0.92 

I want to help preserve natural 
areas for future generations. 1 4.44 0.69 1 4.55 1.05 3 4.22 1.17 1 4.4 0.85 

I want to protect natural areas 
from disappearing. 1 4.44 0.77 3 4.50 1.00 1 4.39 1.04 3 4.26 0.92 

I want to see improvements to the 
environment. 3 4.26 0.87 1 4.55 1.00 2 4.28 1.23 2 4.37 0.84 

I am concerned for the 
environment. 4 4.24 0.89 4 4.25 1.12 4 4.06 1.21 4 4.26 1.04 

I want to do something for a cause 
that is important to me. 5 4.06 0.90 5 4.00 1.03 5 3.83 1.20 5 4.03 0.95 

User Motivations 3 3.47 1.12 3 3.28 1.46 3 3.26 1.23 4 3.21 1.24 
I want to improve the aesthetics 
of my community. 6 3.93 1.06 5 4.00 1.21 7 3.61 1.33 7 3.89 0.99 

I want to enrich my future 
recreation experiences. 8 3.56 1.09 17 2.80 1.36 9 3.33 1.28 12 3.34 1.11 

I want to work on an area I visit. 12 3.37 1.25 14 3.15 1.57 10 3.28 1.13 17 2.80 1.26 
I want to do something physical. 13 3.30 1.02 12 3.25 1.45 16 2.78 1.26 14 3.14 1.26 
I want to see a new part of my 
community. 16 3.20 1.03 13 3.2 1.54 10 3.28 1.13 16 2.86 1.29 

Learning Motivations  2 3.48 1.18 2 3.30 1.32 2 3.43 1.27 2 3.68 1.18 
I want to observe nature. 7 3.72 1.09 10 3.3 1.42 7 3.61 1.24 6 3.91 0.95 
I am fascinated with nature. 10 3.52 1.13 7 3.45 1.23 14 3.17 1.25 9 3.71 1.25 
I want to learn about animals, 
plants and the environment. 10 3.52 1.19 10 3.3 1.30 10 3.28 1.36 8 3.74 1.29 

I want to learn pro-environmental 
behaviour. 17 3.17 1.26 14 3.15 1.39 6 3.67 1.24 12 3.34 1.19 

Reflection Motivations  4 3.37 1.19 4 3.27 1.31 4 3.00 1.49 3 3.38 1.21 
I want to reflect on my impact on 
nature. 8 3.56 1.19 8 3.40 1.19 14 3.17 1.5 10 3.57 1.09 

I want to reflect on humanity’s 
impact on nature. 13 3.30 1.16 8 3.40 1.19 10 3.28 1.49 11 3.49 1.34 

I want to have a sensory 
experience. 15 3.24 1.21 16 3.00 1.56 17 2.56 1.46 15 3.09 1.17 

Total Mean and Standard 
Deviation 1 3.70 1.14 3 3.60 1.37 4 3.52 1.34 2 3.66 1.21 
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Table I53 

Rank and Mean Value of Environmental Stewardship Volunteer Motivations by Housing Type. 

Volunteer Motivations for Environmental Stewardship 
Multi-Family  

(N = 67) 
Single-Family 

(N = 60) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

Helping the Environment Motivations 1 4.43 0.78 1 4.10 1.07 0.33 
I want to help preserve natural areas for future 
generations. 1 4.61 0.60 1 4.20 1.05 0.41 

I want to protect natural areas from disappearing. 2 4.58 0.68 2 4.18 1.03 0.40 
I want to see improvements to the environment. 3 4.52 0.77 3 4.13 1.07 0.39 
I am concerned for the environment. 4 4.33 0.88 4 4.10 1.13 0.23 
I want to do something for a cause that is important to 
me. 5 4.10 0.86 5 3.90 1.08 0.20 

Learning Motivations 2 3.68 1.15 2 3.31 1.26 0.37 
I want to observe nature. 7 3.99 1.04 8 3.37 1.16 0.62 
I am fascinated with nature. 8 3.72 1.10 11 3.28 1.26 0.44 
I want to learn about animals, plants and the 
environment. 9 3.66 1.19 9 3.35 1.33 0.31 

