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ABSTRACT 

As public and private groups around the country -

spurred on by the deforestation of our cities - gear up for 

a major tree planting effort between now and the turn of 

the century, many planners are seeking examples of 

successful planting programs to give them ideas about how 

best to proceed. An extensive survey of 13 acknowledged 

successful street tree planting programs was undertaken to 

illuminate a shared framework for fruitful action, 

including organizational structure and funding strategies. 

Street tree programs were targeted because these trees 

planted in the public right-of-way are truly community 

trees. Both governmental and privately run programs were 

part of the survey. A major finding is that many cities are 

moving toward a partnership between private organizations 

and city forestry programs to fund the planting and 

maintenance of trees. While the surveyed programs have 

proved fairly adept at matching trees with existing 

planting sites, there is almost a complete lack of master 

planning of the vegetative resource and no thought given to 

altering prevailing modes of urban development to make more 

room for trees. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Today, planting trees to modify the urban environment 

is more popular as a civic cause than it has been for 

decades. Even President Bush has gotten into the act, 

calling on the National Forest Service to oversee a program 

to plant a billion trees across the U.S. by the turn of the 

century. Following this clarion call and spurred on by the 

American Forestry Association's Global ReLeaf program, 

which exhorts citizens to "Plant a tree, Cool the globe," 

or motivated by local concerns, such as recognition of 

urban deforestation, or realization that a lack of public 

planting has dulled the aesthetic appeal of a town, 

citizens across the country are beginning to get trees in 

the ground at rates some municipalities have not seen in 

years. The greatest emphasis is on the growing of street 

trees planted in the public right-of-way. These are truly 

community trees, planted for the good of all. 

With all this activity, it seems an opportune time to 

take a look at some of this country's more successful 

street tree planting programs to see what lessons can be 

gleaned from their successes and setbacks. The body of this 

paper is tales from the trenches told by those who are 

actually out there planting trees. They provide some of the 

best information and support available for organizers of 

new programs. 

The essential problem dealt with in this research is 
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the answering of the questions, How did you do it? What 

worked? What didn't? The goal is the establishment of a 

general operational framework for emerging programs based 

upon the experience of successful existing programs. 

For this analysis, I chose to study 13 programs in 

cities of varying sizes from all over the country. I went 

looking for programs that were deemed successful by the 

American Forestry Association and others knowledgeable 

about urban forestry. In all but two cases, the programs 

have been in existence for at least five years. Many have 

been functioning for much longer. I considered program 

longevity a prime indicator that a program has had a real 

impact on its local community. To have remained active over 

a period of years, a program has had to come up with 

solutions to such formidable obstacles as gaining 

sufficient funding and sustaining - even heightening -

community support and involvement. It has undoubtedly also 

smoothed out many glitches and learned many useful lessons 

in the process. 

To obtain the information needed from the targeted 

planting programs, an extensive questionnaire was prepared. 

This document was sent to a contact person within each 

program and formed the basis of telephone interviews 

conducted in October 1989. The questions were open-ended in 

nature, aimed at drawing out the kind of in-depth 

experiential information that short answer surveys seldom 
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yield. I also used literature sent by the organizations 

contacted as a means to collect information. 

Readers will find that these 13 programs vary 

considerably in philosophy, structure, operating 

procedures, use of volunteers and in other important ways. 

Some are private (that is, they are not part of city 

government). Some are, indeed, city government programs. 

The mix offers an idea about how tree planting is percieyed 

from different points of view. It also offers some insights 

into how the two types of programs can work together. 

What's most interesting are the challenges, approaches and 

outlooks the programs have in common. And there are a great 

many of these. 

Preceeding the results of this study are literature 

review and methodology sections. The former summarizes 

extant work in specific areas bearing upon street tree 

planting. There is particular emphasis here on several key 

issues: the benefits provided by trees and the need to make 

these benefits understood by the urban constituency, 

planning for trees as part of the larger picture of urban 

planning, providing adequate growing space for trees, and 

containing the costs of planting and maintaining trees in 

cities, including making wise initial choices about what 

species to plant. It's interesting to note the degree to 

which such research information is being put to practical 

use by functioning programs. 



The methodology section provides a theoretical basis 

for the choice of methodology utilized here. 

The results section begins by offering an overview of 

each program studied. I then turn to analyzing the 

information in terms of broad categories of interest and 

endeavor that are vital to street tree planting programs. 

From this analysis emerges a broad operational framework 

within which successful planting programs operate. 

Discussion and conclusion sections close the paper. 
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METHODOLOGY 

Over the last 15 years the amount of literature 

available on street trees in particular and the urban 

forest in general has exploded. It strikes me that this 

increase reflects our society's burgeoning interest in 

environmental issues. The health of the urban forest is an 

environmental issue that citizens wake up and observe 

firsthand every day. 

While some researchers in this area have very 

specifically studied aspects of the street tree population 

-how planting preferences have changed in recent years, for 

example, or, how vegetative structure effects scenic 

preferences - other scientists have been occupied with the 

task of describing (or inventorying) what's out there on 

the streets of America. Although this latter research does 

not sound as rigorous as some might like, it's necessary so 

that other scientists, no matter how focused their 

research, will be able to understand and predict how their 

speciality fits into whole-system processes. 

That is to say, for example, that a scientist studying 

species decline in a particular urban situation (a focused 

specialty) benefits from understanding the known stresses 

of urban sites. For findings then to have maximum impact, 

said scientist should further be aware of the way premature 

death undermines the environmental arguments for planting 

trees in cities, and realize that environmental reasons are 



among the most persuasive to explain the need for tree 

programs to the public (this considers the whole system). 

The research before you is in the descriptive 

tradition. It's an attempt to uncover a framework for 

action that successful street tree planting programs have 

in common. I see this paper as a resource for public and 

private planners. While the literature is rich with the 

sort of case study lessons this paper also makes use of, it 

is uncommon to find comparisons and contrasts drawn across 

a spectrum of programs such as is found here. 

The thirteen programs comprising this analysis are 

scattered coast to coast so no regional bias can be charged 

in strategies employed or in operational methods. The 

programs surveyed were chosen for their acknowledged 

success in contributing to community vitality over a period 

of years. Representatives of each program, usually at the 

level of program director or project manager (see Appendix 

A), were engaged in lengthy (usually one hour) telephone 

interviews based on a questionnaire (see Appendix B) 

constructed to get the broadest possible reading on the 

program. Questionnaires were sent out in the mail a week to 

two weeks prior to interview appointments with the request 

that answers be considered prior to the interview. Written 

material was also requested from each program. 

After compiling results, copies were sent to each 

representative to check for errors. 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Historical Background 

An Ancient Influence. Intentional use of public trees 

in cities is a relatively new phenomenon in human cultural 

and sociological development. Prior to the development 

15,000 years ago of permanent settlements based on 

agriculture, humans were dispersed through the landscape in 

small family-based bands. They subsisted on hunting and 

gathering. As Mumford makes note, humans during this 

nomadic phase had not yet begun to shape their environment 

to any degree (Mumford, 1961). Early humans took their 

trees where they found them. But this was to change. 

During the centuries between the first attempts to 

cultivate rich Middle Eastern alluvial soils and the 

development of the Baroque gardens of France, trees were 

undoubtedly present in human settlements. But this presence 

was not planned, nor was it usually public. Rather, food 

producing trees would be planted by growers, or volunteer 

trees would be allowed to flourish. 

Trees were not a part of the urban fabric except where 

they were privately planted by the wealthy or used to adorn 

the grounds of temples. Arnold (1980) points out that there 

is no evidence, for example, that Mediterranean cities at 

the time of the early Roman Empire utilized public trees in 

any significant way, despite what one might expect from a 

culture already producing remarkable villa gardens. But 
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these temperate cities didn't need trees for shade, 

furthermore they tended to be crowded and too jumbled for 

street trees to do much more than get in the way. 

The same was true of the cities and towns of the 

Middle Ages, with their narrow, organic street patterns 

(Arnold, 1980). These streets did not lend themselves to 

street tree planting. While its true that the planting of 

secular and sacred private gardens continued to take place 

throughout the Middle Ages and into the Italian 

Renaissance, these gardens tended to have emphases other 

than trees, although in the latter one begins to see the 

use of trees to define outdoor spaces (Newton, 1971). 

It can be argued that despite their absence from early 

urban planning, trees have through the ages exerted a 

unique aesthetic as well as religious influence on human 

life (Johnson et al., 1990). Evidence of this relationship 

can be found in Egyptian, Persian and Greek art and 

literature and can be traced through various human 

endeavors to this day. But quite obviously, there is a leap 

involved from revering trees to consciously using them as 

one of the building blocks of city life. 

The First Public Greenery. The tree lined boulevard 

first received international attention during the 

rennovation of Paris under Napoleon III and Baron Haussmann 

beginning in 1848. The project became a model for urban 

renewal throughout France and in many other countries. This 



formalized use of trees as a part of urban design had been 

being standardized over the previous two centuries. 

Although other countries provided important seminal forms, 

from Renaissance Italian garden pathways lined with trees 

to the tree-lined canals of Amsterdam, it is generally 

considered a French contribution because after the middle 

of the seventeenth century it was they who generated the 

significant new forms, such as the place promenades, the 

baroque boulevards and the radiating tree-lined avenues of 

Versailles (Lawrence, 1988). 

When Napoleon III superimposed his radial street 

pattern on Paris and lined the new streets with trees, one 

clearly sees several important aspects of modern urban 

design manifested. There was in this 20-some-year project 

an acknowledgement of the place of aesthetics in planning 

cityscapes, as well as a clear indication of the importance 

transportation and circulation play in the life of the 

city. Here, the ruler wanted to provide easy access to the 

city in time of celebration and easy troop movement in 

times of riot (Zube from Miller, 1988). And for the next 

two centuries few influences on urban design would have the 

impact of transportation needs. This is especially true 

today, with the automobile dictating the layout of cities 

around the world. 

While the French-honed use of trees to define 

important urban spatial edges, such as streets, was an 



important precedent, the creation of city parks was to 

prove the biggest impetus for the use of trees in cities 

over the next generation in England and the U.S. The 

quickly compounding abuses of Industrialism prompted 

reformers to introduce parks into suffering cities. This 

contact with nature was thought to improve the well-being 

of the populace. The "natural" arrangement of trees and 

plants most preferred in these parks were the legacy of the 

English Romantic period (from about 1700-1800) which 

emphasized attempts to replicate the landscape informality 

of rural England. 

Frederick Law Olmsted was greatly influenced by such 

British public parks as Birkenhead and Victoria, which 

represented the first recorded instances of outdoor 

recreational space on land acquired and owned by the public 

and opened to all (Newton, 1971). Such parks became the 

inspiration for the great public parks, such as Central 

Park and Prospect Park, that Olmsted designed in various 

areas of the U.S. The influence of the rural, pastoral 

style of these parks in turn set the character of virtually 

every large city park in America, which since Olmsted's 

time has reinforced pastoral attitudes towards the use of 

trees throughout U.S. urban areas (Arnold, 1980). 

Prior to post-industrial flush of park development, 

the U.S. had been slow to develop a tradition of public 

tree planting. Remember, colonists had been preoccupied 



with clearing the wilderness for settlements. It was not 

until after 1784 that insurance companies began to insure 

homes with trees near them. Until this time trees on 

streets or in yards were uncommon, with the exception of 

towns such as Philadelphia which were designed with tree 

filled open spaces (Miller, 1988). But beginning in the 

late 1700's, as New England town squares were converted 

from pasture lands, trees and lawns were planted to create 

more parks. 

As the country came to embrace the Jeffersonian idea 

equating things rural and "natural" with things virtuous, 

trees became a visible symbol of nature in the city 

(Miller, 1988). Certainly citizens made widespread use of 

trees and other vegetation in their own gardens. But 

legislation concerning public urban vegetation began to be 

seen in Mississippi and Michigan by 1807. 

The widespread use of street trees in the U.S. can 

most readily be traced to the City Beautiful movement that 

swept the country following Chicago's hugely successful 

World's Columbian Exposition of 1893, an event that Newton 

(1971) credits with stimulating an unprecedented awakening 

of public interest in civic design. The movement emphasized 

classicism in "civic center" buildings, tree lined streets 

and construction of city parks. It can in a sense be seen 

as having given a final seal of approval to the many 

improvement societies that had been at work in the country 
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for many years, not a few of them planting trees. 

The perception that tree-lined streets were an 

indication of civilization no doubt lead to tree planting 

far from the capitals of culture and commerce in the East. 

Many Midwestern and Western towns and cities were well 

treed as they were established. Tree planting had become of 

general national interest by the end of the 19th century 

(Miller, 1988). Arbor Day, first celebrated in Nebraska in 

1872, quickly spread. During the 20th century, many cities 

initiated city forestry programs for streets and parks. 

The State of Urban Forestry Today. The current 

upsurgence of interest in street tree planting is based on 

many factors. In some cases, cities want more trees in new 

developments. In some areas, new planting is necessary 

after the disaster of Dutch elm disease. Other towns find 

themselves facing a deforested urban core as the trees 

planted earlier in the century have disappeared with urban 

renewal, street widenings and other development. 

Bartenstein (1981) also tags the advent of air conditioning 

and cheap auto transportation out of town as keys to the 

lack of replanting in many urban cores. In many cities the 

ratio of removal to planting or replanting in recent years 

has been as much as three or four to one (Open Lands 

Project, 1986) . 

All over the country, the desire to plant more trees 

is coming face to face with severely limited city budgets 
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and less and less inclination on the part of the federal 

government to fund local programs. So it's important that 

research demonstrates the benefits of tree planting to go 

far beyond past desires for civic beautification. For tree 

planting programs to be successful, it's important that 

people grasp that trees can be a cost effective cornerstone 

of what makes a city livable. 

Kielbaso and Ottman (1978), in a national survey of 

1,534 municipal street programs, reported that there are at 

least 57 million city-owned street trees in the U.S., with 

900,000 new street trees planted annually. In expanding and 

updating that survey, Kielbaso and others (1982) adjusted 

down the estimated number of street trees in the nation to 

49 million, providing ample basis for worry about removals 

outstripping new plantings. In the most recent survey 

(Kielbaso & Cotrone, 1989), numbers had risen to an 

estimated 60 million street trees; 22% of these trees are 

saplings, 44% were still small trees, 26% were medium-sized 

and 8% were large. Renewed planting efforts in recent years 

seem to have had an effect, however, Kielbaso still 

estimates that plantings lag behind removals by 0.9-0.99 

to 1. This 1% rate of loss marks a huge improvement, but it 

is still a net loss. 

In 1976, it was estimated that city streets in this 

country are only about 50% stocked (Barker, 1976). In a 

1989 comparison of 22 street tree populations (McPherson & 
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Rowntree, 1989), stocking levels ranged from 12.6% to 70.5% 

(38.4% mean value). (In this study, both stocking levels 

and street trees per capita appear to be inversely related 

to city population.) Because there are numerous unplantable 

spaces along streets, national stocking estimates are 

difficult, but the 50% figure is still considered fairly 

accurate (Kielbaso & Cotrone, 1989). 

The series of Kielbaso surveys has yielded other 

important information. In 1980, it was found that only 50% 

of respondent cities exercised systematic care of public 

trees (this figure was adjusted down in a subsequent survey 

as managers came to better understand the rigors of 

systematic care). Only 22% knew the number of trees under 

their jurisdiction with any degree of confidence. Cities 

with tree inventories (therefore judged to have a high 

level of tree management) spent an average of $10.67 per 

tree for management in 1980. That's roughly $2.16 per 

capita. 

A third Kielbaso national survey conducted in 1986 

(Kielbaso and Beauchamp, 1986), found that little had 

changed significantly, but there were indications that 

increasing maintenance was beginning to mean fewer 

removals. While street tree care still made up 61% of 

program budget expenditures, park trees had increased 3% to 

27% of total budgets. It remained true that higher levels 

of management were associated with programs where the 
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person in charge was identified as forester or forestry 

foreman. Levels fall off where responsible titles are 

consultant, followed by DPW foreman and landscape 

architect. 

The Benefits and Uses of Street Trees 

In "Urban and Community Forestry" (Johnson et al., 

1990), the question is put pointedly: Why should a 

community plants trees when so many other demands are being 

placed on the budgets of cities and towns today? In this 

era of the disaffected citizen and the facile political 

answer, it's a problem that the reasons for urban tree 

planting are far reaching and touch many facets of human 

life. In framing an answer one has to draw together 

cultural, economic, aesthetic, psychological as well as 

environmental and physical threads into a complex fabric. 

The citizen must grasp these interweavings to understand 

the true benefit of planting urban trees. 

Economic benefits. Considering the new decade's coast-

to-coast budget crunch, perhaps the most important thrust 

of current research is to attempt to document dollar values 

for the benefits of trees. As difficult as this is in many 

instances - how much is a view of a beautiful tree worth? -

some progress has been made. And this is the kind of data 

that holds special sway with policy makers, whose chief 

duty seems increasingly to be balancing very tangible costs 

with sometimes all too intangible benefits. Most of this 
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research has a way to go before it will be 100 percent 

persuasive with elected officials. 

For example, in 1985 the American Forestry Association 

(reported in Johnson et al., 1990), concluded that an 

average 50-year-old urban tree annually supplies a 

homeowner roughly $73 worth of air conditioning, soil 

erosion and stormwater control worth $75, wildlife shelter 

worth $75 and air pollution control worth $50. In addition, 

it is frequently pointed out in the literature that trees 

are the only municipal improvement that in and of itself 

appreciates with age, according to the methods utilized by 

the Council of Tree and Landscape Appraisers (CTLA). 

