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Using “Track Changes” to edit really made a mess of things (sorry). So new content or sections with major editing are highlighted according to source of recommendations.

Kathy’s review comments address:
· text editing to consolidate similar content that was spread across multiple subsections
· the inclusion of social and economic benefits as additional ecosystem services of urban trees,
· pulling in the 3 assessments of U&CF management done a few years ago

Washington Community Forestry Council members’ review comments address:
· the canopy loss modeling should not be the only measure of forest condition, as on-the-ground measures are essential for management, data at both scales is important
· we can build off of some good inventory and management practices work that has been done across the state, not start at the same place with all communities

Urban and Community Forests
INTRODUCTION
In Washington, the “Evergreen State,” our signature natural resource is our trees. The color and textures of trees, sturdy trees for climbing, the sound of rustling leaves —all contribute to a beautiful, rich quality of the life in our communities. Trees provide shade, and when strategically located can cool buildings and other hardened surfaces, saving energy.  Trees along the streams in the urban environment help absorb and filter water that runs off pavement, and offers habitat corridors and protection for streams and their temperatures to encourage healthy conditions for salmon. The presence of trees in our neighborhoods and yards boosts property values, increases worker productivity, and promotes healing.

As development makes smaller spaces for tree planting, and hardened surfaces take over our communities, not having trees results in reduced air quality, reduced capacity to sequester carbon, and increased stormwater runoff and soil erosion. Taken together this threatens the essential character of our state, and the health and well-being of all who live in Washington State. To stop tree canopy loss and the associated environmental degradation, communities need to implement comprehensive urban and community forestry programs.  

Street and park trees were once the focus of urban forestry programs in cities and towns, generally as a component of community beautification. Communities now have become interested in achieving sustainability and realize that the trees in urban settings -  where people live, work, play, and learn—are a major component of sustainability. Scientific studies have helped us to understand that trees provide many benefits, in many ways. Results from studies done by university and government scientists confirm many environmental, economic and social benefits.
Note: Seems there was a lot of crossover in content across the chapter in the draft, and some ideas were repeated. I offer a rearranged version of the introductory text.
CONDITIONS & TRENDS
Population Growth
Note: moved this from Threats, as the trend is not a threat, but the lack of response or consequences are.

The State of Washington’s population has doubled in the past 50 years, and if projections hold true, Washington State will be home to more than 11 million people by the year 2050; the  equivalent population of 29 cities the size of Tacoma or Spokane (approximately 200,000).

More and more Washington residents live in urban areas; according to 2000 US Census data, 82 percent now live in urban areas, an increase from 76 percent in 1990 and 73 percent in 1980.  Much of the projected population increase is likely to occur within established cities. These cities will therefore face increased urban densities and sprawling growth that will pressure urban growth boundaries (Washington Office of Financial Management 2009).

Considering the exponential nature of projected future growth, the need for green spaces and type of the environmental services that urban forests provide, also will increase. The population will need and demand urban areas with fresh air, clean water and places of respite and beauty as well as places to live, work, and play. At the same time, increasing pressure is likely to be put on urban forests due to development under growth management requirements designed to focus growth in urban centers.

If tree resources are to remain viable enough to provide environmental, economic, and social services outlined above, it will be essential to plan for the maintenance of urban trees and forests. 

See Trend 7 in Working Forestlands section for a measure of population growth over time.

Forest Fragmentation and Forest Canopy Loss
Note: This section has “forest fragmentation” in the title. There was nothing in the text that describes fragmentation, which is less of an urban issue, but more urban/rural interface (or exurban as it’s being called). Suggest adding more text about the topic (I can provide material if wanted-let me know). 

Or, even better, calling out declining urban forest health as another trend – as we have problems with invasive species, species diversity, age diversity, poor soils management, etc. It would be great to present another level of detail of U&CF concerns than just the meta-level canopy cover. It is the high view, and would be great to bring in some on-the-ground perspective as well.