I want to learn pro-environmental behaviour. 14 3.33 1.20 12 3.23 1.32 0.10 
Reflection Motivations 3 3.53 1.22 4 3.05 1.27 0.48 
I want to reflect on my impact on nature. 10 3.64 1.15 10 3.30 1.25 0.34 
I want to reflect on humanity’s impact on nature. 11 3.51 1.19 13 3.20 1.31 0.31 
I want to have a sensory experience. 12 3.43 1.31 17 2.65 1.18 0.78 
User Motivations 4 3.44 1.17 3 3.22 1.28 0.22 
I want to improve the aesthetics of my community. 6 4.04 1.02 6 3.70 1.17 0.34 
I want to work on an area I visit. 13 3.34 1.19 16 2.97 1.39 0.37 
I want to do something physical. 14 3.33 1.12 14 3.00 1.26 0.33 
I want to enrich my future recreation experiences. 16 3.27 1.20 7 3.43 1.17 -0.16 
I want to see a new part of my community. 17 3.24 1.14 15 2.98 1.27 0.26 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 1 3.80 1.15 2 3.47 1.28 0.33 

 

Table I54 

Rank and Mean Value of Environmental Stewardship Volunteer Motivations by Ownership. 

Volunteer Motivations for Environmental Stewardship 
Own 

(N = 88) 
Rent  

(N = 37) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

Helping the Environment Motivations 1 4.19 1.02 1 4.46 0.70 -0.27 
I want to help preserve natural areas for future 
generations. 1 4.34 0.97 1 4.59 0.55 -0.25 

I want to protect natural areas from disappearing. 2 4.32 0.97 2 4.57 0.65 -0.25 
I want to see improvements to the environment. 3 4.25 1.02 3 4.51 0.69 -0.26 
I am concerned for the environment. 4 4.09 1.09 4 4.49 0.73 -0.40 
I want to do something for a cause that is important to 
me. 5 3.93 1.04 5 4.16 0.80 -0.23 

Learning Motivations 2 3.36 1.28 2 3.80 1.01 -0.44 
I want to observe nature. 7 3.55 1.18 6 4.03 0.96 -0.48 
I want to learn about animals, plants and the 
environment. 8 3.42 1.31 11 3.68 1.13 -0.26 
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Volunteer Motivations for Environmental Stewardship 
Own 

(N = 88) 
Rent  

(N = 37) MD 
R M SD R M SD 

I am fascinated with nature. 10 3.34 1.28 8 3.86 0.89 -0.52 
I want to learn pro-environmental behaviour. 13 3.13 1.31 12 3.62 1.04 -0.49 
Reflection Motivations 4 3.12 1.27 3 3.71 1.13 -0.59 
I want to reflect on my impact on nature. 7 3.55 1.18 6 4.03 0.96 -0.48 
I want to reflect on humanity’s impact on nature. 8 3.42 1.31 11 3.68 1.13 -0.26 
I want to have a sensory experience. 13 3.13 1.31 12 3.62 1.04 -0.49 
User Motivations 3 3.28 1.23 4 3.43 1.22 -0.15 
I want to improve the aesthetics of my community. 6 3.91 1.08 9 3.81 1.17 0.10 
I want to enrich my future recreation experiences. 9 3.35 1.16 16 3.30 1.27 0.05 
I want to work on an area I visit. 14 3.09 1.32 16 3.30 1.24 -0.21 
I want to see a new part of my community. 15 3.02 1.17 15 3.32 1.25 -0.30 
I want to do something physical. 15 3.02 1.18 13 3.43 1.14 -0.41 
Total Mean and Standard Deviation 2 3.54 1.26 1 3.87 1.10 -0.33 
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Table I55 

Question 13 Open-ended Responses: Please tell us in your own words the most important reason why you do or would volunteer for 
environmental stewardship programs. 
 

No. Question 13 Comments 

1 

I am concerned with the development of parks and neighbourhoods. Native and non-native species alike are planted without full understanding of the 
ecosystem they need to thrive (and not be killed by invasive species). I would like to see more studies done by horticulturists and these studies taken seriously 
by municipalities to preserve what little we have left. For example, the Dunbar neighbourhood in Vancouver capped an underground spring to build an 
aparment complex. The consequences of this are just beginning to show on the surface with trees dying at an alarming rate from surface and underground 
drought as a direct result. I hate the argument of the economy and money, but to throw it back at the government, did they consider that all these dying trees 
(near hydro lines!) will cost taxpayers and perhaps the municipality itself thousands of dollars just to remove them. Not to mention if the trees fall and damage 
the hydro line or surrounding buildings. It's time the people in charge of making decisions about developing the land, consider that they don't understand the 
millenias of evolution and the complexity of a healthy ecosystem.  

2 I like to be in nature & help out 
3 I care about my community 
4 I haven't considered it yet. I just wanted to take the survey  
5 To learn about my environment 

6 
I feel that moving forward there needs to be considerably more emphasis on encorporating nature into cities as they grow and develop. I believe in this for 
several reasons, all outlined at some point in this survey. There needs to be a better balance and integration between urban and nature for the benefit of those 
living in the city. I would be interested in nearby initiatives that help add or protect "green" spaces in my community.  