Using this and other evaluation processes, a value can 

be placed on the existing or projected urban forest 

resource in a city or town (Miller, 1988). This can be a 

powerful persuader in making program initiation or 

management decisions. CTLA appraisals have been used very 

practically in many cities. In Cincinnati, for example, as 

described by Sandfort and Runck III (1986), street trees 

are appraised so they can be treated as all the "municipal 

furniture" within the public right-of-way. To dislodge or 

tamper with them in making municipal or private 

improvements, their full cash value must be paid. This has 

lead to the rethinking of many projects and the destruction 

of a great many fewer trees. 

Part of the value of a public tree can be seen as the 



salable wood products, such as firewood and mulching chips, 

that can be the by-product of urban forest maintenance 

(Johnson et al., 1990). Furthermore, it has been 

demonstrated repeatedly (Anderson and Cordell, 1988, is one 

example) that mature trees boost the value of residential 

property and therefore the property tax collected by local 

government. Also, some of the physical benefits of trees, 

such as their effect upon home heating and cooling budgets, 

have direct economic impact. 

There are also attempts to refine a system for 

measuring the monetary value of parks and urban woodlands, 

using such methods as comparison of land values of similar 

prop e r t i e s  l o c a t e d  n e a r  a n d  f a r  f r o m  s u c h  g r e e n s p a c e s o r  

assessing the amount a user would be willing to pay not to 

be excluded from the site (Johnson et al., 1990). 

Another interesting line of research (Buhyoff et al., 

1984; Lien and Buhyoff, 1986) has attempted with some 

success to measure urban scenic values and predict 

preferences based on differences in vegetative structure. 

These researchers equate establishing a tangible benefit 

with establishing a tangible (measurable and predictable) 

value. So far, they have shown a relationship between 

scenic quality and measurable characteristics (size of 

plants, numbers of plants) of various vegetated scenes. The 

preference is for fewer larger stems over many smaller 

stems. 
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In summing up the role of urban vegetation, Smardon 

(1988) notes that a framework exists for urban aesthetic 

inventory, analysis and evaluation; that methods exist for 

urban visual impact analysis as well as mitigation or 

reclamation of degraded urban visual environments. "The 

particular promise," Smardon writes, "of urban vegetaion is 

that it can be one of the most cost effective and rapid 

improvements in the aesthetic quailty of degraded 

environments." Certainly, there are real economic benefits 

in revitilizing degraded neighborhoods. 

Aesthetic uses and benefits. Certainly, the aesthetic 

element in street tree planting is still important. Trees, 

because of their scale, are uniquely able to bring a sense 

of unity and harmony to an often jumbled architectural 

scene. They mask ugliness. They serve as visual screens and 

filters for unsightly (but sometimes very necessary) urban 

activities. Where street trees are used as part of a plan 

to strongly define a city's spatial edges, a sense of 

organization and order can result with residential streets 

making up one part of the city grid and with major 

arterials converging on a city center of designated 

importance. 

Appleyard (1978) also makes clear that trees in and of 

themselves have important aesthetic qualities. Obviously, 

they serve to introduce nature - her scents and sounds -

into the urban environment. Whether used singly or in 
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masses, they offer a refreshing contrast to the colors, 

shapes and textures of built forms. Arnold (1980), in fact, 

makes the seemingly paradoxical point that the simple 

beauty of trees can lead to bad design. The thinking 

becomes that the mere presence of trees is enough. 

Miller (1988) makes note of the results of a 1970 

Harris poll that reported 95 percent of Americans listed 

"green grass and trees around me" as an important part of 

their physical environment. Research has clearly shown 

(Schroeder and Cannon, 1987; Schroeder, 1989; Smardon, 

1988) that street trees have a powerful impact on how 

people judge the visual quality of city streets. 

Furthermore, the visual prominence of street trees has been 

shown to be the single biggest predictor of street 

attractiveness. A 1982 study (Getz et al.) indicated that 

the presence of tree-lined streets, especially in their 

neighborhood, was felt important even by inner city 

residents who presumably had the least close association 

with either urban or rural forests. The attractiveness of 

trees was considered their most important benefit in this 

study. 

Still, it is increasingly difficult to justify street 

tree planting programs through solely aesthetic (amenity) 

considerations. Miller (1988) and Johnson and others (1990) 

catalogue a dozen or more additional benefits in various 

categories derived from the planting of urban trees. The 
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relative importance of each of these benefits will vary 

from city to city. 

Recreation and wildlife. Urban forests provide many 

urban residents with their primary experience of forests, 

especially the elderly, the handicapped, the very young and 

the poor (Dwyer, 1982). Many planners feel this will be 

increasingly true in the future as transportation to rural 

forests becomes more expensive and difficult. They foresee 

the need to provide more forested areas to urban residents. 

The planting of street, park and other open space trees 

obviously provides people with a high-quality environment 

in which to walk, jog and what-not. It must be acknowledged 

that different segments of the population want different 

sorts of urban recreational opportunities, so there are 

many challenges implicit in meeting this need. 

As citizens become more and more environmentally 

conscious, they are increasingly concerned that the urban 

ecosystem they inhabit maintain some semblance of health. 

Miller (1988) states that a diverse city in terms of 

abundance, type and distribution of vegetation will provide 

habitat for a diverse wildlife population and a more stable 

environment for our own species. "Wildlife will use the 

habitat we provide in the city," Miller writes, "and we use 

the wildlife to enhance the quality of our lives." 

Franks and Reeves (1988) proposed a method to 

establish a dollar value on the functions performed by 
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forest or rural trees as part of an ecosystem. Applying 

this method (altered as necessary) to urban trees would be 

a good way to tighten up the estimates of monetary benefits 

to homeowners offered by the AFA and referred to earlier. 

Stating values in terms of an ecosystem might prove to be a 

politically savvy way to bring together two issues that are 

hot with the constituents of our politician decision 

makers. 

It's important to note that street trees, despite 

their extremely exposed locations, have been demonstrated 

(Tzilkowski, 1986) to be useful as habitat to birds. 

Because street trees can link sections of a city, they can 

form habitat corridors, bringing wildlife into sections 

that might lack much diversity. 

Physical Benefits. These physical benefits have direct 

effects on human comfort in cities. Trees can make a 

significant contribution to human comfort in urban 

situations especially in the areas of solar radiation and 

air movement. 

Trees can be placed to directly intercept heating 

solar radiation by providing shade. They have an important 

indirect effect when the shade interrupts the reflection of 

the solar energy. Trees can be placed not to interfere when 

heating is desired. Plants convert some of the solar energy 

they intercept into chemical bonds through photosynthesis. 

On an individual tree basis, shade acts to block solar 
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radiation and make the individual feel cooler. Temperatures 

are not necessarily cooler in the shade. 

Miller (1988) cites a 1976 study by Hiesler and 

Herrington that indicates it's the controlling of infrared 

radiation that is the key factor in determining a tree's 

effect on human comfort. However, trees' impact on air 

movement can also have an effect. Trees can be used to 

perform a variety of functions, such as obstruct 

undesirable winds. Desirable winds may be guided by 

vegetation to maximize cooling effects. Trees as windbreaks 

can be used to slow winds when some, but not much, is 

desirable. 

While street trees per se will not likely offer the 

benefit of much direct impact on building energy budgets, 

it's important to note that current research is focusing on 

the way trees can influence energy use in buildings. As far 

as heating needs go, they can help reduce air infiltration 

by reducing wind velocities. Used close to exterior walls 

they trap air and produce an insulating effect to reduce 

heat conduction. Trees should not be placed where they 

block solar access to windows where solar radiation is 

wanted to warm interior spaces. 

Where cooling is concerned, trees help control 

temperatures by blocking solar radiation through windows 

and heat conduction through walls with proper placement. It 

has also been demonstrated (Taha, in press) that trees used 
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to shade air conditioning units can help control cooling 

costs. 

Studies (McPherson, 1990; Garbesi, in press) which 

look at tree and landscape impacts on balancing total 

resource budgets (water and energy) have been of special 

interest in hot climates where water use and costs are key 

civic concerns. The McPherson study found that xeriscape 

landscapes with properly placed trees were most effective 

in combination with well-insulated, new construction at 

balancing water, and heating and cooling costs. This 

combination maximized benefits while making the minimum 

impact on available resources. Use of low water public 

trees will be increasingly important in the West and 

Southwest. 

Trees both singly and collectively have been shown to 

effect temperatures also through evapotranspiration (Taha, 

in press). A single tree can transpire up to 100 gallons of 

water a day with a pronounced cooling effect especially 

within a sheltered microclimate. Early research begged the 

question of the evapotranspirational effect on a city-wide 

scale, but more recent studies (Taha, in press) in Davis 

and Sacramento demonstrate these effects, with well-treed 

neighborhoods displaying daytime temperatures of up to 6 

degrees cooler than ones with no trees. 

Trees have also been shown to have a cost-effective 

impact in mitigating the urban heat island effect, of 
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special interest in the face of global warming (Davis et 

al., in press). Urban heat islands are primarily caused by 

the amount of land in central cities covered by hard 

reflective surfaces, such as asphalt and concrete. 

Collectively, trees can reduce temperature buildups through 

the means described previously, thus reducing the demand 

for air conditioning, and ultimately reducing peak demand 

and the emissions of carbon dioxide from electric power 

plants, a major contributor to the greenhouse effect 

(Akbari et al., 1988). 

Engineering uses and benefits. This category of 

benefits includes reduction of air pollution, sound 

control, glare and reflection reduction, erosion control 

and urban wastewater treatment. Without trees and other 

urban vegetation playing a role, engineering solutions 

would need to be found for these problems (Miller, 1990). 

Not all of these benefits are directly applicable to street 

trees, but are important uses of urban trees. 

Urban trees have been demonstrated to interact with 

air pollutants to significantly reduce many chemical 

contaminants. They also filter particulate matter. Johnson 

and others (1990), quoting a 1983 study by Bernatzky 

reports that park plantings can filter out 85 percent of 

existing airborne particulates. Trees on tree-lined streets 

can filter out 70 percent of particulates. Miller further 

points out that the soil a tree is planted in also plays an 
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pollutants through chemical reactions. The soil is also a 

sink for pollutants filtered by the vegetation above it. 

Trees also help control the omnipresent urban noise 

that research suggests causes psychological disturbances. 

They can reduce sound intensity and absorb the high 

frequency sound that is most bothersome to human ears. 

Barriers of trees can deflect unwanted sounds away. Trees 

cause sound waves to bend around them and dissipate. They 

also mask noise with the natural sounds of wind rustling 

leaves and birds singing from limbs. 

Urban glare can easily be reduced by placing trees 

and/or other urban vegetation in combination with other 

means to block the sources. Urban vegetation can help 

erosion control problems. This is usually part of a 

coordinated effort involving legislation and intensive 

management. Finally, urban trees grown on watershed lands 

filter partially treated effluent. Decades of monitoring in 

Pennsylvania has demonstrated no contamination of ground 

water. Ninety percent of the waste water was returned to 

the aquifer. 

Psychological, health social, symbolic benefits. These 

are types of benefits that are hard to quantify. However, 

the volume of research makes it impossible to deny them. 

Smardon (1988) details the studies of Ulrich which 

indicated the therapeutic benefits of natural views as 



32 

opposed to urban views, in easing stress and reducing 

feelings of fear. Perhaps the most cited of Ulrich's 

studies showed an accelerated recovery rate for patients 

given a post operative view of greenery and trees when 

matched patients were given a view of a brick wall. These 

findings would translate to health cost savings because 

patients with tree views had significantly shorter post

operative hospital stays and fewer minor post-surgical 

complications. 

As touched on previously, Smardon notes the important 

symbolic function of trees. They represent nature in the 

city and all that nature means to humans. Trees can also be 

important historical symbols - a living link to different 

eras. But they can be alien symbols in some cases when 

planted by people hoping to transfer their values on 

others. Ames (1980) found that when residents of a low-

income neighborhood in Oakland, CA, were brought into the 

process of planting street trees, the trees became 

important to them and ultimately enhanced the felt sense of 

community. 

From a social perspective, certain trees can become 

associated with a particular place, street or community and 

become very much a part of the social fabric and social 

identity of that place. 

The Role of Planning 

A street tree planting program must be planned. The 
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more systematically and completely it is planned the 

better. Without planning, even a single tree planted on a 

residential lot can become problematic - a pest or a 

fatality. Poor species selection, inappropriate soil 

preparation, bad location and failure to properly maintain 

the tree can doom the project. This adds up to money, time 

and effort squandered and, quite likely, a tendency to back 

away from similar projects in the future. 

On a municipal level, the consequences of failure to 

plan for a major tree planting campaign are greatly 

magnified. In this situation not only might resources be 

wasted, but liability problems must be considered, as must 

the possibility of disruption of services from compromised 

utility lines and water pipes, the blocking of traffic 

signals and street lights, the heaving of sidewalks and 

curbs, and the loss of program credibility in the public's 

eye, to name a few possible problems (Nosse,1986). If the 

municipality is to truly benefit, obviously, some actions 

must be taken to ensure that interested citizens and 

concerned governmental agencies are acting in concert. 

In any city, the sort of planning possible will vary 

considerably depending on the nature of the program (public 

or private) and the size of the community involved. The 

urban forestry (and street tree) planning literature is 

quite varied owing to these differences in the needs and 

goals of programs. 
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However, there are broadly drawn community forestry 

planning models upon which most published urban forestry 

planning articles tend to bear. Two particularly useful 

models are the four-phase model that has been incorporated 

into Urban and Community Forestry: A Guide for the Interior 

Western United States (Johnson et al., 1990) and its 

various precursors. The second is a three-phase model 

proposed by Miller (1988) in Urban Forestry: Planning and 

Managing Urban Greenspaces. 

The four-phase model is designed with an eye toward 

its being used by non-professionals initiating a new 

program or attempting to reinvigorate a dormant one. It 

emphasizes the foundation building stage - engendering 

public support, assessing resident interest, etc., (Figure 

1). A study conducted in Wellsville, Utah (McPherson and 

Johnson,1988) wherein citizens inexperienced in urban 

forestry utilized this model demonstrated its usefulness. 

The Miller model (Figure 2) emerges from a book aimed at 

professionals and students. It is to be prized for its 

simplicity. Foundation building is built into the first 

stage (What do we have?) and the feedback stage, but it 

would take someone with some experience to fully realize 

this. 

It would be a lengthy process to take the reader step-

by-step through a program planning scenario in this paper. 

That is done in the two books referred to above. I want 
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instead to highlight some key aspects of planning, present 

in both models - technical, legal, as well as common-

sensical, which are particularly important to the overall 

framework of a tree program. 

Inventories. It is generally accepted that an 

inventory must be conducted as one of the first steps in 

launching a street tree planting program. To function, 

managers must have some form of information descriptive of 

the street tree population. A complete inventory should 

contain not only information as to the numbers and types of 

street trees extant in a community, but also information 

about appropriate sites that remain unplanted. Other vital 

information, such as community attitudes about street tree 

planting, funding possibilities, etc., should also be 

included. 

This latter information will be an excellent indicator 

of the sorts of foundation building that will be necessary 

in a particular community. People who have worked to begin 

programs have written many articles (Bansley, 1986 and 

Lipkis, 1986 are two examples) indicating the importance of 

community support to the success of a program, especially 

during times of budget crisis when expenditures will have 

to be justified. 

Inventories are also vital to the process of managing 

a street tree or more varied urban forest program. At the 

National Urban Forestry Conference, Bassett (1978) listed 
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the key elements of a good inventory as 1) offering 

pertinent information, 2) collected by trained personnel to 

assure accuracy, 3) periodic updating of data and 4) easily 

retrievable data. This remains true in the main. However, 

Johnson and others (1990) note that motivated volunteers 

can adequately collect inventory information of the kind 

needed for most small community programs. 

There are always options in the way an inventory is 

conducted, what information is sought, how information is 

stored and retrieved (Smiley and Baker, 1988). Sometimes, 

the goal of an inventory, for example, is specifically to 

identify hazards. In such a case, cluttering the results 

with data suitable to a complete inventory would add 

unnecessary cost. 

Forestry Planning as part of City Planning: P1anners 

and other city officials speak about the need for citizen 

support of urban forestry proposals. Any number of papers 

(Bartenstein, 1981; Coelho-Hudson, 1987; Strong, 1978) 

advocates generating this support by tying forestry 

planning into the larger picture of city planning. This can 

best be done by drawing on the forestry benefits detailed 

earlier and demonstrating how trees fit into the overall 

picture of a city meeting its residents' needs. Again, 

removing trees from the amenity realm. 

In urban forestry planning, as in overall city 

planning, it's usually efficacious to break the process 
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down into units that are relatively homogeneous in needs 

and specifically tailor parts of the plan to fit those 

areas. Examples might be the inner city neighborhood or the 

new subdivision neighborhood (Bryne, 1978). 

Using Dayton, Ohio as an example, Bartenstein writes 

about the role urban forestry can play in helping a city 

meet its broad, long-term goals. The primary goal in 

Dayton, for example, is economic vitality. And the question 

is how can trees be used strategically and cost effectively 

to enhance investment? Bartenstein concludes that this and 

remaining forestry strategies must be carefully planned to 

require the least possible maintenance for the level and 

type of benefit desired, writing that "areas in which 

masses of vegetation are planted for their effect on 

temperature or air quality do not require the level of care 

given to landscaping aimed at increasing economic vitality 

of a city's commercial core." That is, costs and benefits 

balance out across the city and across a spectrum of goals. 

In many cities, the most effective and cost effective 

method of providing urban forest benefits is to protect 

existing trees as cities sprawl into wooded areas. This is 

becoming an increasingly important part of urban forest 

planning. Outstanding successes include the Fulton County, 

Georgia tree preservation ordinance (Macie and Moll, 1989) 

and the Toronto, Canada (Dorney et al., 1986) conservation 

system. In both locales, existing trees and forest stands 
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are protected or replaced as development takes place. The 

Georgia plan is flexible in balancing the needs of 

landowners with the need for preservation. The Toronto 

system identifies marginal trees and exempts them from 

protection. 