Forest fragmentation and forest canopy loss are two results of urbanization. While many cities and counties have ordinances to help curb tree removal due to development, canopy assessments comparing satellite data between 1974 and 1996 show dramatic reductions in tree canopy in the Puget Sound Metropolitan Area (Figure 1). Key findings show that areas of high vegetation and tree canopy declined by 37 percent. One result was a 35 percent increase in stormwater runoff. The cost of replacing the equivalent lost tree canopy with pipes and ponds and other engineered systems to manage stormwater (as between 1974 and 1996) would be more than $2.4 billion. It is further estimated that the lost tree canopy would have removed about 35 million pounds of pollutants from the air. (American Forests 1998).  Further study of a smaller urban growth area in Bellevue, Washington showed dramatic change over that same time period, with a loss of more than 50 percent of areas with high levels of tree cover (Table 1).  

Table 1. 	Vegetation change between 1972 and 1996 in urban growth area of Bellevue (American Forests 1998).
	Year
	Area with low tree cover (20% or less)
(acres)
	Area with high level tree cover (20-50%)
(acres)
	Area with high tree cover (50% or more)
(acres)

	1972
	85,123
	129,157
	208,166

	1996
	229,878
	91,402
	101,166



 (
1972
1986
19
96
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Figure 1.	Change in tree canopy (in green) between 1972 and 1996 in the Puget Sound Metropolitan Area using satellite imagery (American Forests 1998)
 (
T r e n d  t o  t r a c k
Historical or predicted change in urban tree canopy over time
)
A 2008 American Forests follow-up study using high quality Landsat satellite imagery showed that Bellevue lost 20 percent of its tree canopy between 1986 and 2006.

Increasing population and expanding urban growth boundaries continue to directly affect canopy cover in developing communities. Management and retention of existing canopy coupled with the identification and planting of potential tree sites, will help to mitigate loss and may even result in maintenance of tree canopy over time. In order for programs to achieve “sustainability,”—or no net loss of tree canopy—it is imperative to develop long-range urban forestry resource management plans.  
Environmental Services Provided by Trees and Forests in Urbanizing Areas
Note: Some of this section in the draft replicated the “threats” section below. I suggest that this section call out the full range of benefits, and then the “threats” section below addresses the challenges and losses. And Ecosystem Services is a more inclusive label for all that trees do for people.

Why is canopy loss important? What do we lose when trees and forests are removed from our urbanized landscapes and communities? Ecosystem services is a concept that describes the full range of services and functions that nature provides for people, including environmental, social, and economic benefits.

Trees contribute environmental functions in built places. Trees capture both suspended particulates and gases in the air, and reduce air temperature, which can reduce smog levels (McPherson et al., 2002). Tree covered pavings are replaced less frequently, particularly in warmer climates, providing public costs savings.

Because the tree canopy intercepts rain, it reduces the amount of storm water falling on pavement. The absorption of precipitation by the trees and into the ground around the trees, interrupt the runoff and help reduce the volume of surface run-off, which may in turn require smaller treatment facilities—with resultant cost savings. 