7 
My experience in the past with these types of programs has been that I feel more invested in the urban forest I am helping to take care of and a sense of 
personal pride in it. I would volunteer if I knew of such a program in New Westminster. 

8 I very much like the green, I like air to breath, I like the climate as it is. 
9 Preserve natural areas for wildlife habitat. 
10 I value and enjoy our natural world and want engagement with it.   
11 I believe it is critical to have adequate tree cover in the city with a balance of homeowner rights, proper development, and environmental balance. 
12 protecting the world for future generations is important to me. 
13 Its important and related to my work. 
14 Makes things better 
15 To meet people, learn something and benefit the environment. 
16 If the need was explained and it was valid and relevant to my life, then I might get involved on a monthly basis to do some volunteering 
17 To learn, have fun 
18 Improve the appearance (less litter) of the local area. 

19 
I REALLY APPRECIATE  THE GREEN SPACE AND LOVELY GARDENS IN NEW WESTMINSTER AND THEREFORE IF  I AM ABLE TO 
CONTRIBUTE IN SOME WAY TO THE SUSTAINABILITY OF SUCH SPACE WOULD BE HAPPY TO ASSIST IN ANY WAY I COULD .  

20 Concern over climate change and overforestation. 
21 For my grandchildren 
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No. Question 13 Comments 

22 
I value the environment and how it supports quality of life (air I breath, fostering natural habitat for critters, natural sound barrier, visual beauty) for all those 
who live in its surroundings. I believe I can & should contribute to supporting a clean, healthy environment where I live, work & play. I care about the future 
of our natural resources and desire to assist in whatever ways I can to its vitality and longevity.  

23 For me, the most important reason would be to help preserve natural areas for future generations. 

24 
It is important to put good works into our immediate environment where possible.  We have impacts and by doing good acts these impacts become iteratively 
less negative and more along our view of the future we want both for ourselves and for the plants and trees themselves 

25 To protect the environment. 

26 
to help the populace understand what plants, trees, insects and animals need in order to thrive, and to help people stop behaving in ways that, e.g., turn wild 
animals into pests or cause our urban trees and forests to disappear 

27 
To give back to the community, to feel connected to the community, to enjoy more green space, to help others enjoy green space, I have a lot of energy and I 
think this is a good cause. 

28 Ability to teach my kids about the importance of the environment, and volunteering. Ability to make my community a more enjoyable place. An opportunity 
to go out and get my hands dirty and feel like I've accomplished something. 

29 

 I live in an old city where the trees around me (on public and private lands) have lived for over a century and almost have a right to their continued existence 
... and the urban tree canopy provides a multitude of physchological, emotional, physiological and environmental benefits to our community....and must be 
protected... as they do not have a voice. 
Also, our City has spent a lot of money to develop an Urban Tree Strategy.. but done little to implement the ideas... so they need to have their toes held to the 
fire ... to show they are just not all talk and no action.  

30 will not  be volunteering for this 
31 Already maxed out - volunteer hours >200 per year 
32 Being outside 

33 
I have volunteered in past for the Shore Clean Up event with my previous employer and was a founding member of the Sustainability Committee with this 
employer as well.  We only have one planet and I am determined to do what I can in any small way to make sure that we preserve and protect it for future 
generations. 

34 
I value a healthy ecosystem for myriad reasons. I also have a particular affinity for native flora (which dominate my garden), so even if I cannot participate in 
"ivy pulls" and other removal of invasive species, I appreciate that being done. 

35 It's an easy way to a bit more for the environment and community 

36 
Being a part of projects in my community connects me to my neighbours and deepens my connections. I have an 8 year old and value taking part in projects 
with her and seeing her learn and discover the importance of taking part in ones community as well.  

37 Care about environment  
38 For the greater good of the planet. 

39 
Want to help natural biodiversity and native species of plants and animals to coexist with our urban setting.....and because I value natural spaces with trees as 
places to go to refresh my consciousness and unplug.  

40 To improve the environment for the community and for the future of my kids and other generations.  
41 to show pride and respect for my community; to teach my children the importance of helping others and doing your civic duties 

42 
Appreciate the natural environment, want to see it respected and cared for, want my children to be able to enjoy it and be able to play and learn in a natural 
forest/river/riparian setting rather than one filled with litter and damage. 
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No. Question 13 Comments 

43 
As a former professional forester (now retired) I believe I have useful knowledge and experience to contribute to local environmental stewardship initiatives, 
and want to encourage young people in particular to understand and appreciate the natural environment. 