Coughlin and others (1988), in cataloging these sorts 

of strategies, note shortcomings that mar the effectiveness 

of programs less well conceived than the ones mentioned 

above - shortcomings such as exemptions of major land uses 

and/or exemptions of small or medium sized trees. Often 

removal permits are too easily approved, or protection 

plans do not completely consider building restraints as 

related to local topography. 

In an excellent, short article that draws together a 

lot of planning ideas, Carhart (in press) describes urban 

tree planting and preservation as short term solutions to 

the key problem of ecologically unsustainable development. 

The long-term solution is more concentrated development 

that acknowledges environmental best-use of land as it 

incorporates space for vegetation, wildlife and other 

ecological resources as well as for human activities. The 

linchpin of such a scheme would be the pedestrian pocket 

community, consisting of mixed commercial and residential 

development clustered around mass transportation nodes. 

These communities could be the heart of future 

redevelopment and would have room for trees planned into 
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them for reasons of environmental impact, community 

identity and visual enhancement. 

Ordinances. Ordinances are generally considered a must 

in urban forestry. However, there is no one ordinance that 

is best for all communities. Like a plan, an ordinance must 

be suited to each community's needs and goals. Miller 

(1988) lists the issues most often incorporated in local 

ordinances as delineating the status of municipal trees, 

dealing with undesirable vegetation, detailing methods for 

vegetation protection, and specifying overall landscape and 

screening requirements. To be effective, he states, 

ordinances must provide authority, define responsibility 

and establish minimum standards for management. 

In many communities, street trees are the most 

important category of municipal tree. They are the most 

visible and therefore have the most significant impact of 

the daily lives of citizens. Therefore, according to Barker 

(1975), street tree ordinances (included within municipal 

tree ordinances above) have special significance and need 

to be especially carefully considered. 

The Barker article was written as the urban forestry 

movement was coming into its own. Many municipalities were 

revamping existing tree ordinances, others were writing new 

ordinances and Barker argued for detailed ordinances 

controlling wide-ranging aspects of tree selection, 

planting and maintenance. The reasons why are best stated 



in a tree ordinance analysis complied by the Michigan 

Municipal League (1989). It reads, "because trees are 

recognized as both a valuable resource and a potential 

liability, it has become necessary for local governments to 

establish regulations pertaining to their use care and 

maintenance." 

The league's document offers a comprehensive overview 

of solutions to fairly typical problems warning, however, 

that local conditions should finally shape any ordinance. 

Many local governments are incorporating the same kinds of 

regulations into their development codes (Reed, 1990). In 

this way, certain actions regarding the planting and 

preservation of trees, for example, are a prerequisite for 

rezoning and new development. Despite scholarly advocacy of 

comprehensive ordinances and codes, Johnson and others 

(1990) caution that it is pointless and possible harmful to 

load responsibilities and constraints into an ordinance 

that a city can't properly administer. 

Planting the Trees 

A number of the issues that will be discussed here 

under planting could well have been dealt with in other 

sections. The matter of species selection or providing the 

necessary size of tree lawn, for example, could be viewed 

as a planning issues. This has been true of other topics 

already encountered and is brought up now simply to 

underscore the difficulty in strictly categorizing the 
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complex issues involved in running a street tree program 

that is undoubtedly proceeding on many fronts 

simultaneously. 

I will not present a step-by-step look at how to plant 

a tree in this section. That is well covered in a variety 

of publications. Rather, as in the planning section, I will 

concentrate on a few topics that are of particular research 

or scholarly interest. 

Species selection. Trees must be chosen that are 

appropriate to the planting sites available in a community. 

It is well documented that the wrong tree in the wrong 

place doesn't come out well in the cost/benefit analysis 

that is the heart of establishing the necessity for urban 

trees. It's usually large trees in small planting niches, 

for example, that lead to the broken curbs and heaved 

sidewalks that make some people think that trees do not 

belong in urban areas. There is general agreement (Miller, 

1988; Johnson et al., 1990; are axamples) about the need 

for a successful program to establish an approved planting 

list for each of several tree-type categories. 

It is also generally agreed that a long-term goal of 

planting selections should be to develop stability and 

diversity within a community's tree population by changing 

species in a regular fashion by street, or by block. 

Although Richards (1983) cautions that in complexly 

stressed urban environments few species may prove adaptable 
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enough for good longevity. He states that the best trees 

for a community to plant may be the species that are well 

represented among the older trees, arguing that 

establishing age diversity for these proven species will 

ultimately do more for the stability of the tree population 

than use of numerous short-lived or unproven species in the 

name of increased species diversity. 

A study by McPherson and Rowntree (1989), using 

structural measures to compare 22 street tree populations 

confirmed survey information reported by Kielbaso and 

Kennedy indicating that fewer numbers of trees that grow to 

a large size are being planted. McPherson and Rowntree 

interpret this finding to a conscious effort to increase 

species diversity (to forestall catastrophic monocultural 

losses) by planting small trees (preferred by many managers 

because of lower pruning, removal and liability costs). 

These authors worry that short-lived small trees will eat 

up maintenance savings quickly with excessive replacement 

costs if current amounts of canopy cover are to be 

maintained. Where increased planting monies are 

unavailable, dramatic reductions in canopy cover will 

result with uncertain environmental effects. However, it 

has been demonstrated by Gacka-Grzesikiewicz that the 

magnitude of many tree benefits increases as leaf surface 

area increases. 

A case is made (Flemer,1981) for the use of small, 
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short-lived, trees in conjunction with proven, slow-

growing, long-lived trees in mixed plantings on a given 

street. This offers the benefits of quick impact, as well 

as short-term species diversity and the chance to use 

untried smaller species where failure will be of little 

consequence. The point here is that the large trees are 

planned to ultimately carry the streetscape. The smaller 

trees allow the chance to meet shorter term goals. 

In a study of householder reactions to specific street 

trees, with emphasis on how the benefits and detractions 

balance out, it was found that with appropriate species, a 

range of benefits are generally perceived that outweigh a 

clustered group of complaints (Sommer et al., 1989). A 

study by Kramer (1987) of the role of water stress in tree 

growth found that in urban situations water stress occurs 

so frequently with negative effects to so many of a tree's 

processes, that a general selection priority should be to 

identify species that tolerate this destructive stress 

well. 

Site constraints. What to plant is directly effected 

by where one is planting. Soil composition, regional and 

local climate, and visual and spatial factors will affect 

decisions. For a proposed street tree planting, there are 

some other sometimes less obvious considerations. Public 

urban planting sites suffer from a complex of problems that 

may include compacted, debris-laden soil, building debris, 
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air pollution, exposure to deicing salts, exposure to 

extreme heat and solar reflection, lack of root space and 

crown space, and the ever present threat of vandalism. 

Containerized street trees can suffer from these as well as 

other unique problems, such as the possibility of extreme 

water stress (Rakow, 1987). The same tree species planted 

in the same city can have quite variable growth rates 

depending on the specific, vexing urban conditions it 

encounters (Moll, 1989). 

A primary problem encountered when planting street 

trees is simply the availability of ample space for tree to 

thrive above and below ground. As noted earlier, it is 

encouraged that programs have approved trees for filling 

small niches. But this niche filling (the city of 

Cleveland, for example, is well known for its adeptness at 

filling in trees in spaces left over after everything else 

is written into the urban design) can just be a matter of 

begging the question of why the trees are being planted in 

the first place. Arnold (1980) is adamant that trees have a 

larger role to play in cities and urban design than as just 

cosmetic embellishments. Reducing this role to that of 

decorative street-side furniture instead of that of 

creating and reinforcing spaces with trees he views as 

fairly pointless. Furniture can be modish and usually needs 

to be recovered or replaced quite soon. 

This matter quickly becomes a major planning question 
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designers would argue for means obtaining a civic 

commitment to providing both a design reason for and a 

space for the appropriate trees. If a tree-lined boulevard 

leading downtown - an entrance to the city -is the goal, 

right-of-way has to be acquired to allow space for trees of 

a size and scale to pull this off. Dwarf species stuck in 

small niches left over along a wide ribbon of concrete and 

asphalt will fail to have the necessary impact. 

The City of Portland has been particularly successful 

(Urban et al., 1988) at weaving tree-planting into its 

urban planning process. All new development must include 

tree planting - even in the urban core - so developers 

think about trees early in the design process. City 

foresters are part of the process from the first meeting 

with the architects and must sign off on all development 

plans. In Portland and in Milwaukee all highway planning 

includes wide tree-friendly medians or tree lawns. 

Barker (1976; Barker & Durrant 1978) found that the 

size of tree lawns has gradually decreased as this century 

has progressed. Once 12 feet wide, these planting strips 

today average about 3 feet (this varies somewhat across the 

country). Barker argues that despite the fact that small-

scale trees can be found to plant in these thin strips, 

larger tree lawns with larger, healthier trees would 

provide more benefits. He suggests doing this by simply 
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of properties abutting thoroughfares. 

Urban (1989; Urban et al.,1988) makes a particular 

point about how lack of rooting space is a major cause of 

failure in urban plantings. In addition to other 

safeguards, Urban urges that available rooting space be 

maximized by digging planting holes as much larger than the 

root ball as budget and physical constraints will allow to 

encourage roots to escape their ball. Soil needs to be 

loosened and improved or replaced to encourage this. Also 

good drainage must be assured. Continuous street tree pits 

along a street will improve a tree's chances for survival. 

And the tree lawns to accomodate these pits need to be 

expanded to 8-feet in width. Alternatively, planting in 

urban tree islands, where growing space happens to exist 

for groups of larger trees, yields more healthy trees than 

digging a hole in the pavement and planting lines of small 

scale street trees. 

After planting, to assure trees with access to water 

and air to their roots, new paving techniques need to be 

adopted. A study by Arnold Associates (1980) advocates the 

use of porous pavers for hardscape near trees. Urban and 

others (1988) write about the use of geotextile cloth and 

other techniques under continuous pour sidewalks so root-

killing soil compaction is not necessary. 

Post mortems from Washington D.C. reveal that street 
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decline in less than five years because of root binding -

no rooting activity is generated outside the original tree 

pit because of soils the density of cinder block or 

sometimes even concrete. Failed tree planting projects all 

over the country attest to the fact that proper care is 

infreguently taken, according to Urban. 

Community Planting Plans. As we've seen in other 

sections, the most beautiful, functional and cost/benefit 

efficient urban forests emerge where trees are planted and 

protected as part of an overall community plan that takes 

design issues as well as planting requirements into 

consideration. That is to say, there should be a 

planning/design solution about where to plant trees before 

a management solution, which concerns itself primarily with 

such plant-the-city-as-built questions as full stocking 

versus simple replacement, kicks in. "To grow successfully, 

the urban forest must be designed as an integral part of 

the urban whole, and considered by all members of the 

design team over the long period of planning and 

construction (Urban et al., 1988)." 

But a great many cities will not have the resources or 

the wherewithal to engage initially in a thorough 

rethinking of their system of urban infrastructure. Here, a 

thoughtful planting plan for the city as built must be the 

starting point. Johnson and others (1990) does a 
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particularly good job in describing the comprehensive 

planting design process even a small community needs to 

undertake, stating that with the concept of community image 

as primary, the decisions to be made will consist in 

general of two kinds; 1) planting design pattern (formal, 

informal or mixed plantings) and 2) tree size. 

In addition, this book offers 12 excellent design 

guidelines, including specific advice about how to deal 

with special challenges such as commercial strips and 

industrial areas. What is not included in this section that 

would be helpful is indications of research that might help 

convince commercial businessmen to go along with a 

community planting plan, such items as included in Smardon 

(1988). Smardon notes studies that found greenery 

surrounding a structure enhanced human recall of that 

building. His own studies indicate that the addition of 

vegetation in commercial strips is the single most 

effective way to improve appearance, beating out even 

facade improvement. 

Coughlin and others (1988) decry the situation in many 

communities where special characteristics of municipal 

topography, exisiting mature stands of trees and patterns 

of buildings and open space play too small a role in 

determining community planting plans. 

Maintenance and Management of Street Trees 

As has been the case in previous sections, this 
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discussion will not include a basic how-to of obvious 

maintenance needs such as watering, pruning, fertilizing, 

pest control or removal, although much has been written 

about these and related topics (especially it seems about 

IPM and ways to make it work best in a community). Nor will 

it concern itself at any length with the intracacies of 

management as an ongoing and interwoven process of 

planning, planting and maintaining trees. That topic is too 

huge to take up here and Miller (1988) does a particularly 

credible job of presenting it. The emphasis here will be on 

topics that bear upon the very foundations of a solid tree 

program. One pivitol point that effects every phase of a 

street tree program is that it involves, according to 

Weinstein (1986), continuous problem solving in the public 

eye. An urban forester's decisions will be on display 

wherever constituents go in the community. 

Components of Comprehensive Management. Bob Tate of 

ASPLUNDH has compiled a checklist of key tree program 

components (Figure 3). Tate sees the intermeshing of these 

components as the best way to ensure the health of 

biological resources in a political system (Tate, 1990) A 

new program may not begin operating with all these 

components in place, but they should all be kept in mind at 

all times and implemented as funding and other factors 

allow. 

To expand on a few of Tate's components not taken up 
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elsewhere in this paper: a citizen's advisory group lends 

important credibility and signals support from the 

community; public relations and public education are all 

important in a forest that people live in, as alluded to by 

Weinstein - people need to understand what the trees need 

and what they have to offer; funding is always a problem 

and innovative solutions are being tried in some 

communities, such as sharing in revenues generated by hotel 

room taxes and dog licenses. 

Containing costs. Because street trees (and other 

trees in the community forest) represent a sizable 

investment, it seems just good common sense that they be 

well taken care of. But sometimes common sense and current 

budgets are at loggerheads. Management of street trees 

increasingly means the painstaking prioritizing of 

maintenance goals balanced against the continued stocking 

of trees in the community (also carefully prioritized). 

Miller (1988) states that the overriding management 

goal of a tree program must be to deliver the most benefits 

at the lowest cost. Helping urban foresters do this is the 

subject of much that is written on this topic. Schwarz and 

Wagar (1987) offer a formula to help managers decide 

whether spending on preventative treatments to forestall 

later problems will be cost effective for a particular 

program. This methodology follows on work by Richards 

(1979). In modeling survival rates and consequent 
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replacement needs, Richards determined that investments to 

improve new planting survival rates does more to reduce 

costly removal and replacement needs than investments to 

maintain older trees. He found early good treatment lessens 

establishment losses and later age-independent losses in 

addition to postponing onset of old-age losses, thus 

increasing a tree's useful lifespan. 

Practical case studies also teach the lesson of being 

concerned about money. Dreistadt and Dahlsten (1986) 

describe how Berkeley, CA, saved money in the long term by 

removing large troublesome (in terms of breakage, litter 

and cleanup) trees and replanting with more appropriate 

trees for heavily used streets. Hudson (1983) states that 

in Santa Maria, CA, the application of private sector 

business analogies to budgeting and to daily operations has 

helped make the urban forestry department more competitive 

in vying for operating tax dollars. Such methods as keeping 

close watch of operational and overhead costs, and bidding 

on tree maintenance contracts are discussed. 

Computerized Management Systems. After initial start

up costs have been absorbed, computer aided management is a 

great money saver because of the efficiency it makes 

possible. To illustrate, Howard and Hudson (1984) talk 

about the way the machines put inventory information, so 

crucial to maintenance and overall management, in an easily 

retrievable and usable form. With a succinct picture of 
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what has been done and when, management plans fall more 

easily into place. 

Lindhult (1987) takes such a system a step further and 

links computerized tree data with graphic data detailing 

the locations of trees possessing specific characteristics 

or maintenance needs. This technology continues to evolve. 

Liability. Questions about liability are beginning to 

shape street tree and urban forestry programs. 

Obstructionist elements are sure to beat the drum of 

liability concerns loudly as the single best reason not to 

undertake a planting program. And cities are right to have 

concerns about what sorts of liability they leave 

themselves open for when they plant or allow others to 

plant trees in the public right of way. Because of their 

proximity to people and property, city trees are especially 

likely to cause harm if they fail in any way. 

Despite the attempts of many cities to assign the 

responsibility and liability for street trees to adjacent 

property owners, courts seem to feel that cities have the 

responsibility to protect citizens from harm caused by 

trees. This harm is usually caused when trees have not been 

taken care of responsibly. 

The greatest threat (because of the possible size of 

the judgements involved) to a community forestry program is 

the potential to be considered negligent in caring for 

trees (Johnson et al., 1990). And the best way to deal with 



that threat is to run an urban forestry program promoting 

the health of city trees through proper planting and 

maintenance. Of particular importance here would be regular 

inspections for liability problems and documentation of 

maintenance work undertaken to remove problems that are 

found. These things would of course be done as a regular 

part of a solid program (Anderson and Eaton, 1986). 

To substantiate a charge of negligence, it would have 

to be demonstrated that a city had acted unreasonably in 

dealing with a potential threat to public health and 

welfare posed by a tree or trees (Anderson and Eaton, 

1986), where it has successfully been shown that the city 

has a duty to protect (by inspection and subsequent 

maintenance). Once duty is established, a breach of that 

duty must be shown. Also it must be demonstrated directly 

that the failure to inspect and take reasonable corrective 

steps was the cause of the problem. Finally, it must be 

shown that actual loss or injury occurred (Anderson and 

Eaton, 1986). 

Also important in cases of suit will be the source of 

the law (local or state). In some states there are limited 

liability (known as sovereign immunity) acts respecting 

public entity and public employee liability (Heydt, 1988). 

Also important but less seen than negligence problems are 

problems of nuisance and tresspass in connection with 

public trees (Heydt, 1988). An example of a nuisance might 
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be a street tree that is about to topple into an adjacent 

yard rendering the part of the yard it threatens unusable 

to the property owner. Should that tree actually fall into 

the yard, it would be tresspass. 