With loss of tree canopy, stormwater interception over impervious surfaces increases, which likely will increase the need for additional infrastructure to treat the higher volumes of run-off.  This stormwater is directed into streams and rivers, and as an example, into the Puget Sound Trough of western Washington, eventually into the Puget Sound itself, carrying pollutants from urban areas into one of the most imperiled water bodies in the nation (see section on Water Quantity, Quality and the Puget Sound for a more detailed discussion of impacts to the Puget Sound).  
Tree canopy is important for salmon habitat, as large trees block direct sunlight over stream corridors, helping to maintain water temperature and providing cover for fish. Canopy reduction directly affects stream temperatures and cover which may degrade the water body, remove an essential habitat corridor that also supplies bugs and other food falling into the stream, starving invertebrates, fish and other wildlife that depend on the stream. These conditions and siltation from runoff also may inhibit salmon passage at various stages of their lives.
Note: I moved the Bellevue material that was here to the threats and challenges, as the focus here is benefits.
Human Health and Well Being Benefits Provided by Trees and Forests in Urbanizing Areas
Trees also contribute to human health and well being by way of social benefits and functions. Ecosystem services also include the intangible things that make life better. Nearly forty years of research reveals how urban greening improves quality of life and productivity for urban residents (Wolf, 2008). 
Healing and Wellness: Hospital patients who have a view of nature recover faster from surgery and require less medication for pain. Views of nature reduce physiological stress response, including driving and commuting stress. Trees and landscapes contribute to more walkable cities and increase recreational benefits. More active lifestyles combat obesity, improve cardiovascular health, increase longevity, and enhance physical and psychological development of children. City trees may help reduce escalating personal and public spending for health services.
Individual Mental Functioning: Nearby nature provides restorative experiences that aids in overcoming the mental fatigue associated with urban lifestyles. Desk workers who have a view of nature report greater job productivity and satisfaction. Children diagnosed with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) show reduced symptoms after spending time in outdoor green spaces. The latest research suggests that students show better academic performance on green campuses.
Community Wellness: Well-managed urban forests can strengthen communities by empowering citizens, improving social ties, and revitalizing neighborhoods. Urban neighborhoods having trees and landscape experience lower crime rates. The urban forest contributes to a sense of place that people value, even cherish.
Community Economics: Trees contribute to the local economy in a variety of ways. Research has shown that residential property values are enhanced up to 20 percent by the presence of trees; rental rates are up to 7 percent higher for commercial office properties having a quality landscape; consumers report being willing to spend up to 12 percent more in central business districts having large trees; desk workers with a view of nature report less illness and greater job satisfaction; and talented workers and firms are drawn to places that have high levels of amenities and environmental quality (Wolf 2006).
Urban Forest Planning and Management
To realize the ecosystem services provided by trees, resource management is essential. Research by the Center for Urban Forest Research (McPherson et al. 2002) showed that for every dollar spent on forest maintenance and management, nearly two dollars in environmental services and increased property values are returned. 

 (
T r e n d  t o  t r a c k
The number of Washington communities recognized by the Tree City USA program
)In order for cities to manage urban forests with the goal of increasing or maintaining canopy cover, accountability and oversight of trees in a wide variety of circumstances and situations are essential. James Clark and colleagues (1997) proposed a widely used model for evaluating and planning for urban forest sustainability. This model established three necessary components:
Vegetation: The composition, extent, distribution, and health of an urban forest. Sustainable forests have a mix of species, size, and ages.
Resource Management: The policies enacted by a city to protect urban forests, and the staff who provide maintenance. Elements of resource management for sustainable urban forests include management plans, appropriate funding, dedicated, trained staff, tree care standards, and tree protection ordinances.  
Community Framework: A shared vision of a sustainable urban forest based in neighborhoods, public spaces, and private lands. The support and cooperation of private landowners is key to maintaining a sustainable urban forest.
Cities with recognized programs address all three sustainable urban forest components. Washington communities with urban and community forestry programs has increased tenfold in the last two decades (from 7 communities in 1991 to 77 communities in 2009) with assistance from Washington’s Urban and Community Forestry Program and promotion of Arbor Day Foundation’s Tree City USA program (Figure 2). 

Figure 2.	Growth trend in number of Tree City USA communities, 1983-2009

THREATS & CHALLENGES
Threat: Loss of Urban Trees and Forests to Development
Projections of increased development and population signify a threat to continued canopy retention and mitigation. Increased population densities within urban boundaries threatens to replace remaining open spaces —and their tree canopies and permeable soils—with buildings and hardened surfaces. However, these areas at risk of development could potentially support existing urban trees and forest or even replanted areas, providing additional tree canopy. It is imperative to have thoughtful and well-conceived long range plans, because as space becomes more valuable, land-use decisions may favor development of the built environment, while not providing adequate space for urban trees and forest or a combination that retains the forest functions and includes some development. 

Opportunities Reduce urban forest fragmentation and conserve urban tree canopy; Maintain and improve distribution and acreage of urban trees and forests 

  Threat: Loss of Environmental Services of Urban Trees
Trees provide essential environmental services in urban areas that maintain key functions and benefits important to urban populations. Trees help maintain water quality and improved stormwater management. They also shade and cool paved surfaces, thereby reducing urban heat island effects. They offer energy savings through shade in summer and buffering from wind and weather in winter. Improved air quality is another benefit due to reduced atmospheric carbon dioxide through carbon sequestration and the capture of suspended particulates. Trees are essential to protect the large and small streams that flow through Washington’s urban areas, and offer increased wildlife habitat and healthier salmon streams. Loss of urban tree canopy will reduce or eliminate these environmental services. note: this generally repeats what’s in the trends section, but maybe keep this abbreviated version?