44 I care! 

45 
I would volunteer if there was a clear value to the project. Unfortunately, increasing the New Westminster urban forest is a waste of time and resources. We 
have a great and towing forest. The City just needs to articulate the budget required to maintain the inventory. 

46 For present and future generations  
47 If it was for a specific date and I could plan to be home and also, I have the time to take on another project. 
48 To protect the world around us.  

49 
We should all be responsible for maintaining and preserving the areas we live in.  no one person can do this, and we should as a group combine our efforts to 
be successful. 

50 Every little bit helps. 
51 Presently not volunteering in environmental stewardship  
52 To help offset other daily activities that are not sustainable (e.g. throwing away non-recyclable packaging, driving a car). 

53 
 Because I think protecting the urban nature is important both for keeping the city beautiful and for improving and maintaining air quality. It also provides 
habitat for all kinds of life, reduces heat island effect and biophilic benefits to urban dwellers. They provide commection to nature for us and our children. 

54 To make a difference 

55 
The earth's population is growing and industrializing, people want more consumer goods, this is putting pressure on the natural world resulting in destruction 
of farm land, forests, water resources and quality of air. The election of Donald Trump will make the situation worse. 

56 If I feel it’s effective. 
57 To develop my local community 
58 It's close to home so it's serving my community 

59 
Physical labour is a nice juxtaposition to my job, which is why I prefer environmental stewardship volunteering over other causes I also care about. I believe 
in a moral imperative to help in whatever ways we are reasonably able, whether through time, money, or other. I believe this on a global scale, 
environmentally, and on a local scale, socially. 

60 
In an age where technology and urban lifestyles dominate, it's important to maintain a connection to nature, to understand it and learn about it and our impacts 
on our environment. Nature recharges us and sustains us and I would want to create habits for my own son and future generations that will continue to 
preserve and protect that nature. Our environments facilitate our community connection and our community can facilitate a flourishing environment.  

61 Because trees are one of the better ways to improve the wellbeing of a community and had an impact in our health and the health of the planet.  
62 Corporations and governments are killing the Earth, I'd like to preserve it. 

63 
Improving aesthetics of my community,without harming nature,espec. trees, have been always my interest. 
 
I am senior , my physical abilities are not great,but I want to do as much as I am able to. 

64 

I do volunteer in cleanups, removal of invasive species and planting of indigenous species to learn and to see a difference and to  inform others in our 
community about the importance of stewardship. I envision natural ecology returning to our urban areas and us learning to co-exist with wildlife formerly 
considered pests. Trees help water retention and create valuable micro-climates. I hope we start creating water gardens and swales and daylighting former 
streams. Few people know about the restoration of spawning salmon to the Brunette River. The interconnection of these efforts is important. I wish we were 
given better compost bins and more info so that we can compost food scraps in our yards and enrich our soil without attracting rats. 
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No. Question 13 Comments 

65 

I am both a avid environmentalist and an avid proponent of free enterprise. Free enterprise without respect for our environment and recognition that we are 
stewards thereof, results in anarchy. The same is true for socialism and there are examples of economic and social collapse related to both political points of 
view. Caring for the environment is some that must be done in parallel to economic success and the first political entity to recognize this will be wildly 
successful. 

66 
To help protect, preserve and enhance the environment for my own enjoyment, the enjoyment of my community and the future enjoyment of generations to 
come 

67 showing my kids how important to be environmental friendly and learn to protect our nature from human impact 
68 Probably know about its history and the importance of moving forward in a responsible manner. 
69 As part of a team building or community building exercise. 
70 To help keep our parks beautiful.  I enjoy the natural settings we have in New West nd want to help preserve them. 
71 I would be more likely if it was part of a family event. 
72 To enhance an area I live in or frequently visit, and to help convey the importance of environmental stewardship to my child 

73 
To help ensure a climate healthy future for my son and his generation. I want him to be able to bask in the beauty of nature and breathe the clean air as I did as 
a child.  

74 What we do now affects the future that our children experience.  
75 For so many reasons! But mainly preserving existing environmental spaces before development wipes them all out!  
76 I see it as a community improvement project more than an environmental one. I want my community to be safe and beautiful and rich with plant life.  
77 I'd want to do it with my kid, to teach him about connections to the earth, about impacts humans have, and about appreciating nature and what it has to offer.  
78 Helping to protect the environment is very important to me and my family 

79 
I volunteer for environmental stewardship programs because I value the natural resources that we have and would like to preserve them for my childrens' 
generation. I would like to reduce the human impact on our environment so we have it to enjoy for generations. I see urban forests as an important factor in 
improving health outcomes for children and adults living in an urban environment. 