Landscape Waste. The wood and leaf debris generated by 

public trees will undoubtedly become an increasingly 

important factor in the management of street tree programs. 

Landfill space is a precious commodity all across the 

country. In 1988, the EPA estimated that 20% of the 

country's municipal solid waste was made up a yard debris -

about 30 million tons (Nordman, in press). In cities where 

there is a landfill crisis, the spector of additional 

street tree waste can be daunting. 

But solid waste disposal systems across the country 

are in the process of significant change (Nordman, in 

press). As more and more successful municipal and regional 

programs demonstrate that yard debris is best dealt with in 

other ways than landfilling, states, including New Jersey 

and Illinois, are beginning to ban this dump .ig. Many 

cities educate citizens about on-site composting and help 

organize neighborhood chipping centers. The program in 

Urbana, Illinois, as reported by Darling (1989) is quite 

comprehensive. Here debris is collected at a city run yard 

atop an old landfill. Wood is cut and sold as fire wood. 

Smaller branches are chipped and resold as mulch and leaves 

and other smaller debris is composted and resold as soil 



amendment. The program has begun to offer curb side 

recycling of some debris. 

So, it's possible that tree debris can become a 

resource instead of a nuisance. But the potential for 

street tree debris to add to an exisiting problem must be 

confronted from the beginning. Before young trees begin to 

generate significant debris, a creative solution to what 

may be a significant future problem will need to be 

devised. Because the yard debris problem needs to be 

addressed in most cities aside from the issue of public 

trees, this is a chance for the local street tree program 

to instigate wide-ranging changes that will benefit its 

city in many ways. It's important to note that the Urbana 

program as well as less ambitious programs, such as those 

reported by Marsinko (1984) have proved cost effective. 
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RESULTS PART ONE: PROGRAM SYNOPSES 

Albuquerque. Population 493,000 

Program Type: 

Governmental. City Forestry Section within Park Management 
Division of Parks and Recreation Department. 

Contact: Paul Dykema, Urban Forester 
City of Albuquerque 
Box 21037 
Albuquerque, NM 87154 
505/823-4062 

About the program: 

The program was initiated in the early 1950s when tree 

planting was encouraged by officials as a way to improve 

the city's appearance. Today, tree planting is carried out 

by the park construction division, the public works 

department and by private property owners as mandated by 

the city's street tree ordinance, all with some guidance 

from the design and development division of the parks and 

recreation department. Maintenance of trees planted by the 

city is the responsibility of the urban forester and 

maintenance section of the park management division. Street 

trees planted by citizens are to be maintained by citizens 

in many but not all cases. 

Within the last six years, the urban forester and the 

maintenance division (12 full-time employees) have 

developed an inventory of the trees they are responsible 

for, along with a maintenance plan. This systematic 

management program has reduced resources previously 

expended for service provided in response to individual 
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requests. Trees are inspected annually and are slated to 

receive routine maintenance at 3, 6 and 9 years of age. 

The park management and park construction divisions 

are funded through the general fund of the City of 

Albuquerque. Building projects undertaken by the department 

of public works are paid for by bond issues with a certain 

percentage of the budget set aside for tree planting and 

landscaping. 

The workings of these cooperating departments and 

divisions is coordinated informally. Despite the absence of 

mandated procedures for achieving a coordinated effort and 

lack of an approved planting master plan, the feeling is 

that great movement forward is being made in terms of 

viewing tree planting and maintenance as a team effort and 

in understanding the need to view the city as a whole when 

making design, planting and maintenance decisions. 

Atlanta. Population 2,736,000 

Program type: 

Private. Trees Atlanta. 

Contact: Marcia Bansley, Exec. Dir. 
Trees Atlanta 
96 Poplar St. 
NW Atlanta, GA 30309 
404/522-4097 

About the program: 

In 1984, Trees Atlanta started planting trees in the 

downtown business section, where cement was gradually but 

incontrovertibly replacing established trees. Planting 
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downtown, using 3" to 4" caliper trees for immediate impact 

and to reduce vandalism, remains an important emphasis of 

the group, which also works for the adoption of tree 

preservation and street tree planting ordinances in the 

five county Atlanta metropolitan area. Planting street 

trees on local expressways is another project. The 

organization began as a partnership between the City of 

Atlanta Parks Dept., the Central Atlanta Progress (a 

downtown business association) and the Junior League. 

Despite the fact that the Atlanta metropolitan area is 

considered the most heavily forested urban area in the 

country, a study of Gwinnett County, for example, 

demonstrated that between 1975 and 1985, 26% of the forest 

cover (12 million trees) was lost to rapid growth. 

Atlanta's city government has limited tree planting 

capabilities and does no planting at all downtown. 

Because of the size of the trees planted by Trees 

Atlanta, contractors using heavy equipment are hired to do 

the planting. The $2,000 cost per tree includes three years 

of maintenance supplied by the planting contractor, at 

which time, maintenance is to be taken over by the city. 

While there is worry the city will not have the budget to 

keep the trees up as they mature, it is noted that 

Atlanta's climate during a normal year is quite favorable 

for good tree health. 

Until recently, Trees Atlanta was very loosely 



organized, with 26 board members, mostly well-placed 

businesspeople, raising money primarily from large 

corporations. Today, the organization has four main 

committees: project committee, fundraising committee, 

executive committee and public relations, each chaired by a 

board member with subcommittees (chaired by other board 

members) used as necessary. Corporate funding remains the 

mainstay of the program. 

The organization has one paid staff member, the 

executive director, who acts as a general contractor on 

each planting project, investigating the planting 

feasibility of sites the organization is interested in, 

obtaining necessary cooperation from property owners, 

arranging for the city to issue necessary permits, mark 

utility lines and make sidewalk cuts. She also purchases 

the trees from an approved species list, puts the project 

out to bid and supervises the planting. To date, over 300 

large trees have been planted in downtown Atlanta. 

Volunteers have been important behind the scenes. 

Local landscape architects have volunteered their services 

in designing projects, a volunteer experienced in marketing 

works on public relations, a photojournalist prepares the 

newsletter. Expertise to prepare and print other printed 

material has been donated, as has legal and accounting 

expertise. Also, volunteers will be used extensively for 

upcoming expressway plantings of many smaller trees. 
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The organization prides itself on the seminars it 

mounts. One series is aimed at developers teaching them why 

and how to preserve trees on construction sites. Another 

series is aimed at homeowners, teaching them how to select 

and plant trees. 

Chicago. Population 8,130,000 

Program type: Private program apparently to be absorbed by 
government. NeighborWoods becomes GreenStreets. 

Contact: Edith Makra 
Ofc. of the Mayor 
121 N. LaSalle St. 
Chicago, IL 60602 
312/744-1362 

About the program: 

NeighborWoods was launched in 1987 as an auxiliary 

program of Open Lands Project, a non-profit open space 

preservation group operating in the Chicago metropolitan 

area. At that time, the city's Bureau of Forestry faced 

budget cuts that seemed destined to accelerate tree losses 

running 3:1 removal over replacement. 

NeighborWoods focused on working with community groups 

that wanted to undertake planting projects. Each group was 

asked to submit a project proposal. Community members were 

required to pick up at least 25% of the cost of the trees 

and to participate in the actual planting of them. Planting 

projects included residential and commercial district 

street trees, park and schoolyard plantings and planting 

buffers in railroad right-of-ways. They were targeted to 

include different socio-economic and geographic areas of 



64 

the city, but they were also chosen to bring visibility to 

the program through their impact on the neighborhood. 

As the program matured and corporate sponsors became 

interested in backing high-profile plantings, city 

government began to take more and more notice, offering 

behind-the-scenes help with projects. Nearly 1,000 trees 

were planted in a two year period. 

As NeighborWoods developed, it took on a more and more 

important advocacy role, working to raise the public's 

awareness of the need for healthy, well-maintained 

plantings in the city. All the while, it continued 

plantings trees, considering this advocacy by example and 

hands-on education. The organization was increasingly able 

to lend important support to attempts by the Bureau of 

Forestry to stabilize its budget and improve its service, 

by mobilizing community groups to attend budget hearings. 

The organization was funded by a combination of 

government and private foundation grants and corporate 

donations. Fundraising was handled by Open Lands. 

When Richard Daley became mayor, he lured 

NeighborWoods creator and its single staff person, Edith 

Makra, to his office to run the new GreenStreets program. 

As of this writing, it remains to be seen what role 

NeighborWoods will fashion for itself, with GreenStreets 

committed to planting 450,000 trees, saving 50,000 trees in 

imminent danger of destruction and providing funding to 
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upgrade maintenance of trees. NeighborWoods has not hired a 

replacement for Makra, but has indicated a commitment to 

continue community education through planting trees. 

Makra pinpoints the fostering of inter-agency 

cooperation as the focal point of her work as program 

director of GreenStreets. Chicago government is a maze of 

interconnected but legally separate taxing bodies, 

including the city (its Bureau of Forestry is responsible 

for boulevard and street planting and maintenance), the 

parks district, the water reclamation district, the board 

of education and others, each with jurisdiction over 

planting on lands it administers. 

GreenStreets will work to make tree planting, 

preservation and maintenance a high priority within each 

jurisdiction, by increasing the Bureau of Forestry's 

budget, by securing federal and state grants to plant and 

preserve trees, working with the state legislature to pass 

urban forestry legislation, and by motivating business to 

have a stake in reforesting the downtown. Makra is 

overseeing the development of a city forest master plan. 

Colorado Springs. Population 393,000 

Program type: 

Governmental. Forestry Program (within the Natural 
Resources Division) of the Parks and Recreation Department. 

Contact: Jim McGannon, City Arborest 
1401 Recreation Way 
Colorada Springs, CO 80905 
719/578-6698 



66 

About the program. 

Colorado Springs' commitment to urban forestry was 

codified into ordinance as early as 1910 and older parts of 

town are forested with large, old trees. An ordinance 

specifically mandating that developers plant street trees 

during new construction, with the developer paying up to 

$35 and the city subsidizing the remainder of the cost, has 

been on the books since 1976. 

As it developed, the New Homes Tree Fund, created by 

the ordinance, has become a boon to the city. In the early 

years of its existence, the fund - the repository for 

developer's portions of new home tree fees - was allowed to 

build up without being spent because builders preferred 

simply to stick their own trees in the ground, rather than 

involving the city. By the time the city, unhapppy with the 

planting practices it saw, disallowed this practice, enough 

money was on deposit that today the fund generates 

sufficient interest to cover the city's portion of all new 

home tree planting costs. 

Colorado Springs also has a variety of other planting 

programs. In 1977, the city forester initiated a program 

called Decade of Trees, conceived to help reforest parts of 

town where loses to Dutch elm disease were heavy. Today, 

this program is used wherever fill-in street tree planting 

is requested by citizens whether a removal has taken place 

recently or not. The city pays up to $50 for trees planted 
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under this program, with adjacent property owners also 

contributing. The city's portion of this program comes from 

funds generated by the Damaged Tree Fund, the repository 

for assessments and fines leveled against people who have 

damaged city trees. 

The city finances an arterial street tree planting 

program and a park planting program, always emphasizing the 

right tree in the right place. It also automatically 

replaces any trees it removes of 8-inch caliper or more 

where room allows. The city requires adjacent property 

owners to provide day to day care to street trees, such as 

fertilization and watering. Until a tree reaches an 8-inch 

caliper size, city crews maintain it in terms of disease 

control, pruning or removal. Large tree care is contracted 

out at a cost of approximately $200,000 per year. 

The city's street tree inventory of over 60,000 trees 

is computerized, with scheduled maintenance at least every 

eight years. Maintenance is also provided upon request. A 

community forest master plan is in the works but not 

considered a major priority because of existing controls on 

planting in the public right-of-way. The Forestry Program 

has 15 full time employees. Its work is funded through the 

city's general fund. 

Several private groups interested in civic 

beautification and tree planting are expected to have a 

significant impact on tree planting in the city. One, Trees 



For The Future, aims to become a funding source for both 

city and privately sponsored tree planting projects. 

Another, Greensprings, plans a major volunteer planting 

project once a year with the help of the Forestry Division. 

Hundreds of volunteers are involved in the projects, which 

have included placing seedlings at freeway interchanges. 

Fort Collins. Population 90,000 

Program type: 

Governmental. Forestry Division of the Parks and Recreation 
Department. 

Contact: Tim Buchanan, City Forester 
413 S. Bryan 
Ft. Collins, CO 80521 
303/221-6660 

About the program: 

As is the case in many towns, the responsibility for 

tree care in Ft. Collins was for decades spread through 

various departments of the city government with Parks and 

Recreation playing the major role. But the city's 

increasingly rapid growth made this less and less 

efficient. Then, the combined onslaught in the late 1960s 

of Dutch elm disease and heavy damage from several brutal 

snow storms finally prompted the city to create a forestry 

program, first to clean-up and repair damage to existing 

trees, then, by ordinance, to require the planting of new 

trees. 

Since 1980, when it became clear that citizens given 

maintenance responsibility for street trees, were unwilling 
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to pay the costs associated with treatment for Dutch elm 

disease or for the costs of removal of disease ravaged 

trees, the city has had full maintenance responsibility for 

all street and park trees. A unique aspect of the forestry 

program is its major emphasis on public education. 

There are several ways that new trees get planted in 

the city. By ordinance, builders must plant street trees as 

part of the construction permitting process. Builders must 

also make a contribution for each new home built to a Park 

Land Fund that creates new residential parks, including 

tree plantings. All street development projects undertaken 

by the Department of Public Works include street tree 

plantings paid for as part of the bonding process. The 

Forestry Division replaces all large trees that must be 

removed with one or more small trees. And to the extent 

possible, the division identifies unplanted sections in 

established areas and provides street trees and park trees. 

Last year the planting to removal rate was 3:1. It's been 

as high as 6:1 in recent years. 

The Forestry Division functions without a community 

forest master plan, but has a close working relationship 

with the planning department and therefore achieves a fair 

level of continuity with its plantings. The division does 

work from an approved species list and follows specific 

standards and specifications in all its plantings. The city 

forester feels the program does a good job with planting 
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the right tree in the right location. 

Tree maintenance is about half request work. Scheduled 

maintenance is planned based on a basic tree inventory 

emphasizing size classes, with pruning rotation set at 8-9 

years for the largest trees and 5 years for the smallest. 

There are 7 full-time employees of the division and 3 

summer employees to plant annuals. The division's budget 

comes from the city's general fund. 

In its push for public education, the division assigns 

a staff member to make sick tree calls for trees on private 

property. It makes a fine group of publications on tree 

planting and care available to citizens. One of the 

publications is a self-guided tour of the city's largest 

and oldest park, which has been developed as an arboretum. 

Guided tours are available for groups. Its school program 

emphasizes visits to fifth grade classes with the 

distribution of seedlings and a major planting at one 

school each Arbor day. The staff works with community 

groups interested in special plantings in their 

neighborhoods. Staff members are also available to explain 

all phases of the urban forestry planting and maintenance 

work to citizens. Especially where removal is necessary, 

they have found it pays dividends to keep the populace well 

informed. 

Griffin. Population: 40,000 

Program type: Private. Plant the Future, Inc. 
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Contact: John Carlile, President 
Plant the Future 
Box 120 
Griffin, GA 30224 
404/229-9000 

About the program: 

Although it is only in its second year, this 

organization has had an impact because of its "can do" 

approach. It has already planted nearly 1,500 trees without 

asking the city for assistance of any kind; just a pledge 

to maintain trees after they've reached 2 years of age. The 

hope being that with the benign Georgia climate only the 

most basic care will ever be needed. 

The group had its genisus when the numbers of fine, 

old trees being thoughtlessly destroyed in the city's broad 

parkways (tree lawns) grew disturbing to organizers. After 

several strategy sessions, Plant the Future's plans were 

presented to the city council and received its blessings. 

The thrust was to begin replacing lost trees and undertake 

other plantings in newer parts of town, thereby creating 

visibility and a constituency for an eventual street tree 

ordinance that would not only set standards for public tree 

planting, but outlaw the destruction of healthy trees on 

public property and set minimum standards for tree care and 

maintenance on public and possibly private property. 

Plant the Future solicits funds solely for the 

purchase of trees. The group wisely lined up a stable of 

prominent citizen and business contributors to kick off its 
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fundraising effort. It also lined up publicity over the 

donations, which are tax deductible. Funding has not been a 

problem. 

All organizational and planting work is volunteer. The 

group is run by a board of directors, with each director 

chairing a committe he or she is charged with staffing. 

Standing committees include, fundraising, maintenance (for 

the establishment years), education, public relations, 

project selection and others. Plantings are organized as 

civic events with dozens of volunteers planting hundreds of 

6 foot (15 gallon) trees on a given day. 

A local contractor donates the digging of all holes. 

Merchants donate necessary tools. The city provides certain 

materials, including mulch. Local landscape architects have 

offered free planting design guidance and experts from the 

local college and experimental station have helped with 

species selection decisions. These latter two groups will 

be involved as Plant the Future works to develop a 

community forest master plan with the blessings of the 

city. 

Plant the Future has entered into what its hopes will 

be a fruitful partnership with a local program providing 

vocational training to retarded citizens whereby tree 

seedlings available free from the state department of 

forestry will be raised by the program participants to a 

size useful to Plant the Future, which will buy them. The 
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vocational program will make money and Plant the Future 

will save money as well as garner positive publicity. 

Houston. Population 3,641,000 

Program type: 

Private. Trees for Houston. 