Note: moved to here from prior benefits section. In the previously mentioned study of tree canopy loss in Bellevue (American Forests 2008), researchers quantified the loss of environmental functions associated with the 20 percent loss of canopy, which included loss of stormwater value that would have percolated back into the watershed and ecosystem, air pollution removal, and carbon sequestered.  The loss of stormwater value alone was estimated to be valued at over $7 million (Table 2).

Table 2. 	Forest change in ecosystem services in Bellevue as measured with Landsat data (American Forests 2008).
	
	1985-1996
	1996-2006

	Tree Canopy

	Initial Year Tree Canopy (acres)
	4,108
	3,609

	Ending Tree Canopy (acres)
	3,609
	3,271

	Tree Canopy Change (acres)
	-499
	-338

	Tree Canopy Change percentage
	-12%
	-9%

	Stormwater retention

	Loss in Stormwater Value (cu. ft.)
	-2,807,081
	-754,825

	Loss in Stormwater Value @ $2/ cu. ft. ($)
	-$5,614,162
	-$1,509,650

	Air Pollution

	Loss of Air Pollution Removal (lbs./yr)
	-44,548
	-30,093

	Loss of Air Pollution Removal Value ($)
	-$100,176
	-$67,669

	Carbon Sequestration

	Loss of Carbon Stored (tons)
	-21,505
	-14,527

	Loss of Carbon Sequestered (tons/yr)
	-167
	-113



Opportunities: Maintain and improve distribution and acreage of urban trees and forests. Maintain the carbon sequestration value of forests for climate change mitigation

  Threat: Loss of Social and Economic Benefits of Urban Trees
Research shows the clear benefit of trees in our urban centers. Many citizens readily think about the effects of trees on air, water, and habitat. In addition, trees provide the amenities that make cities more livable, and enhance quality of life. As mentioned earlier, human health and well being benefits are extensive and well-documented, but may not be as widely recognized as environmental services. Nonetheless, as population grows and more people settle in cities trees and forests are needed within the places where people live, work, play, and learn. Loss of urban tree canopy will reduce or eliminate the social and economic benefits they provide to local communities.

Opportunities: Maintain and improve the distribution and acreage of urban trees and forests; Improve public awareness of the benefits of urban forests

  Threat: Lack of Adequate Urban Forest Planning and Management
A survey of communities for management plans and practices was done by the University of Washington, including tree inventories (Corletta 2001), management plans (Studer 2003), and tree codes and ordinances (Dugan 2004). The presence of these elements, combined with Arbor Day celebrations, are a good way to evaluate the sustainability of a community’s urban forest (Wolf 2006). There were examples of high quality planning and management efforts across the state. Yet, the studies revealed some concerns, and pointed to the need for consistent practices across all communities in the state. Just 10% of communities had up-to-date tree inventories. And 12% of communities had management plans, indicating that few cities had clear goals and objectives for tree care that are shared by local government agencies and the public. Reported challenges to tree care were poor pruning practices, hazard trees, pests and disease, and lack of replacement of removed trees. More communities (47%) had laws and code to guide tree care and protection, though enforcement was a concern. Finally, 61% of communities celebrate Arbor Day, indicating strong citizen and volunteer commitment to trees. While there may be recent improvements in these findings, widespread adoption and use of best practices for urban forestry is still a concern.

Opportunities: Continue technical and fiscal support to communities to improve their policies, tools, and strategies for sustainable urban forest planning and management.

RELEVANT NATIONAL THEMES AND STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
The Urban and Community Forests issue area falls into the National Theme “Enhance public benefits from trees and forests” from the State and Private Forestry Redesign structure. It will be addressed through two Strategic Objectives – “Improve air quality and conserve energy” and “Connect people to trees and forests, and engage them in environmental stewardship activities.”

EXISTING STRATEGIES
Strategies that currently are in place support and promote Urban and Community Forestry and the benefits it provides.