80 The preservation of nature and natural spaces are Paramount to a healthy ecosystem. 
81 Community involvement and community building 

82 
Getting outside and showing my daughter what it means to be a model citizen, and take care of the environment. Also to help maintain healthy ecosystems 
and aquatic environments 

83 I live here and I want it to be nice. 
84 To help preserve nature for future generations. 
85 I think it's important to care for the environment.  
86 To set a trend for others to follow. To develop a sense of environmental awareness to our children and future generations. 
87 To help make a safe environment for the wild animals who live here and for our children and future. 
88 To ensure that our children (and future generations) get to enjoy the environment the same way that we did when we were young. 

89 
I would be more inclined to volunteer if as a part of volunteering it could also be teaching my child, so being able to have my 4 year old with me would be 
important. 

90 
Stewardship programs are a great way to get residents involved in their community in a very hands on way. It gets people invested in the care of their 
community.  

91 Social responsibility. 
92 Something to do 
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No. Question 13 Comments 
93 Once my children are older I would volunteer with them to show them the benefits (as listed previously) of volunteering. 

94 
Our environment is an important aspect of our life. Volunteering is a great way to learn more about how the environment, and our daily lives affect each 
other.  

95 
I'd probably be more motivated to do it with the kids.  We involve them with volunteering if possible both to show them the importance of volunteering 
period, but also to educate them about the specific "task" we are volunteering for.  Plus my kids like to be outdoors.  I can see that some people "don't like to 
get dirty" so it's not their thing. 

96 I believe our environment is critical to the future of humanity and we need to do better then previous generations at protecting it 
97 To learn more about the environment and how to preserve it for future generations.  

98 
-believe environmental stewardship is important and therefore should be a priority 
-have children and want to take care of world for their sake 

99 I would like to see more greenery and help the environment while teaching my son a healthy respect for nature. 
100 I pick up litter as I walk around. It's how I was taught, and it's how I model for my child. As she gets older, I intend to volunteer for something more involved.  
101 Friends or family can get involved.  It's a cause I believe in and can make a difference. 
102 To connect with the community I live in (both the human and natural components). 
103 My children. 
104 To gain and  share insights with fellow  volunteers.  
105 To help make the environment a better place 
106 I would volunteer in order to do my part to preserve the natural beauty of the environment for my son's generation and future generations.  
107 Feel like a part of community 

108 
I believe that a healthy community is a green community. I would volunteer for environmental stewardship programs such as shoreline and park clean up 
projects because I see it as a civic responsibility. 

109 I would love to help our community to be more environmentally educated and make our city as green as possible. 
Note. A total of 109 respondents answered this question out of 127. 
 

Table I56 

Question 14 Open-ended Survey Results: Please tell us in your own words the most important reason why you do not or would not 
volunteer for environmental stewardship programs. 

No. Question 14 Comments 

1 
If it is only for aesthetics and not the actual health of a space (for example taking all the leaves out from a garden bed so it looks "tidy" rather than leaving the 
leaves for moisture and eventual hummus and compost for the soil and plants). 

2 If I'm too busy or don't agree with the project (invasive species removal?) 
3 Not applicable  
4 no reason. seems like something I could do if my health allowed me to  
5 Family commitments 
6 N/a  



URBAN FOREST VALUES AND WILLINGNESS TO VOLUNTEER 228 

No. Question 14 Comments 

7 
If it was at a time that was difficult for me (not a morning person) or hard to get to  by transit (I do not drive) or was run by someone I did not get along with 
from past experiences. 

8 Depends on what things needed to be done and if I would be comfortable and able to do them. 
9 Lack of time. 
10 Lack of free time.  I work 5 days a week. 
11 Don't make becomin a volunteer too onerous. 
12 I am a single parent in poor health.  I am unable to volunteer at this time. 
13 I have a lot of volunteer commitments already. 
14 It might not be at a convenient time for me to do the volunteering... 
15 If people are not pleasant and supportive 
16 Inaccessible locations, poor access via public transit, time consuming. 
17 I CERTAINLY WOULD VOLUNTEER. 
18 No time 
19 Finding and prioritizing the time and learning about opportunities are often barriers why I'm not more involved.  

20 
I already volunteer which keeps me as busy as I want to be.  However, I would be willing to volunteer once in a while for environmental stewardship projects 
as long as I could access the sites (no car, mostly walk to where I need to be). 