Contact: Dona Chambers, Exec. Dir. 
Trees for Houston 
Box 13096 
Houston, TX 772219-3096 
713/523-8733 

About the program: 

Trees for Houston was incorporated as a non-profit 

organization in 1982 by nine people who had separately been 

organizing street tree plantings. The organization focuses 

on planting street trees in neighborhoods across the city 

where residents can pay for the trees plus a year's 

professional maintenance. It also pursues parkway 

plantings, which are initiated by the board of directors 

and paid for by combining personal donations with 

foundation and corporate grants and donations. The latter 

projects are sometimes carried out in conjunction with 

ReLeaf Houston, a non-profit program of the Parks and 

Recreation Dept. that plants trees in esplanades (medians). 

Trees for Houston has also lobbied for revamped 

landscape ordinances because it is actually illegal to 

plant trees in the public right of way - the city simply 

looks the other way as Trees for Houston and ReLeaf Houston 

plant their trees. Trees for Houston is also working for a 
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1% assured tree and landscape budget as part of both city 

and county public works department road projects. The state 

highway department, which aleady has a 1% landscape set 

aside on all projects, doesn't plant trees as part of its 

package. The group is working to turn this around. 

Trees for Houston has one paid staff member, the 

executive director, who coordinates all activities while 

working as an independent contractor out of her home. The 

organization has no responsibility to record-keep or carry 

insurance for the employee. A 30 member board of directors 

is organized into standing committees, including 

membership, ordinance, maintenance, long range planning and 

fundraising. A separate advisory board adds luster to 

official organization publications. 

In a typical neighborhood planting, the executive director 

guides groups that have contacted her for help through the 

organizational process, instructing as to scope, 

fundraising ($100 per tree), designing the planting, choice 

of species, etc. Trees for Houston buys the trees and has 

them installed by a contractor who guarantees them for 60 

days and maintains them for a full year. 

Because the city won't promise long-term maintenance, 

neighborhood strategies vary. Some citizens have committed 

to caring for the trees with the help of periodic 

maintenance workshops provided by Trees for Houston. Some 

neighborhoods were organized sufficiently well in the 
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neighborhood association and professional maintenance is 

purchased. Also, the organization has the rudiments in 

place of a volunteer maintenance corps. 

Trees for Houston feels it has had good luck with its 

membership program, which offers memberships beginning at 

$25 and going up to several hundred. In three years, nearly 

500 people have taken advantage of this way to donate to 

the cause. While 10% of each membership donation (and the 

same amount of each tree planting fee) goes to pay 

operating expenses, including the director's salary, the 

rest goes into trees. To do this, the organization works 

hard to obtain in-kind donations such as design expertise, 

clerical help, office equipment, publication skills and 

others. 

Los Angeles. Population 13,770,000 (metropolitan area) 

Program type: 

Private. TreePeople 

Contact: Cor Trowbridge 
Tree People, Inc. 
12601 Mulholland Dr. 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 
818/753-4600 

About the program: 

TreePeople began in 1973 with the dream of its 

founder, Andy Lipkis, to save the smog damaged San 

Bernardino National Forest through mass plantings of smog 

tolerant seedlings in the mountains surrounding the Los 



Angeles metropolitan area. Today, the organization's 

primary concern is for the urban forest in the Los Angeles 

Basin. But the organization is planting fewer and fewer 

trees itself and diverting more energy toward the training 

of what it calls Citizen Foresters, who are community 

organizing specialists capable of organizing whatever sort 

of planting program (or presumably any other sort of 

program) a neighborhood might be interested in mounting. 

The current goal is to create a body of 500 to 1,000 

Citizen Foresters and to provide them with a variety of 

expert support services. Because of its longevity, the 

organization has a stable corps of trained volunteers that 

it can mobilize for worthwhile projects. Historically, a 

great many of the Citizen Foresters and neighborhood groups 

that have taken on projects through TreePeeople have been 

interested in planting street trees because the permitting 

procedure is quite straight forward and planting is done 

according to the city's street tree master plan. The 

organization asks trained Citizen Foresters to take on at 

least one new project per year. To date, it has had mixed 

results with people keeping to this commitment. 

"We've learned you don't have to plant every tree 

yourself," said Cor Trowbridge, director of the Citizen 

Forester program. "We're really becoming a professional 

service organization training people to be environmental 

problem solvers. We want to offer tools and expertise and 
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show people their personal power as a force for positive 

change.11 

The organization, which currently boasts a staff of 23 

full time and 10 part time employees, is divided into many 

different units and is administering a broad range of 

programs. It recently entered into an agreement with the 

city of Los Angeles to direct a campaign highlighting 

energy savings through the planting of shade trees. Its 

first shared project with the city was to help develop a 

citywide recycling program. TreePeople's continued role in 

the recycling program has been incorporated into its 

educational endeavors. Every year 60,000 grade school 

children visit the TreePeople site (a retired 1920s 

mountain fire station on 12 acres of wooded land along a 

mountain ridge in Beverly Hills, donated by the city, and 

dubbed Coldwater Canyon Park) for a tour and lessons about 

trees and recycling. Each child plants a seedling while 

there and is given a seedling (grown by the TreePeople 

nursery program) to take home. The purpose is to inspire 

environmental leadership in young people. 

TreePeople's move away from staff-initiated planting 

projects and toward community group projects was based 

primarily on concerns over maintenance. The group's well-

publicized campaign to plant 1 million trees in L.A. for 

the 1984 Olympic Games ended in fairly heavy losses in some 

areas because there was not enough followup maintenance. 



78 

Although public support, engendered in part by TreePeople's 

activities, seems to be helping the funding situation for 

the L.A. Division of Street Trees, the city can visit trees 

only about once every 6 years. Without neighborhood groups 

committed to caring for trees during establishment years, 

TreePeople found many tree plantings were unsuccessful. 

TreePeople is funded through its memberships (7,000 

members), individual and corporate donations, foundation 

grants and a major grant, now in its second year from the 

City of Los Angeles. The grant from the city has spurred a 

considerable staff expansion - from 10 full-time in 1986. 

TreePeople charges for its Citizen Forester training 

programs and for other training programs, such as the one 

to educate plant supervisors, who will be able to assit 

homeowners in the plantings for energy conservation, among 

other things. There is a $90 charge per tree to property 

owners for all neighborhood plantings. 

The organization's board of directors makes important 

financial decisions and acts essentially in the capacity of 

a steering committee, as it makes decisions about what 

sorts of outside groups and activities TreePeople will get 

involved with. Because the TreePeople concept has been 

exported as far away as Australia as a model for 

environmental action through planting trees, the 

organization is increasingly approached to enter into 

partnerships for action of one kind or another. 
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New York City. Population 18,120,000 (metro area) 

Type of program: 

Private. The New York Street Tree Consortium. 

Contact: Barbara Eber-Schmid, Exec. Dir. 
NY Street Tree Consortium 
16 W. 61st. St. 
New York, NY 10023 
212/830-7991 

About the program: 

The New York Street Tree Consortium was founded in 

1976 in response to the city's fiscal crisis, which 

decimated the budget and staffing levels of the Parks and 

Recreation Department, leaving 700,000 street trees with 

essentially no care. The Consortium, which considers itself 

the guardian of the city's street trees, lobbies for 

improved levels of city services for trees and for 

increased plantings. It has also worked to educate the 

public about tree benefits. 

While things have improved over the last 10 years for 

the Parks Dept., it still can't provide the level of 

maintenance the Consortium would like to see. Last year in 

the five city boroughs, 12,000 trees were planted while 

7,000 of differing sizes were removed. There are long 

waiting lists of neighborhoods that have requested 

plantings. Each borough has a yearly quota of trees to be 

planted. The Consortium would like to see this situation 

improved. 

The consortium does not play the active role in 



organizing the private planting of street trees that many 

other organizations do, although it has administered (and 

hopes again to) a system of matching fund grants to assist 

block associations and others interested in planting street 

trees to leverage up the funds for plantings, which are 

carried out by a private contractor. The going rate to 

plant a 3"- 4" caliper street tree (smaller trees are 

readily destroyed by vandals) in the city is $500. 

The Consortium has taken a hands-on approach as 

regards maintenance. One of its most successful programs 

has been to train citizen pruners, who are certified by 

Parks and Recreation upon completion of the course. Over 

1,500 citizen pruners have been trained. People in need of 

help the city can't provide can consult the Consortium's 

directory of citizen pruners and call someone out. The 

Consortium periodically organizes Tree Care Days when it 

calls together groups of its pruners to clean-up the trees 

in a particular neighborhood. 

The organization is currently rebuilding and 

refocusing to an extent following its own financial crisis 

precipitated by the 1987 change in tax laws and the 

resulting loss of sponsorship from the corporate sources on 

which it had relied most heavily. The Consortium is slowly 

beginning to build a membership base, it's turning away 

somewhat from advocacy in an attempt to woo corporate 

sponsors with the promise of something concrete for their 
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money, it's also building a program - Tree Improvement 

Plans - in which it would consult for a fee with 

individuals, neighborhoods or businesses wanting to improve 

the street trees on their property. This might mean helping 

clients work toward new plantings or developing a 

maintenance plan for existing trees. 

The Consortium is currently staffed by one full-time 

and 2 part time employees. Since 1987, it has worked out of 

space provided in the Parks and Recreation building. The 

Board of Directors acts as a figurehead and advisory panel. 

The Consortium makes available an array of educational 

publications that it has produced by parlaying foundation 

grants and other donations. It is currently working on an 

A-to-Z street tree manual. 

Philadelphia. Population: 5,963,000 

Type of Program: 

Private. Philadelphia Green - an organ of the Pennsylvania 
Horticulatural Society. 

Contact: Jonathan Frank 
Philadelphia Green 
325 Walnut Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19106-2777 
215/625-8280 

About the program: 

Philadelphia Green was established in 1976 as a 

special undertaking of the Horticultural Society to provide 

education and practical development in moderate to low 

income communities within the city. The intention is that 

community organization point the way toward stabilizing and 



revitalizing neighborhoods that are frequently in blighted 

areas. The organization emphasizes both street tree 

plantings and so-called lot-scapes, or gardens created 

where buildings have been razed, frequently as a 

consequence of fire. There are some 17,000 vacant lots in 

the city. 

The organization is well-established and well-

publicized and has no lack of requests for help. Typically, 

once Philidelphia Green begins working with a neighborhood, 

the process is to identify important community leaders and 

establish a program plan in accordance with what the 

community seems most to want and need. Lot scapes can be 

strictly ornamental or they can include vegetable gardening 

and play areas. 

Philadelphia Green (financed by the Horticultural 

Society, foundation grants and corporate funders) pays for 

plantings. It has fluctuated back and forth over the years 

between requiring that community volunteers help plant 

projects and simply requiring that communities attend an 

educational workshop before qualifying for a planting with 

no staff consensus still as to which is most appropriate 

considering the lack of resources apparent in many project 

communities. 

The tree planting arm of the program will expand in 

the near future, under the auspices of a local foundation, 

as the organization joins forces with the city to 
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coordinate the planting of 4,000 trees in four years in 

neighborhoods where redevelopment projects have been 

completed. 

The city's parks department, called Fairmont Park 

after the city's largest park, in general, regulates the 

tree planting activities of Philadelphia Green. The 

department, to the extent of its limited budget, plants 

street trees throughout the city and does what it can to 

maintain them. Philadelphia Green, for its part, tries to 

maintain trees during establishment years with a summer 

program of inner city youth trained as pruners. Then, it 

educates communities through workshops and printed material 

about the need to care for trees in the absence of regular 

city maintenance. 

"The life expectancy of street trees in this sort of 

urban setting is 7 to 10 years," said Jonathan Frank. "It 

may be that maintenance over the long term is not the issue 

we tend to think it is. These may become disposable trees." 

There is a paid staff in the organization of 35. 

Hundreds and hundreds of volunteers have been involved over 

the years in planting and caring for trees and gardens. The 

staff mounts a Junior Flower Show program in schools 

throughout the city each year. It also organizes a Harvest 

Show each fall to show off produce and flowers grown in its 

own community gardens. 
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San Francisco. Population 6,042,000 

Program type: 

Private. Friends of the Urban Forest. 

Contact: Peter Gradjansky 
Friends of the Urban Forest 
512 2nd Street/4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94107 
415/543-5000 

About the program: 

Friends of the Urban Forest (FUF) was founded in 1981 

when it became obvious that budget cuts made necessary by 

the passage of Proposition 13 would completely shut down 

the tree planting function of the city's Department of 

Public Works. One of the founders of FUF had been in charge 

of the city's street tree planting program. Without FUF, 

almost no new street trees would have been planted in the 

city over the last nine years. However, despite the fact 

that it has planted 8,500 street trees since its inception, 

FUF feels its work in the city probably fails to keep up 

with removals and it is looking toward becoming more deeply 

involved with watershed planting and freeway plantings at 

the periphery of the city in order to have a much larger 

impact on the environment. 

FUF was one of the pioneers of community organizing to 

bring street trees into neighborhoods and have citizens 

care for them. The organization really had no choice 

because the city would not make any sort of committment to 

maintain new trees. San Francisco's is a drought climate 
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for 6 months out of the year, so trees do need care. 

The organization plants all over the city - "Any where 

people want us," said Peter Gradjansky, program manager. 

With funds donated by members, foundations, grants and 

corporate sponsors), FUF subsidizes about half the cost of 

having a single tree planted. In an ordinary neighborhood, 

the cost to each participant is $135 per tree (part of this 

fee is earmarked for organizational costs). In low income 

neighborhoods, where plantings are financed through various 

special grants (frequently governmental), there is usually 

nominal cost to the individual. 

Typically, a planting is initiated when the 

representative of an interested neighborhood contacts FUF. 

Policy requires that a minimum of 30 trees be planted in a 

fairly concentrated area so a decent show of trees is 

acheived. FUF works with the representative to plan all 

aspects of the planting from species selection, to 

placement, to providing coffee and donuts to begin the 

event, to organizing a pot luck luncheon to celebrate its 

completion. 

FUF orchestrates the city permitting process, makes 

arrangments for site inspection with the city and contracts 

to have sidewalks cut and holes augured the day before the 

planting. Each property owner who receives a tree must sign 

a city permit application and an agreement with FUF to care 

for the tree and accept liabilities connected with it. 



Neighborhood members, with guidance and help from FUF's 

staff and regular volunteers do the planting themselves. 

FUF has experimented with several strategies to see 

that trees are maintained. The first was to plan a 

maintenance workshop with neighborhoods a year after their 

plantings. There is talk of forming a corps of citizen 

pruners, as in New York. There has also been some 

experimentation with collecting a fee at planting time to 

contract out for professional maintenance for at least the 

first year. None of these ideas is considered the final 

answer. 

FUF's experience is that neighbor-initiated plantings 

are the most successful - both in execution and in long-

term maintenance. For this reason, the group spends 

considerable effort on public awareness,including Tree 

Tours of the city and the initiation of a K-12 schools 

program. FUF has also taken an active part in proposing and 

crafting a new street tree ordinance for San Francisco. 

FUF has a board of directors that lends strategic 

support and makes certain business decisions. Today there 

is a professional staff of 3 full time and 1 part time. 

This has fluctuated over the years, most recently when it 

was discovered that the then executive director had 

embezzled a great deal of money. Following these 

revelations, there were cut backs to a skeleton staff. Now, 

a rebound has begun. Gradjansky feels the organization was 
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able to survive the blow of the embezzlement because of the 

"terrific well of positive feelings from 8 years of 

community support and participation." FUF feels that the 

small community of dedicated volunteers it has built up 

over the years is one of its greatest successes. 

Santa Maria. Population 55,000 

Type of program: 

Governmental. Street Tree Division of the Department of 
Parks, Recreation and Street Trees. 

Contact: Bailey Hudson, Park Supt. 
110 E. Cook 
Santa Maria, CA 93454 
805/925-0951 

About the program: 

Santa Maria's commitment to urban forestry and street 

trees began in 1960 as a prelude to a major municipal 

annexation. The annexation fell through, but the forestry 

program has continued until today it is considered by many 

to be a model municipal program, based in large part on its 

philosophy of operation using private sector business 

concepts. The division, for example, has such a good handle 

on its operating expenses that it has consistently out bid 

private contractors on maintenance contracts. 

Program director Bailey Hudson feels strongly that the 

highest level of service is attained when & street tree 

program is completely in the hands of professionals who 

have an investment in the program. The Santa Maria program 

operates on funds budgeted out the city's general fund. 
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But even in Santa Maria, one of the first street tree 

programs to go to computerized inventorying thus enabling 

it to develop a complete programmed service approach to 

maintenance, urban forestry budgets are among the first cut 

back when city coffers experience a short fall and as a 

result Hudson feels that he and his crews have recently 

"been losing it litte by little," as pruning rotations were 

lengthened and more and more call-in maintenance became 

necessary. 

In the years ahead, the prospects look favorable for a 

return to higher levels of funding, still Hudson said, 

"funding will consistently be a problem for all urban 

forestry and parks programs as long as they are labeled 

amenity services. That's got to change. With today's 

environmental outlook and global warming, it seems a golden 

opportunity is before all of us to begin talking about 

urban vegetation in terms of public welfare and health and 

community well-being. We need to sell it on that basis." 

Santa Maria requires the planting of street trees by 

ordinance in new subdivisions and in other situations 

involving new building and zoning changes with costs 

incurred by developers. The street tree division plants 

trees in overlooked portions of the older parts of town. 

Ordinances also require replacement upon removal of trees 

paid for either by homeowners or the city depending on the 

circumstances. Since 1987, 1,100 new trees have been 
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planted making the total street tree population 16,404. 

Because of its comprehensive inventorying techniques, 

the Santa Maria program knows that a 20 year old tree has 

had $500 spent on it for pruning and other standard 

maintenance on a 5-year cycle. This reflects ideal 

conditions and assumes the tree has caused no damage to 

sidewalks or other infrastructure that have had to be 

repaired. 

To minimize damage, and thereby contain the costs of 

caring for the urban forest, Santa Maria plants trees using 

the deep well method, placing trees in clusters 18 inches 

below grade in 36" by 42" wells with concrete walls. Hopes 

that this method would yield 30 years of damage free growth 

have not been borne out, however damage has been much less 

than with standard at grade street tree plantings. 