Washington Urban and Community Forestry Program
Since the establishment of Urban and Community Forestry Program, following the Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act (1978) and major federal funding provided by subsequent Farm Bills (beginning in 1990), Washington has actively sought to establish and grow community forestry programs at the local level.  The Program educates citizens and decision-makers about the economic, environmental, psychological and aesthetic benefits of trees and assists local governments, citizen groups and volunteers in planting and sustaining healthy trees and vegetation wherever people live and work in Washington State. 

Washington’s staff of two certified arborists has been providing technical, financial, and educational urban forestry assistance since 1991. This assistance focuses on achieving the mission of the Urban and Community Forestry program and the Washington Community Forestry Council: To provide leadership to create self-sustaining urban and community forestry programs that preserve, plant and manage forests and trees for public benefits and quality of life.

Currently the US Forest Service, through administration of the national Urban and Community Forestry program, requires all states to measure program efforts and results with the Community Accomplishment Reporting System (or ‘CARS’). The reporting system defines local program sustainability in terms of four key elements: Professional staff, a management plan based on a resource assessment, local policy or ordinance, and having a local tree-advocacy group.

Monitoring of Washington communities using the Community Accomplishment Reporting System shows that local programs currently include the four key elements of sustainability in the following numbers: 
· 114 communities with professional staff  
· 54 communities with a management plan based on a resource assessment 
· 157 communities with a local policy or ordinance 
· 109 communities having a local tree advocacy group 

Communities having one-to-three of these key measures are considered as developing; when a community achieves all four of these key measures it are considered to be actively managing its urban forest resources.  For federal fiscal year 2009, 44 percent of Washington residents live in communities that are managing and 48 percent live in communities that are developing. 

[image: ]
Figure 3. 	Washington Communities with Urban and Community Forestry Programs designated as "Managing" and "Developing" according to the CARS reporting system.

Evergreen Communities Act
The Evergreen Communities Act (ECA) of 2008 is designed to provide assistance to cities, towns, counties and tribes throughout Washington that wish to improve or enhance their urban and community forests in order to reap the many social, ecological, and economic benefits provided by urban trees, including an economically viable, vital and healthy community.  

The Evergreen Communities Act (ESSHB 2844) recognizes the many contributions of the state’s urban and community forests, stating that the “preservation and enhancement of city trees and urban and community forests is one of the most cost-effective ways to protect and improve water quality, air quality, human well-being, and our quality of life.” 

The Act provided funding and authority for the Urban & Community Forestry program in the state Department of Natural Resources and the Department of Commerce (Commerce) (formerly the Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development, or CTED) to convene panels of experts to assist in the implementation of the Act. Urban & Community Forestry was tasked to develop criteria and an implementation plan for a statewide urban forestry inventory and assessment, while Commerce was given the responsibility for model tree ordinances, management plans and an Evergreen Communities recognition program to distinguish communities that achieve basic standards for healthy, functional community forests. 

The interlocking tools developed through the Evergreen Communities Act are intended to support its directive to help communities establish quality urban forestry programming that provides maximum benefits and ecological services from the urban forestry resource. A key focus of the Act is to assist communities to develop the solid baseline documentation necessary to position themselves for participation in potential future carbon markets. Programs based on recommendations developed through the Evergreen Communities Act present unique opportunities for communities to achieve goals and objectives associated with climate change and sustainability initiatives in local governments. (DNR 2010)

Urban and Community Forestry Strategic Plan
In 2009, the Washington Community Forestry Council and DNR’s Urban & Community Forestry staff worked together to revise and update the strategic plan, Forever Green: Urban and Community Forestry in Washington State.  This strategic plan sets a course of action for the Washington Urban & Community Forestry program.  It also serves as a tool to communicate that course of action to the program’s various stakeholders around the state, the region and the country.  In addition to its communication function, this plan will be used as a progress assessment tool for the program itself.  