21 Timing of events with other commitments.  These are all worthy initiatives! 
22 Time 
23 See my letters - trees, ETC 

24 
I would not volunteer for a program that was sponsored by a multinational corporation, such as a petroleum or real estate or restaurant that was not 100% 
Canadian owned and operated. 

25 If I don't like how they are organized or I feel they are achieving the opposite of the intended outcome. 
26 Lack of time.  

27 
It's hard to describe... but perhaps the work is being well done by others... so I have volunteered in other areas.. like for our resident's association.. but the two 
are now intersecting as the loss of our private urban canopy is imminent from increased development. It seems when the threat (of loss of our urban greenscape)  
is imminent and close people get more involved. I have been too complacent. 

28 I am a little older and not as active.  I volunteer in other areas, but my kids always do green work clearing unwanted invasive species from parks.  
29 Already heavily committed as a member of the ski patrol and volunteer first aid at events across the province year round 
30 Lack of flexibilty 
31 The only impediments would be time (having enough) and physical limitations (I am able-bodied but no longer young). 
32 Most opportunities are on Sats when I work. The evening ones are hit and miss with my family schedule.  

33 
If the initiative was being done in a way that I felt was not a benefit to the community or being done by a group I felt had ulterior motives I did not agree with I 
may choose to not participate or be cautious of lending my time to their project.  

34 None. 

35 
Not enough time! Busy with work and family commitments. But we do hope to bring our child out to volunteer for programs that engage in nature and improve 
natural habitats.  

36 I have little kids that I like to spend time with so if I could not take them with me to volenter I would not do it.  
37 time -- working full time with 2 children in schools  and their activities means there is little extra time 
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38 
I would only participate in environmental stewardship programs that are informed and guided by sound science.  I have had experience with environmental 
initiatives in the past that have been guided by emotional appeal rather than sound science and they were not well thought-out or executed effectively.  Not 
going to waste my time on programs that don't have a reasonable chance of succeeding. 

39 I would not volunteer, as much as I would like to.  I am a senior and no longer as young and spry as I need to be for a program like this one.   

40 
I will not volunteer for a project that is clearly the City's mandate. For instance the New West boulevard cherry trees are reaching the end of their lives. Cut 
them down now and replant with a native species that can survive. 

41 
Perhaps because of a time commitment, I already volunteer for my Resident Association and am Block Watch Captain for my area. My husband is now retired 
and we want to travel and often go on month long road trips. 

42 Never enough time.  
43 none 
44 Senior. Now issues with health and previous mobility. 
45 Time limitations  
46 Lack of available personal time to commit to community projects.   
47 Time restrictions and wrestling with other priorities like family. 
48 N/A 
49 Time and expertise. 
50 Not applicable.  I do volunteer. 
51 Too busy 
52 Timing and schedule 
53 Lack of time and I don't necessarily agree with some aspects of environmental stewardship. 
54 I'm already over committed with other volunteer duties.  

55 
The ones I've encountered that appeal to me (logistically convenient, work on something I'm especially enthused about), tend to require a very specific 
commitment of # of hours/week. I can do # of hours/month, but the same every week is impractical for me. 

56 

My main issues are time and childcare. While we spend time in nature every week and make an effort to visit different parks, trails, beaches, etc, having a 
younger child that doesn't understand what it means to volunteer and give back makes it harder to volunteer with a child. Needless to say we teach our son 
about what we see, animals and bugs we encounter and how to treat them, and that even picking up a few pieces of garbage on a walk can make a difference. 
Every little act counts. 

57 If the program is not well organized, if the task to be done are not clear, if there are not flexibility with schedule.  
58 My physical limitations - joint pain, sleep problems, etc. 

59 
Too far away. Not enough forethought about anticipating low levels of physical ability. Is there a way for everyone who turns up to be able to contribute in 
some way? 

60 I am extraordinarily busy. 

61 
If it was not something I could do with my child... there are not alot of volunteer opportunities that a parent can do with a child under 5... once hitting 5 the 
volunteer activities are still limited but better.  I am able and want and like to volunteer more now that my child is in elementary school. 

62 Lack of time 
63 Jus to be able to "tell the story" to others. 
64 Time 
65 Timing...with kids their schedules can interfere with my free time 
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No. Question 14 Comments 
66 Feel like I don't have time.  
67 Sometimes physically demanding. I don't always hear abiut opportunities  
68 Lack of time, difficulty locating programs to volunteer for, or if a large commitment was required that was outside of my time or financial abilities 
69 Juggling the needs of a young family and prioritizing work over social responsibility  

70 
I would consider volunteering for environmental stewardship but historically all of my volunteering has been around social issues. I am interested in 
environmental volunteering but I am too busy now to seek it out.  