Hudson and his crews are also experimenting with 

chemical barrier sheets to direct root growth. And in new 

subdivisions, changes in required tree lawn size and 

planting setbacks have been stipulated in hopes of 

eliminating sidewalk and curb damage. A close relationship 

with the city planning department has been important to the 

program's success. 

Santa Maria has had luck sticking with the rope and 

saddle method of tree trimming rather than high lift. Crews 

have great pride in their expertise. They usually attract 

onlookers, providing a chance for some public education and 
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an unusual amount of publicity all of which translates into 

high awareness of and public support for the program. 

Twin Cities - Minneapolis/St. Paul. Population 2,387,500 

Program type: 

Private. Twin Cities Tree Trust 

Contact: Kirk Brown, Pres. 
Twin Cities Tree Trust 
4100 Vernon Ave. South 
St. Loius Park, MN 55416-3199 
612/920-9326 

About the program: 

The Tree Trust is unusual in tree programs, taking a 

modern CCC approach that utilizes trained crews of 

disadvantaged youth and adults for municipal planting and 

construction projects. The organization actually does 

little street tree planting, primarily because 

municipalities in the area take care of those needs, but 

also because of the need to train and use the workers in 

crews. This seems to work out best in park settings. 

The Tree Trust was established in 1976 when several 

far sighted men saw a way to combine available funding to 

replace trees lost to Dutch elm disease while offering 

youth employment training. Using CETA monies in addition to 

funds from the governor's youth program plus donations from 

a private foundation, the program was launched, planting 

trees on land overseen by the Metropolitan Waste Control 

Commission. 

In the early days, a great deal of youth work hours 
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were put into nurseries the Tree Trust established to grow 

bare root seedlings into a size appropriate for public 

planting. Today, the nursery operation has been cut back 

substantially because it was realized that participants in 

the program could utilize their talents more productively 

by being asked to do more challenging work. Also, as 

government funding levels have been reduced, foundation 

grants and corporate donations have become more important 

to the Tree Trust. 

With many years of solid work behind it, the Tree 

Trust is approached to do more jobs than it can handle, all 

for local governments, who provide materials. Tree Trust 

labor is free to the municipalities (there are about 60 in 

the Twin Cities area.) Tree Trust crews have been used on 

park maintenance jobs, construction of trails, bridges and 

boardwalks, retaining walls, steps and similar facilties. 

In many cases they have taken on projects that would 

challenge any contractor - the landscaping of major 

municipal facilities, including city halls. 

The Tree Trust operates with a year around staff of 3 

full-time and 1 part time employees. During summer, when 

the youth (aged 14-21) crews are working, there is a hiring 

of temporary help (frequently teachers or people with 

construction or forestry training) to train and supervise 

the crews. Separate adult crews work all year around. There 

are usually 10 people on a crew. Typically 4 adult crews 
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are working all the time. The summer crews employ 900 or so 

youth over a 10-week program. 

As it has emerged, the heart of the program is 

providing under privileged youth - and to a lesser extent 

hard to employ adults -with meaningful work experience. But 

the side benefits have been considerable. The Twin Cities 

metropolitan area have seen a lot of planting accomplished 

at a considerably lower cost than would otherwise have been 

possible. 
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RESULTS PART TWO - LESSONS LEARNED 

About organizational structure: 

Paid staff. Every privately funded street tree 

planting organization I looked at - with the exception of 

the youthful Plant the Future in Griffin, GA - had a core 

of paid professional staff, even if it was only one person. 

The justification for this is simple. Most volunteers have 

other obligations, and once a program becomes successful, 

they cannot keep up with the work. Even the most energetic 

and initially clearly focused volunteers tend to run out of 

steam when they are called upon to run an organization over 

too many months or years. A paid staff, on the other hand, 

can develop the high levels of professionalism needed to 

avoid squandering a program's potential 

A good rule of thumb is to hire that first paid staff 

person as soon as possible. This establishes the 

organization as serious and professional from the outset, 

which is important if you need to usher permits, waivers, 

and other paper work through multi-layered bureaucracies. A 

paid staff - however small - also conserves the volunteer 

energy of important board members, who sometimes begin by 

running the group themselves. 

When it comes time to expand staffing, the key is to 

have a complete and detailed idea about what extra staff 

will allow the program to do. Then, the issue is to raise 

money to hire. Because every program will have its own 
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priorities and organizational structure, growth direction 

for programs will differ. Many programs do quite well for 

some time with a single paid staff person, usually an 

executive director. But as a program becomes more 

successful, my surveying made clear that a single executive 

director becomes overwhelmed. 

A private program that already has an executive 

director usually expands its staff based on the primary 

expertise of that executive director and tasks being taken 

care of by the board of directors. (The executive directors 

I surveyed had specialties in non-profit fundraising, 

forestry and public relations, in that order.) Top notch 

business expertise on the board is vital in weighing the 

pro's and con's of expanding staffing, for staffing 

involves money, and is, therefore, essentially a business 

decision. 

Sometimes expansion of staff in a particular direction 

is linked with seizing a special opportunity. For example, 

a number of the private programs I talked to are going to 

add an educational component, or intensify an existing one, 

by making use of the educational package developed by 

Global ReLeaf. In Houston, this chance dovetails nicely 

with the desire of several board members to plant trees 

along the perimeters of school campuses. It means obtaining 

a grant to bring together a complete program (but at much 

less cost than developing it from scratch) and hiring 
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someone to administer it. Dona Chambers, Trees for Houston 

executive director, knows that educational programs are 

great for public relations - a part of the program she has 

had less and less time to devote to. So, the second hire is 

shaping up to be someone who can pull together the 

educational program, work on public relations, and "earn 

their keep," Chambers said, by raising money to fund the 

new program into the future. 

Advisory Boards and Boards of Directors. There is 

always a board of directors overseeing the work of private 

planting organizations. A board comprised of high-profile, 

mover-and-shaker types gives the program community 

credibility. If these people will also really real work, 

it's an ideal combination. But, sympathetic community 

leaders may have very little time to volunteer and are used 

effectively by some groups as so-called advisory board 

members. They put star power on the letterhead but have no 

time-consuming duties. Then, a working board is also 

formed. 

The boards of the successful groups I surveyed tend to 

be, in the words of Peter Gradjansky (FUF), "supportive and 

not overly directive." That is, board and professional 

staff members work most effectively together when their 

areas of endeavor are clearly defined. When board members 

are doing foundational work (setting policy, making 

financial decisions, fundraising, selecting sites -
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whatever the decided upon tasks are) that staff can build 

upon in a clearly delineated way, organizations run 

smoothly. When directors are calling staff members directly 

and giving specific orders on pet projects, there is 

frequently trouble. A paid executive director, who sits on 

the board, is the best person to communicate between the 

staff and the board. In some cases, less formal lines of 

communication work out fine. This depends upon the 

personalities involved. 

Committees are most successfully worked into the 

organizational structure of private organizations when 

board members are asked to serve on committees performing 

specific tasks. In Griffin, many additional citizens were 

brought into the process when committee chairmen (all board 

members) were asked to staff committees themselves. 

Volunteers. The question of volunteers is all 

important. Every private program and most of the 

governmental programs I talked to are working with 

volunteers. The difference is that private organizations 

depend on volunteers, whereas the governmental programs 

work with volunteers on special projects aimed at educating 

the public about urban forestry. 

Within the private organizations, volunteers work at a 

wide variety of jobs including planting, fundraising, 

office work and vehicle maintenance. Probably no 

organization has had a happier relationship with more 



volunteers than TreePeople in Los Angeles. But here is how 

Cor Trowbridge of that organization described TreePeople's 

need to bring professional staff into positions previously 

tended by volunteers. "As an organization grows, it becomes 

more important that certain things be taken care of. 

Answering the phone has become one of the most important 

jobs here. It just can't be a volunteer job anymore." 

Others agree. Paid staff is necessary to take care of 

daily business details. Although there is absolutely no 

replacement for the dedicated early volunteers who do 

everything that needs to be done for a fledgling 

organization, once a program is really up and running, 

volunteers are best used on special projects, especially 

plantings. When these events are approached as 

celebrations, they can be fun, rewarding and productive. 

San Francisco's Friends of the Urban Forest, for example, 

provides planters with coffee and doughnuts to begin and 

organizes a pot luck meal to end the day. 

To keep volunteer enthusiasm high, my contacts suggest 

public recognition of individual and group acheivements, 

the regular scheduling of both fun and educational 

activities, plus keeping in touch through newsletters and 

other mailings. When mobilization for important special 

events is necessary, it goes best when an organized method 

of contacting volunteers exists - maybe a computerized 

mailing list, or an established telephone tree. 
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Trowbridge points out that professional volunteers -

architects, landscape architects, urban planners, lawyers -

are contributing to TreePeople's success in more and more 

sophisticated ways. She emphasizes, however, that these 

busy people have limited time. Their skills are best suited 

to special projects with focused goals and limited 

duration. 

Structure of governmental qrograms. Formal links to 

other departments involved in tree work are invaluable to 

government street tree and urban forestry programs, agreed 

the foresters I surveyed. But too often, programs, which 

are usually part of parks and recreation, are isolated from 

the public works departments planting the trees, and the 

planning departments approving what trees will go where. 

The resulting communication problems can wreak havoc on the 

urban forestry department. Horror stories abound about 

trees that are poorly selected or poorly placed because 

other departments did not confer with the urban forestry 

experts. 

The urban foresters, who are ultimately charged with 

taking care of the public trees of their cities, want more 

input into the overall planning and planting processes. 

They feel that only then will they be able to come up with 

the comprehensive maintenance plans necessary to assure the 

health of the urban forest over the long haul. All of the 

men I spoke with have - with the blessings of their 



99 

superiors - worked hard to, as Paul Dykema of Albuquerque 

said, "to get our fingers into as many pots as possible." 

With integrated forestry systems not in the forseeable 

future for most cities, my contacts all counsel that others 

do what they have done and work to establish informal 

communication between departments that are helping to shape 

the urban forest. To avoid turf battles, proceed with such 

initiatives diplomatically. Don't harangue other 

departments about what they're doing wrong. Begin small. 

Arrange to make species recommendations for an upcoming 

planting project. Be ready to back up suggestions with 

examples of how proper species selection will save the city 

money through lowered maintenance and replacement costs. 

After a few successes make it obvious that both entities 

will benefit from the relationship, move on to larger 

issues, such as an approved species list. 

Above all, as one of our foresters put it, "Treat 

everybody like a human being." Remember this was the 

strategy used by Edith Makra, of Chicago's NeighborWoods, 

as she labored to pull together the splintered 

responsibility for tree services in her city, with the 

result that she has been plucked up by city government and 

given official responsibility for coordinating interagency 

cooperation over the question of trees. 

About funding: 

Public programs. Santa Maria Park Superintendent and 
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Urban Forester Bailey Hudson best described the problem of 

funding urban forestry programs, both public and private, 

when he noted that as long as they are considered amenity 

services, funding can not be assured. Cities have many 

other problems which seem more pressing. 

Tim Buchanan, city forester of Ft. Collins, agreed. 

"People are used to the thinking that says 'We have to take 

care of our roads,'" he said. "So, that money is always 

there. But an average citizen still has a lot to learn 

about the concept of an urban forest. We have to get better 

at demonstrating that we have money needs, and do more 

documentation and analysis than other competing 

departments." 

Everybody surveyed spoke of the need for public 

education about the benefits of the urban forest as crucial 

to seeing increased funding for programs. An informed 

public will not tolerate less than a certain level of 

service from their city's forestry program. 

From the program synopses in the first section of this 

report, it is obvious that a tried and true method of 

planting trees without adding to forestry budgets is for 

municipalities to require trees with new construction, 

roadway improvements and in certain other instances. While 

this method gets trees in the ground, it makes no 

provisions for maintenance. But top quality maintenance is 

expensive and during times of fiscal difficulties, city 
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councils in the cities surveyed have proved all too willing 

to cut tree maintenance budgets in favor of higher 

priorities pushed by other departments. It's easy to see 

why a politician finds it a small matter to drop a tree 

pruning rotation from 5 years to 8 years in order to keep 

patrol cars on neighborhood streets. 

Urban foresters said the best defense against this is 

to be able to present cost-versus-risk analyses for all 

proposed changes to maintenance schedules. Successful 

municipal programs surveyed all had street tree inventories 

that were particularly useful at budget time in these sorts 

of discussions. They make it possible to offer the real 

costs associated with past tree care strategies and give 

foresters a basis to accurately project costs into the 

future. 

For example, inventories can be instrumental in making 

a case for maintaining established pruning rotations even 

in tight fiscal times. As pruning rotations are lengthened 

to save money, trees begin to develop more problems, such 

as lower limb damage and falling deadwood, initiating 

hazard and emergency calls from citizens. It's more 

expensive and less efficient to have crews running all over 

town answering far flung emergency calls than it is to 

simply stick to regular maintenance. Not responding to 

emergency calls is out of the question because of liability 

concerns. 
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Of increasing importance is the fact that complete 

inventories, with all maintenance noted in each tree's 

file, can offer proof, if a city is sued over a tree care 

issue, that the city has not been negligent in its 

maintenance. The risk of being charged with negligence is 

becoming a more potent reason to keep up maintenance 

schedules than more traditional concerns such as improved 

health of the tree and increased longevity resulting in 

reduced replacement costs. 

In order to generate data rich inventories that are 

easily accessed, a growing municipal program needs 

computerized inventorying capability, all the urban 

foresters talked to agreed. Working this into budget 

requests is vital, even at the cost of, for example, part 

time seasonal help in other facets of the program. 

Private programs. There are no easy funding answers 

for private programs either. Most mix funding from 

governmental and foundation grants, corporate and private 

donations. Analysis shows that membership strategies take 

several years to pay for themselves, because members have 

to be serviced by newletters, educational opportunities and 

other amenities. Still, many groups swore by their members, 

saying they were the most loyal givers. 

NeighborWoods, in Chicago, was very successful in 

snagging corporate underwriting for specific projects that 

promised good publicity for both the funder and the 
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program. Edith Makra, who created that program, credits the 

nationwide publicity attending the emergence of the Global 

ReLeaf effort with attracting some of these short-term 

corporate givers. She counsels fundraisers to be on the 

look out for these kinds of tie-ins to larger issues. She 

also notes that a program must have general operating funds 

so the mechanism is in place to pull together these high 

profile plantings. 

The relationship between the two types of funding is 

important. Well-received special projects create the kind 

of publicity that heightens public awareness and educates 

people about the urban forest. Increased public awareness, 

in turn, creates increased opportunities for general 

fundraising, as well as new opportunities to put together 

special events. 

A program with a proven track record always has an 

easier time fundraising than a new organization. So, it's a 

good strategy for new programs to seek heightened 

visibility through corporate sponsored special events 

plantings. Try to let people know what you're accomplishing 

from the beginning. The problem is that many would-be 

special-project funders aren't interested in contributing 

toward boring general operating expenses. They want to be 

assured that all their money buys trees. In such cases, the 

program must try to insist on receiving a minimum for its 

expenses. For the long haul, a program must have a solid 
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funding base in place (usually the foundation and 

government grants) for its core program. 

One of the most effective ways to defray costs for 

private organizations is also generally accepted as the 

best way to assure successful plantings. That is, have the 

adjacent property owners pay for the trees or at least a 

portion of their cost. Many of the programs I surveyed have 

used variations on this method over the years and come to 

the conclusion that when citizens have an investment in the 

trees outside their homes, they are more actively 

interested in their welfare. 

The price charged each participant is not really a 

charge per tree, rather it's the cost for the organization 

to provide the service of organizing a planting. The IRS 

allows organizations to keep 25% of donations of this sort 

for overhead costs. Many tree organizations keep the 

percentage they take off the top for overhead closer to 10% 

or so, so they can assure people that their money is really 

going to put trees in the ground. 

Programs can't rest on their laurels, they have to get 

out and hustle every year for every donation and every 

corporate grant they get. This is why fundraising is such 

an important and time consuming part of what any street 

tree planting program must do. I talked to groups who are 

suddenly in some financial trouble because they assumed 

certain corporate donations would be there for an 
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additional year only to find that giving to help the 

homeless had become a hotter cause. 

Surveyed groups spoke of the need for some unusual and 

effective fundraising activities. The most popular idea is 

to undertake a one-time major fund drive (separate from 

other fundraising activities) to establish a legal trust 

invested to generate ongoing funding. Many groups also want 

a "fun" annual fundraiser that volunteers can spearhead, 

but nobody I talked to had a great new ideas. Most 

directors are quite sure that what most towns don't need is 

another ball or home tour or craft show. This takes 

original thinking and a dedicated volunteer staff. Perhaps 

some inter-city networking and brainstorming between 

creative volunteers will generate some concepts that will 

work. 

About getting trees in the ground: 

For private organizations, especially those operating 

in cities where citizens are going to be responsible for 

maintenance for some period of time, the evidence seems 

persuasive that the most successful plantings occur where 

citizen volunteers not only pay at least a portion of the 

cost of the trees, but also take part in the plantings. In 

addition to personal investment in the tree, this method 

also plays an important role in the education of the 

public. When a citizen must learn how to plant a tree and 

then take care of it, this impresses upon her or him the 
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needs of the urban forest in a way reading brochures and 

sitting through lectures can't. 

Sometimes there are reasons why this approach is 

completely impractical. Trees Atlanta, for example, is 

planting downtown where adjacent property owners are 

corporations. Not too many CEOs are anxious to get out and 

get their hands in the dirt. But where this approach is at 

all applicable it should be carefully considered. It's a 

more time consuming way to plant than simply hiring it done 

or concentrating on mass plantings with seasoned 

volunteers, but it's proven to work over the long term. 