The ‘Strategic Action Plan’ is the technical action-oriented portion of the strategic plan. It enumerates the activities that ultimately will lead to the attainment of the five major goals.
· Goal One: Provide Leadership. Provide leadership to decision makers and agencies on the development and implementation of urban and community related activities.
· Goal Two: Promote Education and Outreach. Increase the level of understanding, protection and management of Washington's community trees and native vegetation while increasing the number of people involved in urban and community forestry activities. 
· Goal Three: Provide Financial and Technical Assistance. Secure sustainable funding sources to provide high quality public service from the Urban & Community Forestry program staff and the best information to our clients. 
· Goal Four: Build UCF Program Capacity. Develop additional monetary support for the Urban & Community Forestry program and the people it serves. 
· Goal Five: Plant Trees. Encourage the planting of more trees and appropriate follow-up management. The ability to achieve this goal is a natural outcome of success in the first four goals.

Arbor Day Celebrations
Arbor Day has been celebrated in Washington since 1917 when Governor Ernest Lister conducted the first official observance recognizing that trees have “gladden hearts and promote the well being of present and future generations” (2002 proclamation by Gary Locke).  Washington’s Arbor Day was designated by the 1957 Washington State Legislature as the second Wednesday in April. Each year communities, non-profit organizations, schools, civic groups, agencies and others plant trees in recognition.  Washington’s Tree City USA communities, Tree Line USA utilities, and Tree Campus USA schools must proclaim and celebrate Arbor Day each year to retain their certification.

Tree City USA Program
The Tree City USA program is sponsored by the Arbor Day Foundation in cooperation with the USDA Forest Service and the National Association of State Foresters. The program provides direction, technical assistance, public attention, and national recognition for urban and community forestry programs in thousands of towns and cities that more than 135 million Americans call home.

The first Tree City USA in Washington was Ellensburg, in central-eastern Washington, enrolling in 1983. Today, Washington has 77 recognized Tree City USA communities (or 27 percent of Washington’s 281 cities and towns). These Tree City USA communities  range in size from under 300 residents to more than half a million. The program has experienced steady growth; the technical assistance provided by the Urban & Community Forestry program and grant funding have resulted in consistent annual increases in communities participating.

In 2009, for each federal dollar invested in urban forestry, Washington’s Tree City USA communities invested nearly $70 of state and local funds.  This represents $8.87 spent for each resident of a Tree City USA.  In total, Washington’s Tree City USA communities invested more than $25 million at the local level in their urban forestry programs (based on 2009 reporting data). Without the technical assistance and other support that Urban & Community Forestry funding provides, this investment would decline.
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Figure 4. Tree City USA Program Participating Communities in Washington.

Washington Growth Management Act
In the late 1980s, studies in Washington State found that “uncoordinated and unplanned growth, together with a lack of common goals… pose a threat to the environment, sustainable economic development, and the health, safety, and high quality of life enjoyed by residents of this state.”  the study further states, “It is in the public interest that citizens, communities, local governments, and the private sector cooperate and coordinate with one another in comprehensive land use planning” (from the preamble to the Growth Management Act, 1990). To address this issue, the Washington State legislature passed the Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A) in 1990 in an effort to reduce urban sprawl and protect valuable natural resources. The parameters placed on growth by the Growth Management Act have led to increased density of available housing within cities and urban communities, creating additional challenges for trees planted or retained forests in urban settings. While the state —through the Department of Commerce—provides a broad range of technical expertise for communities preparing Comprehensive Plans to guide growth and development, urban forestry has not traditionally been identified as supporting the desired outcomes of growth management planning. 

The variety of services provided by urban forests is not widely recognized, nor incorporated into urban planning in a coordinated, sustainable fashion. The Evergreen Communities Act, signed in 2008, was designed to provide this link between urban forestry and urban planning, through the partnership of the existing Urban & Community Forestry Program in the state Department of Natural Resources along with a newly created Urban Forestry Planning Specialist in the Growth Management Unit in the Department of Commerce—with additional stormwater expertise from the Department of Ecology.

Urban Forestry Partnerships
Partnering with other organizations, agencies, universities and non-governmental organizations is an effective way to deliver urban and community forestry messages and assistance. The Urban & Community Forestry program has been very effective in developing these important partnerships. The program works on a regular basis with a spectrum of organizations in Washington, including The Cascade Land Conservancy and their “Green Cities” program, Washington State University Extension, the University of Washington, the Pacific Northwest Chapter of the International Society of Arboriculture, Plant Amnesty in Seattle, the Association of Washington Cities, the Washington Association of Counties, state agencies, individual municipalities, conservation districts, and public utilities. The program continues to develop partnerships as opportunities arise and new organizations form.  