71 Usually it's a conflict in scheduling. Otherwise I'd like to be more involved. 
72 I don't have the time. And of all the "issues" out there, it's not one that drives me.  
73 Lack of time on my part 

74 
As a person with young children, I am more likely to volunteer for environmental stewardship programs that are structured to include my kids volunteering 
along side me (or at least that they be peripherally involved)... both because I hope it will instil the 'volunteer bug' in them, but also because it allows me to 
combine family time with volunteer time. 

75 Time/child care 
76 If there is a danger to me or my daughter or I think it would be too hard on my body 
77 Lack of time because I have a 5 month old baby 
78 I am not aware of any in my area.  
79 Time. Having small children.  
80 Time doesn't work with my schedule 
81 Unsure of my ability to work in nature (with plants, animals, etc).  
82 as a working parent finding the time is the most difficult as I would only have weekends available 
83 Lack of time with family/work commitments 
84 I don't have the time.  
85 Rigid restrictions that tend to accompany the programs. 
86 Vague directions or requirements 
87 My main constraint is a lack of time with two small children at home.  

88 
I would love to have the time to volunteer. The main reason I don't is because I work full time, and when I'm not at work my wife is at work. So I'm usually 
taking care of our family and trying to get some rest before getting back to the grind.  

89 
Lack of time and it is difficult to volunteer for things with a specific date/time/location. ie I do alot of volunteering that involves doing things on the computer 
at home, so I can squeeze it in.  We've never made it to a shoreline cleanup or invasive plant removal day because they are weekends and the kids usually have 
some activity. 

90 
Soley time. It is very different given my work load and trying to spend time with my family. I also believe there are many people in the area in immediate need 
and that those needs need to be addressed as a higher priority. 

91 We have a young child and work and extra time is hard to find 

92 
-unaware of programs and associated activities 
-limited time to dedicate to initiatives 

93 Time and laziness. 
94 I have no time to do anything these days! 
95 Inflexible times available.  Location not convenient. 
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96 
I do volunteer for environmental stewardship programs, but the main limiting factor is usually time. Between work and family, my time is limited. Also, if I'm 
not able to bring my kids along to do the volunteer work I am not likely to attend.  

97 I have no reason not to. 
98 Time  constraints from business  and  phydical demands. 
99 If it was poorly run or at times I couldn't attend because of my job. 
100 I would not volunteer if the time commitment exceeded what I was able to manage. 

101 
I have seen ads for invasive species removal projects calling for volunteers, however, I feel like I don't know how to find out about other local opportunities for 
environmental stewardship programs. I wish there was a municipal social media group for all these initiatives (maybe there is and I don't know about it). 

102 I would not because of other commitments that leaves very little free time. 
Note. A total of 102 respondents answer this question out of 127. 
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Socioeconomic Information 

Table I57 

Survey Results for Question 15 (What is your neighbourhood and postal code in New 

Westminster?) Compared with Urban Forest Canopy Cover and Percentage of Population. 

Summary of Responses  
(Corrected for Errors) N Response 

Rate  
Pct. of Total Pop. 

(2016 Census) 
Population 
Difference 

Urban Forest 
Canopy Cover 

Brow of the Hill  15 11.8% 21.2% -9.4% 16%-17% 
Central      
  Glenbrook North 21 16.5% 6.7% 9.8% 19% 
  Queens Park 12 9.4% 12.3% -2.8% 33% 
Downtown / Queensborough      
  Downtown 24 18.9% 11.7% 7.2% 10% 
  Quayside 5 3.9% 5.6% -1.7% 10% 
  Queensborough 5 3.9% 4.1% -0.2% 10%-11% 
East Side      
  Massey Victory Heights 5 3.9% 4.8% -0.9% 15%-19% 
  McBride Sapperton 18 14.2% 16.7% -2.5% 11%-32% 
West Side      
  Connaught Heights 3 2.4% 2.5% -0.1% 22% 
  Moody Park 10 7.9% 7.6% 0.3% 14%-16% 
  West End 8 6.3% 6.9% -0.6% 24% 
No response provided 1 0.8% - - - 
Total 127 100.0% 100.0%  - 
Note. Resident Association Population Totals was generated by the City of New Westminster from the 

2016 Census data. Retrieved from http://opendata.newwestcity.ca/datasets/resident-association-

population-totals. 

* Canopy cover totals retrieved from the Urban Forest Management Strategy. The boundaries used to 

analyse the City’s canopy cover are slightly different than the Resident Associations boundaries. Where 

the boundaries differ, a canopy cover range is presented representing the canopy cover for both areas. 