Peter Gradjansky (FUF) talks about plantings his 

organization has done with HUD Community Development Block 

Grants in low income neighborhoods. In situations where FUF 

has simply instigated plantings in needy neighborhoods and 

done most of the work, the plantings are among their least 

successful because they can't interest residents after the 

fact in the trees. More successful are HUD funded plantings 

done in conjunction with redevelopment projects where trees 

are wanted but still not paid for by citizens. The really 

successful plantings that FUF has been involved with are 

ones where the neighborhood takes the initiative from the 

beginning. 

Don't expect volunteers to dig holes, contract out 

this back breaking labor. If, for liability reasons, the 

holes have to be filled in overnight before the planting -
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fine. At least the next morning volunteers are removing 

loosened dirt from the holes. 

About maintaining the trees: 

The long and the short of it is that programs can't 

afford to be unconcerned about this issue. It's certainly 

the most ticklish issue in the current street tree and 

urban forest planting boom. The trouble is, it seems rather 

dull and routine, not at all as engaging as the effort to 

get trees planted. And it's hard to convince average 

citizens - who look about them and see what appear to be 

healthy trees - about the need to prune for strength, thin 

to let the wind through, root prune to forestall sidewalk 

and curb damage, etc. 

Citizens need to understand that maintenance standards 

have to be higher for street trees planted on public 

property, where more people and vehicles come near, than 

for trees planted on private property, for reasons of 

public health and safety. Cities have to have maintenance 

plans for the trees they plant, although, as we've seen, 

when money gets tight, regular maintenance tends to get 

short shrift. 

The picture with private programs is not so clear. 

None I spoke to have had much luck funding maintenance 

programs. But all realized maintenance is a problem and 

most have tried to deal with it to some degree, although 

admittedly inadequately. 
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No easy answer has emerged from this survey. The most 

fruitful partnership seems to be to allow private entities 

(whether this is a street tree organization such as we've 

been talking about, or a developer of new construction) to 

plant trees and to allow cities to maintain them. In many 

of the cities investigated, government has agreed to take 

over the maintenance of community planted street trees 

after their all important establishment period. Maintenance 

during establishment is up to the adjacent property owners, 

who, because of their proximity, and the training and 

support offered by the tree group, are well equipped to 

watch carefully over the tree. Once a tree reaches a 

certain size, its care demands expertise and equipment a 

homeowner may not possess. Also, care becomes more and more 

expensive as the trees mature. 

In many cities where citizen/city maintenance 

arrangements have been made, there is a fear on the part of 

the tree planters that the city will not be able to live up 

to its promises, despite good intentions. In other cities, 

such as San Francisco, the city has refused to ever take 

responsibility for trees it does not plant (and it plants 

very few). It places responsibility on property owners who 

were issued permits to plant street trees and has the right 

to cite property owners and demand maintenance if a tree 

becomes a nuisance or a liability. In most cases, this does 

not deter neighborhoods committed to having trees. 
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Surveyed city foresters, don't like arrangements where 

citizens are responsible for street tree maintenance. They 

see too much bad maintenance - inappropriate pruning and 

topping of trees, for example - that undermines appearance 

and health and reduces the value of the urban forest. The 

urban forest receives the best maintenance and is 

healthiest, they said, when it is managed as a whole, from 

planting through removal, by a professional staff. But this 

brings us back to the problem of funding. 

The example of what happened in Ft. Collins is 

significant. Once large numbers of trees in that community 

- where adjacent property owners had maintenance 

responsibility - became infected with Dutch elm disease, it 

became obvious that property owners couldn't be expected to 

take care of the problem. 

First, most did not recognize the seriousness of the 

infection and treat or remove trees in a timely fashion. 

They assumed the tree would regain its vigor. Some simply 

could not afford the treatment or removal expenses. And 

once forced to remove diseased trees, these people had no 

desire to replant and take on more headaches. Faced with 

the depletion of its urban forest, Ft. Collins was forced 

to step in and take over all maintenance. 

The looming complication here is that most communities 

can't depend on a nice tidy crisis to force the city to 

sort out priorities and take over. Without adequate 
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maintenance our urban forests simply fall slowly into a 

derelict condition, gradually moving from being a nuisance 

to a pest to being a threat to safety. Once the public's 

experience of the forest slips into the negative, it's hard 

to turn it around. 

Despite attempts to come up with maintenance 

strategies - the citizen pruning corps in New York City, 

the periodic maintenance workshops offered by various 

groups - most tree planting groups need better answers to 

this problem. Ideas particularly worthy of additional 

attention seem to be: the San Francisco idea of contracting 

for bulk rate maintenance especially once trees have begun 

getting good-sized; the Atlanta strategy of charging for 

several year's maintenance as part of planting costs; the 

Houston Improvement District approach where property owners 

raise money for their own neighborhood maintenance on a 

periodic basis. Most of these approaches necessitate more 

careful inventorying than most private programs do. 

However, better inventorying and monitoring may prove good 

leverage in acquiring a municipality's assistance in 

maintenance once an establishment period has passed. 

In the final analysis, it may be the courts that 

determine who is ultimately responsible for trees planted 

on public property. Cases that question whether or not 

cities can legally assign responsibility and liability to 

adjacent property owners are beginning to work their way 



Ill 

through the system. 

About community forest planning: 

What programs are doing. On the most basic level, 

whether you are a private or a governmental program, you 

must be able to side step the two most elementary problems. 

They are poor species selection and inappropriate 

placement. You must be able to match a tree with a site and 

be sure it has the best possible chance to thrive. All of 

the planting programs surveyed have developed approved 

species lists for their areas. These lists emphasize 

natives where possible, but also take into consideration 

urban growing conditions and may include robust exotics. 

There are approved trees to fill small, medium and large 

site niches. 

In most areas, we were told that citizens want to have 

some choice of the tree that will be planted in front of 

their property, whether they are going to be charged with 

taking care of it or not. Most are quite happy to choose 

from a short approved list and they are generally fairly 

receptive to the expert advice offered by the tree program 

as to design considerations, such as choosing a look for a 

neighborhood by planting just one or two trees. However, it 

is important to*fully explain the reasons for the tree list 

so residents don't feel they're being dictated to. 

What programs are doing without. By far the majority 

of the programs surveyed here do without much other than 
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species lists when it comes to comprehensive master 

planning. Urban foresters in cities where there is good 

communication with planning and public works departments 

feel that with the input they have on specific projects, 

the need to formally master plan for the future is not a 

top priority. In these cities there is an attempt to look 

at the city as a whole, but on an informal basis. 

What an approved master plan would do for these 

forestry programs is bring increased continuity to 

plantings throughout the city, introducing the chance to 

create some broad planting themes. In cities where inter-

department communication is lacking, the process of master 

planning can be a method to initiate communication between 

departments by bringing the plant experts together with the 

people planning and doing a large portion of the tree 

planting. Quite obviously there are advantages to having a 

master plan in place should personnel changes hinder an 

exisitng capability to communicate informally. 

Quite a few cities have by ordinance established 

standards and specifications for planting trees and other 

landscaping required by the city. This gives them fair 

control over the shape of the emerging urban forest in the 

absence of a master plan. 

In one city, Santa Maria, an adopted master plan that 

was too specific about street tree species in an attempt to 

be elegant and uniform, lead to problems. To satisfy the 
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plan's species requirements, trees were planted on sites 

which development in the area had rendered inappropriate. 

Some trees had to be removed, others never performed well. 

Today, the master plan has been more or less 

abandoned. It's worked better for that city to match trees 

from a selected palette to specific site situations after 

it's become obvious what development will bring to that 

section of town. Property owners in an area are given a 

choice of 10 different trees that will perform within site 

constraints and have similar maintenance requirements. 

In a town where the city government has no master plan 

but does have a forestry department, and/or a responsive 

planning or public works department, it's important for a 

private street tree organization to work in coordination 

with the city to whatever degree possible. 

One of the best ways to open channels of communication 

is to have the city forester, a city planner or perhaps a 

council person on the board of directors for the tree 

group. This provides a means to develop at least informal 

guidelines for street tree planting in the city, so that 

the separate entities are talking along the same lines. 

Again, this sort of professionalism may pay dividends when 

it comes time to talk about long term maintenance programs. 

About relationships with city government: 

For a private planting organization, the group's 

relationship to the city - which is usually issuing the 
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permits to plant trees on public property - is extremely 

important. Above, this relationship was discussed at a 

policy level. On a day to day level, maintaining a good 

working relationship will pay dividends. 

The people I've talked to indicate that while the 

mechanics of getting tree plantings planned and okayed by 

the city may seem labyrinthine at the start, it all settles 

into a familiar routine after awhile. Usually, planting 

coordinators work with the same city employees on project 

after project. It's important that these employees perceive 

the planting coordinators and the tree organization as 

professional and directed. It gives them the chance to feel 

that they are contributing to a movement that is meaningful 

to the community. This will make their input more timely 

and itself more professional. 

In the highly charged political atmosphere of Chicago 

city government, NeighborWoods's Edith Makra learned that 

nothing elicited cooperation like writing the boss of 

someone who had been particularly helpful and lauding his 

efforts. This means that your contact person gets stroked 

by his boss. Makra was also quite politic about inviting 

the bosses to the celebrations of high-profile plantings 

where they could receive public acknowledgement. 

Complaining to higher ups about less than cooperative 

behavior usually just makes things more difficult. Be 

careful about it. 
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About politics: 

My program contacts, both in and out of government, 

felt strongly that street tree planting and maintenance was 

a highly political issue because of the funding allocations 

necessary to fully realize the benefits of a managed urban 

forest. 

At the heart of smart tree politics, is being aware at 

all times that building a broad-based constituency that 

supports expenditures for an integrated urban forestry 

program is of the utmost importance. Contacts told me again 

and again that making the effort and taking the time to 

educate the public about street trees and the urban forest 

pays. Work hard to attract media attention. This is a good 

way to reach lots of people at the same time. 

All 13 program contacts admit that a change at the top 

of city government from more supportive to less supportive 

- whether the city is funding the program in any way or not 

- can make an incredible amount of difference in how a tree 

program fares. "You can always envision that upheaval at 

the top that could put you back in the Stone Age," said Cor 

Trowbridge of TreePeople. 

Grassroots support from the community is what will 

ultimately insulate a program from political tinkering. 

When the public speaks up and supports a program, it gets 

funded, if the public doesn't care much, the program goes 

along being propped up by a few people with a vision in 
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constant search of funding and friends in high places. 

About contact with the public: 

Education. Because the urban forest is a forest in 

which people live, contact with the public is an 

inevitable, daily part of running a street tree program. 

The public is the reason the forest is there. The public 

helps with and funds the planting and care of the forest. 

The programs I surveyed look for chances to engage the 

public, especially to educate them. A person can walk by a 

tree every day without that tree being meaningful to him. 

Education is the means to bring trees and environmental 

issues forward in the public mind. Once a tree program is 

established and functioning, one of the first additional 

challenges its staff usually tackles is the mounting of a 

formal education component. 

These education programs frequently target grade 

school children in hopes of instilling an environmental 

awareness early. In addition to a curriculum introduced 

into classrooms, there is usually a planting project on the 

school campus. Survey programs all agree that a hands-on 

education gives people a more lasting connection with the 

idea of trees and the urban forest. We get back here to the 

rationale of programs that require community involvement in 

paying for, planting and maintaining street trees. Other 

successful educational programs include the city park tours 

offered in Ft. Collins and the rope and saddle maintenance 
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crews in Santa Maria. 

Making literature available to people who seek it can 

also be useful as part of an integrated educational 

outreach program. Seeking exposure at appropriate community 

events, such as flower shows or Earth Day type celebrations 

can be a useful way to reach large numbers of people 

Promotion. In addition to any publicity that day to 

day activities might conjure up, many programs specifically 

plan special events targeted to call attention to their 

activities, frequently on, but not confined to, Arbor Day. 

Successful events are more than ceremonial plantings of one 

tree at an isolated school. They are planned around 

plantings that will have a real impact on the community in 

the days following Arbor Day and they involve as many 

people as possible. Note the mass community plantings 

staged with the cooperation of the forestry department and 

citizen volunteers in Albuquerque, Colorado Springs and Ft. 

Collins. 

Both private and governmental programs have good luck 

with memorial and other dedicated plantings. In Ft. Collins 

there is a grandparents grove, where trees are planted for 

grandchildren. In all these situations, the individual pays 

for the planting and a plaque goes up with the tree or 

group of trees letting others know about it. "This tree 

planted in memory of ...," "These three blocks planted by 

Twelveth National Bank." 
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Organizing. Organizing communities to take some active 

part in planting or maintaining the urban forest is a task 

unique to private organizations that have taken a hands-on 

involvement approach to their work. As noted in other 

sections, the key here seems to be doing enough to keep 

people from getting frustrated but not so much that it 

becomes your project and not theirs. 

Inspiring. TreePeople is the group that takes the most 

obviously inspirational approach to the work of street tree 

planting. The group talks about involvement and 

empowerment, about teaching people to use their personal 

power as a force for positive change. "We've learned a lot 

about the power of inspiration," said Cor Trowbridge, 

"about how far it can take you, about the power you have 

alone, but also about personal limitations. I think we show 

people what a force for change they can be when they work 

with other people and think big." 

Certainly Global ReLeaf's message is inspirational. It 

has become a welcome rallying point for many existing tree 

planting programs and has been the impetus for the 

formation of many others. 

About landscape ordinances: 

All in all, landscape ordinances greatly help the 

cause of trees in all the cities surveyed. I heard a few 

complaints about what were viewed as excessively rigid 

ordinances forbidding tree planting under various 
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circumstances, especially at city centers - not too close 

to power poles and bus stops, with no compromises allowed, 

such as choosing a small tree that is well suited to the 

available growing space. But programs are anxious to work 

with the city and are generally glad to have these formal 

guidelines -and not the whims of bureaucrats - shaping 

their relationships. 

Marcia Bansley, of Trees Atlanta, spoke compellingly 

about the great good that had been accomplished in her area 

through the passage of landscape ordinances to protect 

existing trees and assure replanting when trees are 

removed. By being identified as a force in the successful 

lobbying for such ordinances, Trees Atlanta has gotten 

wonderful publicity in instances where there have been 

dramatic saves of huge old trees. "We've saved more trees 

through these ordinances than we could ever have planted," 

said Bansley. 

As we've already seen, landscape ordinances requiring 

tree plantings with new construction are the basis in many 

cities of a partnership with developers that helps the city 

grow the way residents want it to. These ordinances 

acknowledge that trees are as valued as the street lights 

and other infrastructure that are also required. Certainly 

from a planning point of view, making way for trees from 

the beginning makes more sense than retrofitting a street 

with trees years later. 
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About keeping the program alive: 

Any number of the people I surveyed had tales to tell 

of tree programs that died either previous to them in their 

own towns or in other towns and cities. The reason most 

often given was, "They just got tired, I guess." 

How to keep from getting tired? In Los Angeles, 

TreePeople fights this by periodically creating new 

campaigns. Founder Andy Lipkis has stated that 

organizations need to change to reflect the changing needs 

of the people who run it. Thus, TreePeople has moved from a 

campaign to plant 1 million Olympic trees to its current 

campaign to promote energy efficient plantings. 

In San Francisco, Friends of the Urban Forest is 

beginning to become involved in more massive plantings 

outside the city to fulfill a desire on the part of staff 

and contributors to make more of environmental impact. 

In Atlanta, the fight for and passage of landscape 

ordinances in the suburbs, has heightened the feeling of 

accomplishment. In the Twin Cities, Tree Trust crews moved 

from simple maintenance jobs into substantial building 

projects. In New York, the Street Tree Consortium will 

begin offering consulting services. 

I spoke earlier about programs adding educational arms 

to their efforts, about all volunteer staffs giving way to 

paid staffs, about groups deciding they were going to try 

to make some headway on the maintenance issue. The programs 
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surveyed have all evolved over the years as they have 

encompassed new ways of getting the job done and embraced 

new issues. Allowing a program to evolve while, at the same 

time, meeting the needs of the people and the city it is 

there to serve seems to be the key. 

A summary checklist for initiating or evaluating programs: 

1. At first, concentrate on doing one or two things 

well. You can take on additional campaigns once you're 

established. To develop your program's niche, investigate 

what other planting programs in your area are and aren't 

doing in important areas such as tree planting (a.) on 

private land, both residential and commercial, (b.) on 

public property, both along major streets and residential 

streets. And so on. Begin working where there is a genuine 

need and a legitimate chance of success. 

2. Put together a board of directors with an eye 

toward coalition building. Here is a chance to begin 

forging important partnerships with local businessmen, 

community leaders, politicians, planners, forestry, 

horticultural and design experts, service organizations and 

individual volunteers. All these sectors should be 

represented in program planning stages. When it comes to 

implementation, be specific about the tasks the board will 

undertake (fundraising, promotion, education, special 

events, etc.) and for how long. 

3. From the beginning, plan toward hiring at least one paid 
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staff person, usually called executive director. An 

executive director must possess enthusiasm for the program 

and people, and a can-do attitude. The specific mix of 

previous experience necessary is otherwise hard to pin 

down. The executive director's skills need to complement 

what the board and other volunteers are doing. With 

organizational evolution, additional job descriptions will 

become more specific. 

4. Always have a clear picture of how the talents and 

enthusiasm of volunteers can best be put to use. At first, 

volunteers will probably be doing everything. But, the most 

successful tree programs continue to depend on volunteers 

as cornerstones of their efforts. These people serve as 

one-on-one ambassadors of the program in the community. Pay 

people to do the routine work, have volunteers do the 

inspiring work, such as planting, educating, organizing 

communities, special project planning, etc. 