DATA GAPS
Urban Forestry research is relatively new and ongoing.  In order to better manage this public resource, more data is needed.
 
· A statewide assessment of urban forest canopy was initiated by the US Forest Service in 2009. The data is based on 60-meter resolution satellite imagery taken in 2000, which provides a rough estimate of state-wide forest canopy coverage a decade ago. This project is not yet completed. In order to assess canopy change over time and quantify existing canopy, this canopy analysis should be repeated, with higher resolution imagery. Ground data should be collected and paired with the spatial analysis in order to assess the structure, condition and function of the state-wide urban and community forest. 
· Note: There is no mention of exotics or invasives as threats prior to this. Suggest adding this topic to the trend section above on fragmentation and canopy loss, or as a threats section. And this paragraph only calls out insects. Plant pests, such as ivy, appear to be posing greater threat to forest health in cities (at least on the West side). Ground data is of particular importance as a planning strategy to prevent or curb the spread of introduced insects and diseases, similar to the Emerald Ash Borer in the mid-west. It is equally important to monitor research on management of outbreaks threatening urban forests on a national level, since the majority of urban trees are native to other areas of the country.  In Washington state efforts to monitor and respond to the spread of invasive species are underway by the Washington Invasive Species Council and Washington Department of Agriculture.  A complete inventory of these threats does not currently exist, though an assessment of invasive species information and programs was identified as a near-term priority in the 2008 Invasive Species Council Strategic Plan.
· In order to develop management strategies that support sustainable urban and community forestry programs and prepare for natural occurring events, spatial and ground data should be collected within urban growth management area boundaries. Note: not sure what this means, perhaps provide an example?
· Social science research on trees and their role in human health, particularly in obesity prevention and mitigation, could have direct positive impact to urban forestry, and should be monitored, along with continued economic and environmental research. Collaboration with universities and colleges across the state is important to achieve this research.
· Note: based on comments from the Community Forestry Council. The Community assessments done in the early 2000s could be repeated every few years to better understand the trends and needs in urban forest planning and management across the state. While many communities reported existing policies and practices that were less than recommended for sustainable urban forestry, others were conducting programs of high quality. Identifying those cities that are developing and using best practices could be the source of innovations and ideas that are best suited to the needs and conditions of Washington State.
· Monitoring continued research in tree cultivars developed for and adapted to urban soils and sites is essential to assist communities as growth management continues to place a demand on available space. Note: again, no mention in trends or threats about the basis for this recommendation. And seems that developing soils and paving technologies is just as important as tree selection. Both would support green jobs in communities (nursery industry and arboriculture consultants).
· Note: And that reminds me, periodic surveys of the industry would help determine if there are enough professionals, and people with adequate qualifications to plan, manage, and steward trees across the state. This could be a sort of “gap analsysis” to determine services availability and training needs. We should learn about the professional base!



REFERENCES
American Forests. (1998, July 25). Regional Ecosystem Analysis Puget Sound Metropolitan Area: Calculating the Value of Nature. Final Report. Washington D.C.: American Forests.

American Forests. (2008, October). Urban Ecosystem Analysis, City of Bellevue, Washington: Calculating the Value of Nature. Washington D.C.: American Forests.

Clark, J.R., N.P. Matheny, G. Cross and V. Wake. 1997. A model of urban forest sustainability. Journal of Arboriculture 23, 1: 17-30.

Corletta, R. (2001). An assessment of tree inventories in Washington state municipalities. Masters thesis, University of Washington.

Dugan, S. W. (2004). An assessment of municipal tree ordinance in Washington state. Masters thesis, University of Washington.

McPherson, E.G., Maco, S.E., Simpson, J.R., Peper, P.J., Xiao, Q., VanDerZanden, A.M., Bell, N. (2002, March). Western Washington and Oregon Community Tree Guide: Benefits, Costs, and Strategic Planting. (Center for Urban Forest Research, USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Research Station). Silverton, OR: International Society of Arboriculture, Pacific Northwest Region.