 
Table I58 

Survey Results for Question 16: How long have you lived in New Westminster? 

Answer Choices N Response Rate 
0 - 5 years 54 42.5% 
6 - 10 years 20 15.7% 
11 - 15 years 18 14.2% 
Over 15 years 35 27.6% 
Total 127 100.0% 
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Table I59 

Survey Results for Question 17: Which type of housing do you live in? 

Answer Choices N Response 
Rate  

Pct. of Total Pop. 
(2016 Census) 

Population 
Difference 

Multi-Family Building 67 52.8% 84% -31% 
Single-Family Home (including suites) 60 47.2% 15% 32% 
Total 127 100.0% - - 
Note. 2016 Census data retrieved from https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-

pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E 

Table I60 

Survey Results for Question 18: Do you rent or own? 

Answer Choices N Response 
Rate 

Pct. of Total 
Pop. (2016 

Census) 

Population 
Difference 

Own 88 69.3% 56% 13.3% 
Rent 37 29.1% 44% -14.9% 
No Response 2 2.4%   
Total 127 100.0%   

 

Table I61 

Survey Results for Question 19: What is your gender? 

Answer Choices N Response Rate 
Female 73 57.5% 
Male 51 40.2% 
No Response 3 2.4% 
Total 127 100.0% 

 

Table I62 

Survey Results for Question 20: What is your age? 

Answer Choices N Response 
Rate 

Pct. of Total Pop. 
(2016 Census) 

Population 
Difference M SD 

18-29 6 4.7% 15% -10.3% 

2.56 0.85 30-44 68 53.5% 23% 30.5% 
45-59 29 22.8% 24% -1.2% 
60+ 24 18.9% 22% -3.1% 
Total 127 100.0%     
Note. 2016 Census data retrieved from https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-

pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E 
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Table I63 

Survey Results for Question 21: What language do you primarily speak at home? 

Answer Choices N Response Rate 
English 122 96.1% 
English and Polish 1 0.8% 
Irish 1 0.8% 
Russian 1 0.8% 
Spanish 2 1.6% 
Arabic 0 0.0% 
Chinese 0 0.0% 
French 0 0.0% 
German 0 0.0% 
Hindi 0 0.0% 
Italian 0 0.0% 
Japanese 0 0.0% 
Korean 0 0.0% 
Persian 0 0.0% 
Polish 0 0.0% 
Tagalog 0 0.0% 
Vietnamese 0 0.0% 
Total 127 100.0% 

 
Table I64 

Survey Results for Question 22: What is your combined household income for 2016? 

Answer Choices N Response 
Rate  

Pct. of Total Pop.  
(2015 Income from 

2016 Census) 

Population 
Difference M SD 

$10,000 to $49,999 19 15.0% 34.0% -19.0% 

5.90 2.27 
$50,000 to $99,999 27 21.3% 33.7% -12.4% 
$100,000 to $149,999 37 29.1% 33.7% -4.6% 
$150,000 and up 26 20.5% 11.7% 8.8% 
Prefer not to answer 18 14.2% - - 
Total 127 100.0% - - - - 
Note. 2016 Census data retrieved from https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-

pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E 

Table I65 

Survey Results for Question 23: What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

Answer Choices  
N 

Response 
Rate 

Pct. of Total Pop. 
(2016 Census) 

Population 
Difference M SD 

Non-University Education 36 28.3% 70.3% -42.0%   
  Less than high school degree 1 0.8% 11.5% -10.7% 

  
  Some college but no degree 23 18.1% 27.9% -9.8% 
  Diploma 5 3.9% 19.7% -15.8% 
  Trades / Apprenticeship 5 3.9% 7.4% -3.5% 
  Professional Designation 2 1.6% 3.8% -2.2% 
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Answer Choices  
N 

Response 
Rate 

Pct. of Total Pop. 
(2016 Census) 

Population 
Difference M SD 

University Education 90 70.9% 27.1% -43.8%   
  Bachelor’s degree 53 41.7% 20.0% 21.7%   
  Graduate degree 32 25.2% 6.3% 18.9% 
  Doctorate (PhD) 5 3.9% 0.8% 3.1% 
No Response 1 0.8% - - 
Total 127 100.0% - - 5.35 1.92 
Note. 2016 Census data retrieved from https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-

pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E 

 
Table I66 

Survey Results for Question 24: Do you have any children under 18 living at home? 

Answer Choices N Response Rate 
Yes 76 59.8% 
No 51 40.2% 
Total 127 100.0% 

 