5. A mix of sources is the best assurance there will 

always be program money. Successful programs usually mix 

funds obtained from memberships, corporate and business 

donations and grants, foundation grants and governmental 

funds and grants. Fundraising is terribly time consuming, 

but it goes best when requests for support are linked to 

specific programs and events. General operating monies 

(salaries, rent) are harder to raise and frequently come 

from the operating allowance the IRS allows non-profit 
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organizations to keep from membership fees, planting fees 

and certain other donations. In general, program planning, 

budgeting and fundraising are linked together, looking at 

least a year ahead. 

6. Successful programs don't necessarily do 

everything. They provide timely assistance to citizens who 

have their own motivations for implementing improvement 

projects. Experience suggests that the long-term tree 

planting success is related to the extent of the 

involvement of those who directly benefit from the trees. 

Develop a planting strategy with this in mind. 

7. To be a success over the long term, programs need 

plans for monitoring tree health and providing regular 

maintenance. A fruitful partnership grows when street trees 

are planted and initially monitored and maintained by 

adjacent property owners. As trees become more of a 

community asset and a potential liability, the municipality 

assumes more of these duties. 

8. Successful programs have lists of recommended trees 

for different types of planting sites and provide training 

and literature on the proper way to plant and maintain 

young trees. This much planning is absolutely essential. 

9. Successful tree planting programs are usually 

involved in lobbying for the passage of landscape 

ordinances in their communities, especially street tree, 

tree preservation and new construction planting ordinances. 
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This gives trees legal status. 

10. Successful programs are continuously fundraising, 

educating, promoting, recruiting, politicing, organizing 

and inspiring the public. They are pragmatic, but 

innovative; stable but dynamic. They evolve with time. 



125 

DISCUSSION 

The trained urban foresters surveyed as part of this 

study had a clear preference for street tree populations 

managed from planting to removal by professionals. Their 

reasons for this were based on experiences - too many bad 

ones with citizens unconvinced about the rigors necessary 

in the realm of public trees. However, despite these 

preferences, it seems clear from these survey results that 

in many cities we are moving into an era of partnership 

between government and citizens in street tree management. 

The reasons have almost entirely to do with funding. I find 

this the most significant finding of this study. 

The partnership that's working in the cities studied 

here has private tree programs working with citizens 

financing and planting trees (usually in residential areas) 

and caring for them during an establishment period of up to 

five years. After this period, the municipality takes over 

care of the trees. Where this method can be coupled with 

ordinances or zoning codes requiring street tree planting 

as part of new development, municipalities can conserve 

substantial public funds assuming they take over well-

chosen and healthy trees. 

But a few troubling possibilities emerge from the 

partnership picture developing from the survey results. The 

most obvious is the likelihood that young trees will not be 

well chosen and healthy enough. This underscores the 
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necessity for municipalities to be somehow involved in 

early planting and care at least to the point of assuring 

private programs certain kinds of technical help and 

maintenance monitoring capabilities. Assisting with public 

education would also seem to be a necessity. 

People have to know about proper selection, planting 

and pruning. The programs I talked to did not have this 

sort of continuous city involvement, even when they had the 

city forester or a similar representative on their board. 

Of course, even limited early city involvement will cost 

money, but less than if the entire program responsibility 

rested on city shoulders. 

The scene is set for something approaching blackmail 

in several of the cities surveyed, where trees are being 

planted with the assumption that the city will have to step 

in and provide long term maintenance at some point. In the 

meantime, no long-term alternative maintenance plans are 

really being developed. Well, in San Francisco, the city 

has steadfastly refused any maintenance responsibility for 

trees it does not plant. The city can't afford it. 

It may turn out, as more and more trees across the 

country reach the optimum age to switch over to municipal 

maintenance, that other cities will find they can't afford 

it either. But across my survey, professionals acknowledged 

that citizen care, especially of large street trees, 

typically doesn't meet municipal standards. It looks like 
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it will take a law suit or two to sort this out. 

Unfortunately, someone may have to be seriously injured to 

bring this about. 

It seems to me that when Jonathan Frank of 

Philadelphia Green talks about the possibility of it being 

necessary to look at the trees his organization plants as 

"disposable trees," that he completely guts the 

environmental argument for the necessity of trees in urban 

areas, not to mention the urban design argument. A seven-

year old tree (average life span of recently planted street 

trees in Philadelphia and New York, according to survey 

contacts) has barely begun to offer any possible benefits 

except as decoration. But, indeed, trees that are placed in 

the ground without exacting planting standards and follow-

up maintenance run an incredibly high risk of needing to be 

disposed of. And soon. 

I find the disposable tree point of view unacceptable, 

even cynical. I view it as an outgrowth of the impotence 

tree programs must feel when it comes to the overriddingly 

important issue of affecting major changes in the 

philosophy of designing and building our cities. If we want 

trees in our cities, we have to make space for trees not 

only above, but also below ground. We have to stop our 

tendency, described by Urban (1989), to take a root system 

that is naturally broad and flat and roll it up into a 

little ball and stick it into a tiny hole. 
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It's obvious that the programs surveyed here (both 

public and private) have primarily accommodated their 

cities as built. They have tried to become very good at 

planting the best possible tree for a given location. They 

count their success by the number of annual tree plantings 

and most of them have good short-term (10 years or less) 

survival rates. They seem to feel that the only way to 

build a constituency for public trees in cities is to plant 

trees for people to experience. Do what you can now, these 

larger issues will have to be tackled once citizens have 

become much more educated about the benefits and uses of 

trees. 

Asked about the lack of city commitment for long-term 

maintenance of its trees, one program director told me, "If 

we waited to plant until we had 20 years of maintenance 

assured, we'd never plant." That certainly must go double 

for waiting to change methods of city planning and urban 

design. 

Probably it's true that planting is the only way to 

make the cause of trees real for people. And in many 

detached single-family residence neighborhoods with 

committed homeowners most of the trees planted will have an 

excellent chance of survival. But in core urban areas where 

planting street trees means cutting small holes in 

sidewalks and having them begin to decline within a few 

years, I think its imperative that tree programs search for 
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alternatives, such as the urban tree islands suggested by 

Urban, that give trees a better chance to live a long, 

useful life. 

At the same time, every tree program should make tree 

planting as part of urban planning and design a spotlighted 

issue. Probably the best way to do this would be through 

strategically chosen pilot projects. For a warm-climate 

western city, this might mean targeting routes for street 

tree planting that serve some special city-wide purpose, 

such as designated bicycle routes or important pedestrian 

collector streets. Working in such a context with city 

planners to redesign roadways or acquire additional right-

of-way to plant large shade trees would demonstrate the 

larger role trees can play in promoting alternative 

transportation. For the pay-off of less congested 

arterials, a city might well involve itself in such a 

project. 

Cities are going to have to be actively involved also 

in the planting of major arterials. The most effective way 

to fund these sorts of massive projects would appear to be 

the percent set aside for landscaping as part of bonding 

proposals that a number of the cities surveyed here make 

use of. This would make sure that trees got planted as part 

of new roadway projects and major renewals. Tree programs 

need to vocally lobby for this kind of municipal 

involvement. 
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As far as assuring plantings along arterials that have 

been incrementally widened and deforested over a period of 

years or decades, that's a difficult subject. The 

beleaguered merchants along these strips are usually so 

concerned with losing parking and having their signs 

covered up that they are disinterested in having trees 

planted at anyone's expense. 

I think the most effective way to turn around the 

thinking of the merchants as well as to win city fathers 

over to the cause of making space for trees would be 

studies of quality of life issues and how they effect 

economic development. If it could be demonstrated - and I 

think it probably could based on the scenic preference 

research already done - that corporations interested in 

relocating choose one town over another (assuming tax 

incentives and other enticements offered by the cities are 

equal) based at least in part on its vegetative 

attractiveness and perceived overall appeal, this could 

potentially become the greatest economic benefit that trees 

provide. 

The more significant the role of commitment to public 

planting turned out to be in the corporate decision making 

process, the better the planting and planning motivator it 

would undoubtedly prove to be. The city must also realize 

that it can play an important role in maintaining the 

attractiveness of its neighborhoods by setting an example 
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for its citizens of trees well used and well maintained. 

A survey to provide more information on the issue of 

tieing urban tree planting into the need to alter 

prevailing trends in urban planning and design would also 

be important research for some future date. The goal would 

be to produce a document to provide practical resource 

information to municipalities and others interested in new 

approaches to planning. Being acquainted with strategies 

that have succeeded or failed to make a difference in other 

areas offers an important starting point in developing a 

course of action or starting a public dialogue. 

The alternative to boldly advocating dramatic 

solutions to the big challenge of really making space for 

trees in cities will be for many tree programs to start 

peddling this notion of disposable trees in order explain 

the death of trees planted where there was no real room for 

them to grow and mature. People aren't stupid. If they 

begin to see tree installations failing and being replanted 

with regularity, they'll quickly cool to a movement that 

has to go back and accomplish the same task over and over 

again. 

At the management level, there is a great deal of very 

specific research that would help urban foresters maintain 

healthy forests. In their national survey results, Kielbaso 

and Ottman (1978) included a list of research priorities 

and information needs of municipal tree managers. The top 
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priority was information about tree tolerances to urban 

conditions. In fact, the top five priorities were directly 

related to species selection for urban sites. In the years 

since this survey, the work of Urban and others has 

provided some answers. But more information about specific 

species would be useful. 

We still don't have all the answers about other items 

on Kielbaso's list, including most effective employee 

deployment and training methods, improving public relations 

and containing costs. 

This survey plainly suggests that a national dialogue 

about how best to fund programs needs to be undertaken. 

Research needs to be done to determine whether non-

municipal strategies for long-term maintenance are working. 

Also, there is the need for follow-up on the findings in 

this paper to assess how program policies currently deemed 

very promising have stood up over a period of years. 

Following perhaps a five year interval, the most 

significant follow-up of this material would chart the 

survival rates of trees planted by these programs. It would 

be useful to compare these survival rates across different 

types of urban conditions to get an idea of the settings in 

which the different types of planting programs are having 

the most success. 

I want to close this section with a discussion of the 

limitations of the current study. The most obvious of which 
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is that interviewees undoubtedly put the best face possible 

on what they were accomplishing. Time and budget 

limitations made it impossible for me to travel to each 

locale included in the survey to get a firsthand look at 

the work being done and independently assess its impact. I 

made every effort to work past any tendency to accentuate 

only the positive, but that may still color findings to 

some degree. 

Also, a good deal of what I found out depended on my 

ability to synthesize information. There are always 

problems with this sort of format because any researcher 

brings certain biases and prejudices to a project. 
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CONCLUSION 

As I've made clear throughout this paper, cities in 

the U.S. have gotten to the current crisis point regarding 

the depletion of their urban forests and especially their 

street trees over a period of decades. It's been a process 

of real environmental degradation through an ongoing series 

of small, independent decisions, as described by Odum 

(1982), who decries the ultimate tyranny - the awful 

results - of these many small, seemingly minimally 

important decisions. 

We widened streets to fill up the rights of way -

there was no place to replant trees. We gobbled up the 

rural areas around our cities and covered them with 

pavement. We allowed developers to scrape tracts of land 

before building without insisting on the preservation or 

replanting of trees and other plants. And vegetative cover 

in cities across the country has been depleted with adverse 

environmental effects, perhaps most notably in the urban 

heat island effect. 

Now, a growing number of people, groups and 

communities are insisting on trying to reforest our cities. 

And it's important that another series of tyrannous small 

decisions doesn't scuttle the effectiveness of this 

movement. But as Odum says, "Unfortunately, it is much 

easier and politically more feasible for a planner or 

politician to make a decision on a single tract of land or 
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a single issue rather than attempting policy or land-use 

plans on a large scale." 

What urban foresters and other tree program managers 

must guard against is always making decisions at the 

project level rather than the municipal level. In their 

zeal to have an immediate impact, they must give up the 

notion that planting something is always better than 

planting nothing. A lot of hard, behind-the- scenes 

planning and public educational work needs to be done 

before we plant millions of new trees in our cities. 

Without constantly considering the big picture, and working 

hard to realize carefully considered goals, each city 

planting trees runs the risk of ending up like the once 

enthusiastic but now disgruntled homeowner who has two 

large arborvitae choking his entryway path and porch. His 

choices are to rip the plants out and waste years of 

growing time, plus money spent on water, fertilizers, pest 

control and maintenance; or, to mutiliate the plants by 

cutting them up into shaggy standards and then engage in 

continuous maintenance to keep them in check. 

One keeps coming back to the question of whether all 

the projected upheaval and change in the way we've become 

accustomed to doing things is really worth it. Aren't we 

getting along fine with fewer and fewer trees to worry 

about in towns? I know of no better way to answer this than 

to quote Arnold (1980), who wrote, 
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"Our ambivalent attitude toward the complete urban 
environment is contained within our attitude toward trees 
in cities. We accept certain levels of technological abuse 
when we tolerate smog and ozone in our air. Trees are 
indicators of both the allowable abuse and our ineptness in 
correcting it. We do not plant extensively enough in 
central citry areas partly because of the toxic conditions 
that abound there. We fear that trees will not survive. 
Ironically, atmospheric conditions that will not support 
trees are even more destructive of human life. Therefore, 
the emergence of trees in our downtown areas is essential 
as a positive symbol of the renewed fitness of the urban 
environment for all forms of life." 
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APPENDIX A 

CONTACTS 

Kirk Brown 
Twin Cities Tree Trust 
4100 Vernon Ave. South 
St. Louis Park, MN 55416-3199 
612/920-9326 

Barbara Eber-Schmid 
New York Street Tree Consortium 
16 W. 61st St. 
New York, NY 10023 
212/830-7991 

Marcia Bansley 
Trees Atlanta 
96 Poplar St. 
NW Atlanta, GA 30309 
404/522-4097 

John Carlile 
Plant the Future 
Box 120 
Griffin, GA 30224 
404/229-9000 

Paul Dykema, City Forester 
City of Albuquerue 
Box 21037 
Albuquerque, NM 87154 
505/823-4062 

Jim McGannon, City Arborist 
1401 Recreation Way 
Colorado Springs, CO 80905 
719/578-6698 

Bailey Hudson, Park Supt. 
110 E. Cook 
Santa Maria, CA 93454 
805/925-0951 

Tim Buchanan, City Forester 
413 S. Bryan 
Ft. Collins, CO 80521 
303/221-6660 

Dona Chambers 
Trees For Houston 
Box 13096 
Houston, TX 77219-3096 
713/523-8733 

Jonathan Frank 
Philadelphia Green 
325 Walnut St. 
Philadelphia, PA 

19106-2777 
215/625-8280 

Peter Gradjansky 
Friends/Urban Forest 
512 2nd St./4th Fl. 
San Francisco, CA 94107 
415/543-5000 (-5385) 

Edith Makra 
Ofc. of Mayor, City Hall 
121 N. LaSalle St. 
Chicago, IL 60602 
312/744-1362 

Cor Trowbridge 
TreePeople, Inc. 
12601 Mulholland Dr. 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 
818/753-4600 
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APPENDIX B 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

How and when did your program get started? Was there a 
specific trigger, a crisis, or was it the result of a 
longstanding desire to do something for the community? 
Please be specific. 

Who was primarily responsible for the program being 
initiated? 

Was the motivation for beginning the project primarily 
aesthetic, environmental, economic or other? Please 
explain? 

Does your program target your entire city or do you 
concentrate on certain areas of the city? 

Does your program emphasize one type of planting project, 
such as street trees in residential areas? street trees in 
commercial areas? residential trees? park plantings? 

How is your program organized? Is there a committee 
structure? How does it work? Who are the key participants? 

Has your organizational structure changed over the years? 
Why? 

How many people are part of your program on a paid basis? 
As volunteers? How does the chain of command work? 

What sort of expert help do you make available to those 
planting new trees? Help in species selection? Placement or 
design? Maintenance? 

What other types of resources or equipment do you make 
available? 

Do you work within a community forest master plan or are 
you, in fact, creating the master tree plan as you plant? 

If there is a community forest master plan, how does it 
specifically deal with street trees as part of a managed 
urban forest? 

What sort of follow-up is currently part of your program? 
Do you have a hand in maintenance? Do you keep a complete 
inventory of trees you have planted? Are there regular 
checks for maintenance and survival? 

How are you planning to deal with the cost of maintaining 
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the trees you plant over the next 10 to 30 years? 

How did you initially and how do you today fund the work 
that you do? How do you balance revenues vs. expenditures? 
How does your budget break down in terras of costs for 
personnel, promotion, education, equipment, trees, etc.? 

What methods have you used to make the public aware of your 
work? Promotion? Education? What has been most successful? 

What sorts of internal program policies have you adhered to 
and found beneficial? 

Are there aspects of your policy that you've changed over 
the years or want to see changed at this time? If so, why? 

Do you focus your energy on several big planting events a 
year, or do you plant on an ongoing basis, or is it a 
combination? 

What sort of role does your city or county government play 
in the work that you do? What regulations or landscape 
ordinances enhance or constrain your work? 

How does your city's or county's governmental structure 
affect you? Have changes in governmental structure posed 
problems? New personnel? Changing policy emphasis? 

How important is volunteerism to your success? 

We are interested in' any evolution within your program. 
Have work target areas changed? Has there been any shifting 
in who you depend on most to carry out your programs? Has 
there been any shift or maturing in philosophy? 

What do you consider the major successes of your tree 
planting program? 

Have you had any ongoing problems or outcomes you feel 
should have been more successful than they were? 

What lessons have you learned and ,been able to put to work 
to heighten your success? 

Are there any special circumstances or unique attributes of 
your city that have helped you achieve success with your 
program? 

What benefits might a typical resident of your city feel 
have sprung from your program? Would this typical resident 
feel there were any detractions in your work? 
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Do you know of any existing or proposed governmental 
ordinances to promote the use of light-colored surfaces for 
energy conservation purposes? Do you know of any specific 
developments with conditions, covenants and restrictions 
pertaining to the use of light-colored surfaces? 
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