Studer, N. K. (2003). An assessment of urban forest management in Washington state municipalities. Masters thesis, University of Washington.

Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR). (2010, January). The Evergreen Communities Act: ESSHB 2844 Progress Report. Olympia, WA: Washington Department of Natural Resources.

Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM). (2009, September). 2009 Population Trends. Forecasting Division. [WWW Document] URL http://www.ofm.wa.gov/pop/poptrends/poptrends.pdf (visited 2010, April 12).

Wolf, K. (1998, November). Urban Forest Values: Economic Benefits of Trees in Cities. Human Dimensions of the Urban Forest: Factsheet #3. Seattle, Washington: University of Washington College of Forest Resources.

Wolf, K. (2006, June). Trees Managing the Forests Where We Live: An Assessment of Washington State Cities. Human Dimensions of the Urban Forest: Factsheet #19. Seattle, Washington: University of Washington College of Forest Resources.

Wolf, K.L. 2008. Metro Nature Services: Functions, Benefits and Values, pp. 294-315. In: S.M. Wachter and E.L. Birch (Eds.), Growing Greener Cities: Urban Sustainability in the Twenty-First Century. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 416 pp.

1983.0	1984.0	1985.0	1986.0	1987.0	1988.0	1989.0	1990.0	1991.0	1992.0	1993.0	1994.0	1995.0	1996.0	1997.0	1998.0	1999.0	2000.0	2001.0	2002.0	2003.0	2004.0	2005.0	2006.0	2007.0	2008.0	2009.0	1.0	4.0	4.0	4.0	4.0	3.0	5.0	5.0	7.0	8.0	15.0	19.0	24.0	28.0	29.0	30.0	34.0	40.0	45.0	50.0	56.0	60.0	62.0	66.0	71.0	74.0	77.0	Year

No. of Tree City USA Communities


Washington State Department of Natural Resources ▪  Statewide Assessment and Strategy  ▪ 
DRAFT 4/29/2010 – K Wolf comment 5/25/2010 		Page 1 of 19

image3.tiff




image4.jpeg
e
04 Wha'tcom,
°
Sangluan
(-} o
el
& ° L
= isand
Clailam ° o

.
o ONormomisi

Jefrefsoh

Grays Harbor

. -‘.-.
°

- o
° .
3 a2
.
° ..chhlz
. -
o L

Natural Resources  3/2010

L] . .
.
° i s
s .
Dkaﬂgaa -] Pend Oreille
o Y. Stevens
L] ° .
.
.
.
g4 & “ile
Chelsn’s o
. ..
{ 28 g . o ©
e - Lincoln
° .
@ LY
. . 4
L4 .
Kittitas o . £
oo . edams f
.
° .
- . v
. o R
L. N H o g
Vakiges cWrfiela’ o
¢, » Colgnbia °
o
o gen®n Walla Walla Asotin
@
Kiigkitat
4 ©  Managing

© Developing

50
® NoAction

C——— IMies





image5.jpeg
Hunts Point
Issaquah
Kent

Kirkland

Bonney Lake Lacey

~
Renton

Sea Tac
Seattle
Steilacoom
Sumner

Lake Forest Park Tacoma

Lynnwood

McChord AFB

Medina
Newcastle
Olympia

Port Townsend

Poulsbo
Redmond

Tukwila
Tumwater
University Place
Woodinville
Woodway 3
Yelm cortes

¢ Bellingham

% Mount Vernon
Harbor

#Centralia

Longview
S

Woodland
£

Vancouver

4/12/2010

e

N
+Oroville 5
+Tonasket )
Colville
£
Omak 3
7TWiSP  “Okanogan
]
+Chel 2
+Chelan _Airway .
e Heights" 204 iberty
j ¢ Waterville rehild” ‘Spokane “*®
Cashmere ¢
4 Wenatchee Fairfield ¢
+George
Ellensburg ¥
Colfax ¢
i i Pullman?
=
) / Clarkston,
Rich!}nd ,’/
Grandview ¢ 0
Kennewick &+ Walla Walla

C"IMiles





image1.tiff




image2.tiff




